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

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
FEBRUARY 22, 2012 
 

AGENDA 
 
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30 PM 
ROLL CALL 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda 
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 
CONTINUATION – Continue to date as outlined below 
 269 Daly Avenue – Plat Amendment PL-11-01232 
 Public hearing and continue to March 14, 2012  
 Land Management Code – Amendments to Chapter 1, Chapter 10, and 

Chapter 15 for Special Exceptions 
PL-11-01418 

 Public hearing and continue to March 28, 2012  
REGULAR SESSION – Discussion and action items 
 60 Sampson Avenue – Ratification of Findings for Conditional Use Permit PL-11-01369 5
 Possible action  
 Ridgepoint at Deer Valley – Amendment of Record of Survey PL-11-01328 15
 Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council  
 1790 Bonanza Drive, Rail Central – Conditional Use Permit PL-11-01406 31
 Public hearing and possible action  
WORK SESSION – Discussion only, no action will be taken 
 Quinn’s Junction Partnership – Annexation PL-12-01473 63
ADJOURN 
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REGULAR AGENDA 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject:  60 Sampson Avenue 
Author:  Mathew Evans  
Date:  February 22, 2012 
Type of Item:   Conditional Use Permit - Ratification of Findings  
Project Number: PL-11-01369  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission ratify the Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law to deny the Conditional Use Permit for a nightly rental 
request at 60 Sampson Avenue for an existing home located in the HRL Zone 
according to the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 
 
Topic 
Applicant: Jan Maltby 
Location: 60 Sampson Avenue 
Zoning: Historic Residential Low (HRL) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Single-Family Residential, Vacant Land  
  
Background  
On January 11, 2012, the Planning Commission held a regularly scheduled 
meeting to consider an application for a Conditional Use Permit to allow a nightly 
rental in an existing home located at 60 Sampson.  The existing home is located 
in the Historic Residential Low (HRL) zone designation wherein nightly rentals 
are listed as a “Conditional Use” thus requiring a Conditional Use Permit to be 
issued by the Planning Commission. 
 
One the aforementioned date, the Planning Commission reviewed the application 
held a public hearing and denied the application on a vote of 3-2.  The Planning 
Commission discussed the possibility that the applicant could not mitigate 
conditions of approval found in Section 15-2.1-2 Land Management Code that 
the proposed Conditional Use Permit with respect to the conditional use review 
criteria #2, #4, #5 and #6 as outlined in LMC 15-1-10, could not be mitigated.   
 
Furthermore, the Planning Commission had concerns about mitigation issues 
related to Criterion #14 (Expected ownership and management of the property), 
and there were concerns that there was no requirement for the applicant to hire a 
property management company to ensure that many of the issues associated 
with nightly rentals (e.g. trash, loud parties, etc.) would not be attended to by a 
local someone local who could enforce proper behavior by the tenants and 
ensure the proper care of the property while it was being used as a nightly rental. 
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The Planning Commission also noted that the City could not enforce the 
requirement for off-site parking even though there may be times when both King 
Road and Sampson Avenue become impassable and inaccessible for automobile 
travel.  For these reasons, including the aforementioned reasons listed above, 
the Planning Commission, by a 3-2 vote, denied the application for the 
Conditional Use Permit to allow for the nightly rental as proposed.  
 
The minutes of the meeting are attached in the packet. 
 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order regarding 60 Sampson 
Avenue Conditional Use Permit for a nightly rental of an existing home 
within the HRL Zone.   
 
The Planning Commission hereby ratifies the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 
Law as follows: 
 
Findings of Fact 
1.  The property is located at 60 Sampson Avenue. The property is improved with 

a 3,800 square foot, four bedroom, five full-bath, single family house.  
2.  The subject property is located within the Historic Residential Low Density 

(HRL) zoning district. 
3.  The house at 60 Sampson Avenue is located an approximately 6,500 square 

feet (.15 acres) lot. Minimum lot size in the HRL district is 3,570 square feet.   
4.  The historic portion of the home is 1,818 square feet and was constructed in 

1909 with a 1,953 square foot addition completed in 2008.   The house has 4 
bedrooms 

5.  Nightly rental uses are subject to a Conditional Use Permit in the HRL district. 
6.  Access to the subject property is off of Sampson Avenue with frontage onto 

King Road, both are public streets.  
7. Sampson Avenue and King Road are very narrow roadways.  The paved 

width of Sampson Avenue is 12 feet wide, which is not wide enough for two 
cars to pass each other.  There is also no on-street parking available on 
Sampson Avenue.  Testimony from residents suggests that this street has 
had difficulty being accessed by emergency vehicles in the past.  

8. There are no legally established nightly rentals on Sampson Avenue.  The 
Finance Department has confirmed that there are no business licenses issues 
for Nightly Rentals on Sampson Avenue.    

9. Requiring additional cars to park in China Bridge in the rental agreement does 
not mitigate the impacts of additional cars because it is difficult for the City to 
enforce such a requirement and the Landlord has no incentive to enforce 
such a condition. 

10. There are three separate sets of stairs and over 250 stairs from China Bridge 
making it unlikely that nightly rental tenants would actually use China Bridge 
as an alternative parking area.  There is no on street parking in the vicinity of 
the residence.  
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11. Trash is a problem with nightly rentals because tenants often leave on a 
Monday and the trash is put outside however, the garbage pick-up isn’t until 
Thursday.  No mitigation for this impact has been proposed. 

12. The Planning Commission finds that Criterion #2 (Traffic) of Section 15-2.1-2, 
LMC, cannot be mitigated because traffic on the roads leading to the 
applicant’s property, and the street where the proposed nightly rental is 
located, are narrow roadways that may become subject to closure during a 
major storm event, such as snow or rain, and that renters may not be able to 
access the home because there are times when both King Road and 
Sampson Avenue are not passible by automobile.  One must drive on steep 
hills to access Sampson Avenue, and it is not possible for two cars to pass 
each other on the road.   

13.  The Planning Commission finds that Criterion #4 (Emergency Vehicle 
Access) cannot be mitigated for the same reasons as found in Finding of Fact 
#2 that the roads leading to and from the proposed nightly rental are narrow 
road ways that may become impassible during major storm events, such as 
snow or rain, and that testimony from the Public suggests that emergency 
vehicles tend to get stuck turning from Sampson Avenue during normal 
weather, making emergency vehicle access to the nightly rental subject to 
delay.  The Planning Commission further finds that the nightly rental may 
increase the need for emergency vehicle access to the area, and that such an 
increase would burden the neighborhood because of the narrow roadways 
which can become impassible during major storm events as described herein.   

14. The Planning Commission finds that Criterion #5 (Location and amount of off-
street parking) cannot be mitigated due to the fact that there are only two 
parking spaces at the proposed location for the nightly rental, and due to the 
fact that the existing home is 3,800 square feet, has four bedrooms, five 
bathrooms and sleeps an undetermined number of people and could 
potentially accommodate a large gathering of individuals, and there is no way 
for the City to enforce a maximum gathering of occupants for the nightly 
rental, and the fact that there is no on-street parking available at this location 
due to the fact that Sampson Avenue is in essence, a 12-foot wide one-way 
road with no on-street parking near the proposed nightly rental, and that King 
Road has the same physical conditions as Sampson Avenue, causing a 
potentially dangerous situation for those trying to park near the home. 

15. The Planning Commission finds that Criterion #6 (Internal circulation system) 
cannot be mitigated due to the fact that both King Road and Sampson 
Avenue are narrow roadways which in essence, function as one-way streets, 
and that circulation in the area is usually difficult even if not complicated by 
frequent major storm events, and that the nightly rental could generate 
additional trash or additional service needs, and that those could potentially 
cause in increase of the level traffic generated from outside of the area, and 
that the streets leading to and from the proposed Nightly Rental are local 
streets that are more than likely at a failing level of service because they do 
not meet current City Street Standards for asphalt width and snow storage. 
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16. The Planning Commission is concerned that Criterion #14 (Expected 
ownership and management of the property) would be difficult to mitigate due 
to the fact that there are no provisions in the LMC to require that a local 
property management company oversee the nightly rental.  The owner of 60 
Sampson Avenue, who’s primary residence is in New York, would be an 
absentee landlord and would not be able to ensure that issues related to trash 
and loud parties at the home could be taken care of to the satisfaction of the 
neighbors or the City.  The burden of dealing with issues related to trash, loud 
parties, and other issues related to Nightly Rentals, is unfairly shifted to the 
neighborhood and the City to handle. 

17. The Planning Commission finds that the condition to require off-site parking 
during times when King Road or Sampson Avenue may become impassable 
during periods of heavy snow, or other inclement weather, un-enforceable, 
and thus un-reasonable to impose.   

 
Conclusions of Law 
 
1. The proposed conditional use permit has conditions that cannot be mitigated, 

including those found in criterion #2, #4, #5, #6 and possibly #14 of Section 
15-2.1-2 of the Park City LMC. 

2.  The condition of approval to require off-site parking during heavy snow events 
or other inclement weather make King Road or Sampson Avenue impassible 
is un-enforceable by the City, and thus is an unreasonable condition of 
approval. 

 
Order: The Conditional Use Permit for Nightly Rental at 60 Sampson Avenue is 

hereby denied for the reason specified within the Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law listed herein. 

 
Dated this 22th day of February, 2012. 
 
 
____________________________ 
Charlie Wintzer, Chairman, Planning Commission 
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Planning Commission Meeting 
January 11, 2012 
Page 3 
 
 
 
Commissioner Thomas disclosed that he would be recusing himself from the North Silver Lake 
discussion due to his design involvement with the project.   
 
Director Thomas Eddington reminded the Planning Commission of the joint City Council/Planning 
Commission meeting from 5:30 to 7:00 p.m. the following evening to discuss the Bonanza Park 
plan.    
 
Director Thomas Eddington reported that the Council visioning originally scheduled for February 3rd 
and 4th had been changed to February 9th and 10th.  He would send a reminder email to the 
Planning Commission and include the time the Planning Commission is scheduled on the agenda.  
Chair Wintzer had a previous obligation and he was unsure if he would be able to attend. 
 
Chair Wintzer stated that a previous planning commissioner, Steve Deckert, had passed away.  
Chair Wintzer remarked that Mr. Deckert was a great Planning Commissioner and a great member 
of the community. Chair Wintzer outlined a number of major accomplishments that Mr. Deckert had 
achieved in Park City, which spanned the history of Park City’s growth.  He did it as a planner, as 
well as two terms as a planning commissioner.   
 
On behalf of the Planning Commission, Chair Wintzer thanked the Staff for their work on the 
General Plan for Bonanza Park.  It was an incredible job and the entire Staff spent many hours.   As 
a thank you, the Planning Commission presented the Staff with a card and a gift card for lunch. 
 
Chair Wintzer also thanked Commissioner Thomas for his efforts and involvement working with the 
Staff to complete the General Plan for Bonanza Park.  He was certain the end result showed the 
talent that Commissioner Thomas had contributed.  
 
CONTINUATION(S) – Discussion, Public Hearing and Possible Action  
 
Land Management Code – Amendments to Chapter 10 for Special Exceptions and Chapter 15 
for Definitions of Special Exceptions.    (Application #PL-11-01418) 
                         
Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.  There was no comment.  Char Wintzer closed the public 
hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Thomas moved to CONTINUE the LMC Amendments to February 22, 
2012.  Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
  
 
REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION 
 
1. 60 Sampson Avenue – Conditional Use Permit 
 (Application #PL-11-01369) 
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Planning Commission Meeting 
January 11, 2012 
Page 4 
 
 
 
Planner Matt Evans stated that it has been several years since Park City approved a nightly rental 
application.  Nightly rentals are conditional uses in some of the residential zones in the City.  The 
property at 60 Sampson Avenue is located in the HRL zone, which requires a conditional use permit 
for nightly rentals in the zone, per LMC Chapter 15-2.1-2.  
 
Planner Evans noted that the Staff report outlined a number of criteria for review when considering 
a conditional use permit.  He pointed out there was not a separate set of criteria for considering a 
nightly rental use.   
 
Planner Evans reviewed the request for a conditional use permit for a home located at 60 Sampson 
Avenue.  He presented slides showing an aerial view and the reviewed the zone designation.  The 
structure is a 3,800 square foot single family home, and includes an oversized one-car garage and 
a driveway area leading to the garage.  One of the criteria requires that the nightly rental can 
provide two off-street parking spaces. 
 
Planner Evans stated that the home at 60 Sampson Avenue is located on the Historic Homes 
Inventory.  A permit was pulled in 2007 for a remodel and the project was recently completed.  A 
2,000 square foot addition was added to the home.  The number of bedrooms and bathrooms show 
that the house is a substantial size.  The applicant would like to rent the home for nightly rentals, 
which is allowed under a conditional use permit, as long as the rental period does not exceed 30 
days. 
 
Planner Evans reviewed the list of criteria for considering nightly rentals as outlined in the Staff 
report.  Criteria 2 addressed traffic considerations.  Currently the home is used as a second 
residence for the owner.  The Staff recognized that traffic impacts from a nightly rental would be 
greater than those associated with a single family dwelling.  However, since the criteria is not 
specific to nightly rental, it does not ask the Staff analysis to make extra considerations for that use. 
Criteria 5 addressed off-street parking.  Due to the driveway, by definition it would meet the 
requirement for two off-street parking spaces.   
  
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the conditional use permit for a 
nightly rental based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as 
indicated in the Staff report. 
 
Planner Evans reviewed the conditions of approval outlined in the Staff report.   
 
Jan Maltby, the applicant/owner stated that they have owned the house since 2004 and never 
planned to rent it.  She was born and raised in Utah and even though it is their second home, she 
considers it home because her whole family lives in Salt Lake.  Ms. Maltby remarked that renting 
was not their first choice but life changes made the decision.  She wanted the neighbors to 
understand that they would be very careful about who they rent to because it is their home.   
 
Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing. 
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Planning Commission Meeting 
January 11, 2012 
Page 5 
 
 
Carol Sletta, a resident at 135 Sampson, stated that she lives two doors down and across the street 
from 60 Sampson.  Ms. Sletta remarked that within the last ten days their neighborhood had been 
turned up-side-down.  She was unsure whether several people were renting or whether it was one 
family in the neighborhood; but taxis come and go, fireworks are set off late at night, trash overflows 
the trash cans.  Ms. Sletta suspected that the disruption was caused by nightly renters.  She had 
called Shelly Hatch in the License Department to ask who had permits for nightly rentals in the 
neighborhood, and Ms. Hatch told her no one on Sampson Avenue had a nightly rental license.  
Ms. Sletta stated that people drive too fast. Those who live there and know the neighborhood make 
it a point to slow down.  With all the taxis and traffic, the situation would be much worse if there was 
snow this winter.  She was concerned about losing the neighborhood to people who do not live 
there or care about the community.  When she first moved to Sampson in 1979 nightly rentals were 
not allowed.  Later on an ordinance was passed to allow nightly rentals in the neighborhood, and it 
was done without notice to the neighbors.  Ms. Sletta believed the neighborhood needs to remain a 
neighborhood and a safe place in Park City.  
 
John Phillips, a resident on Norfolk agreed with all the comments made by Carol Sletta.  He had 
also noticed excessive activity in the neighborhood and it was very apparent that many people were 
occupying one house.  Mr. Phillips believed that Ms. Maltby would screen her renters; however, the 
neighbors adjacent to his home rent their house on occasion and even though they try to screen 
their renters, many times the renters were deceptive.  Based on the location and the quaintness of 
their small neighbor, he was concerned that a nightly rental would create a large impact to the rest 
of the neighborhood. Mr. Phillips was also concerned about parking and traffic.  With a 3800 square 
foot four bedroom home, he could envision a large number of people in the house. 
 
Jimmy Weinberg, a resident at 201 Upper Norfolk, stated he is a former city employee who is now 
retired.  He worked in the parking department and for the public works department.  In that 
neighborhood the streets are extremely narrow.  During his time with the City, they prided 
themselves on trying to create neighborhoods.  He believed that a nightly rental would be a 
detriment to the neighborhood on Upper Norfolk.  Mr. Weinberg referred to condition of approval #5, 
which spoke about the inclement weather and the difficulty of trying to reach the residence and the 
possibility of having to park at the China Bridge parking structure.  He noted that there are three 
sets of steps and over 250 stairs from China Bridge to Upper Norfolk.  Sampson Avenue is 
extremely narrow and two vehicles cannot pass.  Mr. Weinberg urged the Planning Commission to 
consider all the impacts and to remember what the City is trying to create in town.  He did not want 
to take rights away from the owner, but he felt the request was inappropriate for the street. 
 
Ruth Meintsman, a resident at 305 Woodside, stated that her neighborhood on Woodside is mostly 
nightly rentals and she wanted to comment on the impacts.  Ms. Meintsma understood that Park 
City thrives on nightly rentals and it is great that people can come to Park City for a short stay and 
have a good time.  However, there are serious impacts.  She lives across the street from a four 
bedroom nightly rental.  That house has a garage and one parking spot in the driveway, but usually 
there are always three vehicles and those cars are always in motion.  She believed it was due to 
the fact that visitors do not understand the logistics of Old Town and how to get around without a 
vehicle.   
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Ms. Meintsma stated that trash was also an incredible problem.  Typically on a three day rental stay 
the trash can is filled double and it remains on the street for most of the week until the trash is 
picked up on Thursday.  Ms. Meintsma suggested that the only way that type of impact could be 
mitigated would be through intense communication between the owners and the renters, as well as 
the neighborhood.  As an example, the owner could compile a list of email addresses and use that 
as a way to inform the neighbors of the name of the renters, how long they would be staying, and 
the number of people expected to occupy the house.  This would enable the neighbors to introduce 
themselves and help the renters to understand the logistics of Old Town.  Ms. Meintsma believed 
that would help resolve the current miscommunication with nightly rentals and solve many of the 
problems. 
 
John Phillips stated that he lives next door to a duplex that has been used for nightly rentals for 
years.  There have been no problems, but they have a huge parking lot and it is not located on 
Sampson, which is more  narrow than his road.  He clarified that he was not opposed to nightly 
rentals in the neighborhood, but he was concerned with nightly rentals in that particular area.   
 
Chair Wintzer closed the public hearing.      
 
Chair Wintzer stated that the HRL zone was created for his neighborhood 35 years ago for the 
purpose of creating a neighborhood for primary residents.  They did not want nightly rentals or 
duplexes.  When the HRL zone moved across the canyon, everything that his neighborhood did not 
want was put into a conditional use.  Chair Wintzer believed that nightly rentals takes away from a 
neighborhood and changes the nature of that neighborhood.  He was unsure what could be done 
now since it is a conditional use in the zone per the LMC.   Chair Wintzer personally thought the 
Planning Commission should look at changing the requirements in the LMC, even though it would 
not apply to this application.   
 
Commissioner Hontz appreciated the public input this evening because it validates the negative 
impacts she sees and lives with every day as an Old Town resident.  Commissioner acknowledged 
that some of the impacts were from long -term rentals as well as nightly rentals, and she believed 
that some of the nightly rental impacts could be mitigated.  In order to support the requested CUP, 
she would need to have public health, safety and welfare concerns addressed, along with criteria 
2,4 ,5 and 14, which relate to on-site parking and access.  She noted that many homes in Old Town 
have garages and parking pads, however, renters are locked out of the garages because the 
owners store their personal belongings in the garage.  Many renters who do have garage access 
prefer to park on the street rather than take the time to open the garage.  Commissioner Hontz 
appreciated that Planner Evans had pointed out that parking is not allowed on Sampson, but that 
does not always deter renters.  It is a huge impact to the residents to have to call the City to enforce 
illegal parking and an additional impact to the City to enforce it. 
 
Commissioner Hontz pointed out that 60 Sampson is a large home.  The renters could most likely 
have more than two vehicles and there is not room on the site to accommodate more than two.  She 
did not believe the suggestion to park at China Bridge was a reasonable solution.  Commissioner 
Hontz noted that this winter is abnormal weather  because snow is the normal for Park City.  She 
wants snow in Park City and slippery and hard to drive roads.  She could not understand why the 
City would create more problems that would need to be resolved in the future by allowing nightly 
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renters in that area.  Commissioner Hontz remarked that Sampson Avenue is the most challenging 
street in Old Town for access and size.  She thought they might be able to meet the requirements to 
allow the conditional use permit, but she questioned whether it was worth it in terms of approving 
this type of use.  She also questioned whether the CUP could be rescinded if there were consistent 
problems.   
 
Assistant City Attorney, Polly Samuels McLean, clarified that a conditional use is an allowed use as 
long as the impacts can be mitigated.  She asked if Commissioner Hontz was concerned that the 
impacts could not be mitigated in this location due to the lack of parking and other constraints.         
                                                                 
 
Commissioner Hontz replied that she would be comfortable with the CUP if someone could 
convince her that the impacts could be mitigated.  She believed some of the impacts could be 
addressed through the rental agreement; however, if the impacts were not mitigated, the burden 
would fall on the neighbors to resolve it.  She was also concerned that if the conditions are not met 
and the impacts are not mitigated, it would take additional time to rescind the CUP.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean pointed out that the legal criteria is whether or not the impacts can 
be mitigated.  She understood that Commissioner Hontz was saying that if the impacts were difficult 
to enforce, they could not be mitigated.  Commissioner Hontz replied that it was her concern, but 
she was willing to listen to other Commissioners if they could find a way to resolve that issue.   
 
Commissioner Hontz stated that trash is a problem throughout Old Town with nightly rentals.  She 
concurred with Ms. Meintsma that the property management company cleans the day after trash 
pickup, and the trash sits there for a week.  Trash on the street erodes the experience for both 
residents and guests. 
 
Commissioner Thomas understood that the concern was who would rent the house and 
assumptions on the number of people who would occupy the house.  More occupants create more 
trash and more parking issues.  He pointed out that the Planning Commission could not control that 
aspect, which is similar to the fact that they could not control who purchases a house or who rents it 
long term.  He noted that an owner or long-term renter with a large family generates a lot of cars 
and a lot of trash, but that is completely allowed and acceptable.  He could not see much difference 
between that occurring with a long-term renter versus a short-term renter.  Commissioner Thomas 
remarked that the HRL zone was created to accept these conditional uses.  He believed the 
impacts could be mitigated the same as with the normal community.   
 
Commissioner Hontz remarked that the difference is that if someone lives there long-term, it is 
easier for a neighbor to talk to them face to face regarding a problem.  It is more difficult to talk to 
someone renting short-term because they are leaving soon and do not care to address the problem. 
 Commissioner Hontz appreciated Commissioner Thomas’ comments, but she believed there was a 
significant difference between the two.   
 
Commissioner Thomas still thought they were making assumptions on who would be renting the 
house.  He was comfortable with the conditions and believed the impacts could be mitigated.  
Commissioner Thomas thought the issues begged a conversation on re-evaluating some of the 
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zones in terms of conditional uses and allowed uses.  However, the Code is clear for this 
application and he was not opposed to the requested CUP.  
 
Commissioner Savage concurred with Commissioner Thomas.  Based on the comments this 
evening, he found nothing that would cause him to think that the impacts associated with nightly 
rentals would be materially different than the impacts that exist from the people who already use the 
house.  Commissioner Savage noted that the Staff analysis indicates that there are no unmitigated 
impacts and he had not heard anything to make him think otherwise.  Based on legal advice, if that 
is the case, the Planning Commission has an obligation to approve the application.   
 
Commissioner Strachan stated that he heard evidence of unmitigated impacts from three separate 
people who have nightly rentals in their neighborhoods.  He did not believe a rental agreement was 
an effective tool to mitigate the impacts because the landlord has no incentive to enforce the rental 
agreement.  Once the landlord receives the money he is often an absentee party.  Commissioner 
Strachan remarked that a CUP is infinite and once it is granted it cannot be taken away.  They 
could assume that the impacts of a nightly rental are the same as the impacts of a primary resident 
family, but if that assumption is wrong, they cannot rescind the CUP.   Commissioner Strachan 
pointed out that it only takes three or four instances of disagreeable and uncooperative nightly 
renters to make the impacts different than the impacts created by a permanent resident.  He could 
not find the ability to mitigate the impacts of nightly rentals in this application. 
 
Commissioner Strachan believed the LMC should be amended to only allow nightly rentals on the 
streets that immediately surround Main Street.  
 
Chair Wintzer remarked that Condition of Approval #5 regarding the China Bridge was unrealistic 
and it could not be enforced.  If the street is so difficult that it requires that type of a condition, it 
indicates that the impact was unmitigated. 
 
Ms. Maltby remarked that the house could also be accessed from King Road, which would address 
concerns regarding emergency vehicles.  There is no parking but there is direct access to the 
house.  King Road is a two lane road and much wider than Sampson.  Ms. Maltby stated that she 
has owned the house since 2004 and has never had a problem accessing the house due to bad 
weather.   Chair Wintzer replied that the difference was that Ms. Maltby had a four-wheel drive 
vehicle and had lived in Park City long enough to understand the road and weather conditions.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to DENY the conditional use permit application for 
nightly rentals at 60 Sampson Avenue.  Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed 3-2.  Commissioners Hontz, Strachan and Wintzer voted in favor of the 
motion.  Commissioners Thomas and Savage voted against the motion.   
 
Ms. Maltby asked if she had any recourse against their decision.  Chair Wintzer advised Ms. Maltby 
that she was entitled to the appeal process and her project planner could explain the details.   
 
2. North Silver Lake, Lot 2B – Extension of Conditional Use Permit            
 (Application #PL-11-01392) 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: First Amended Ridgepoint at Deer 

Valley Condominium plat 
Author: Mathew W. Evans, Senior Planner 
Project Number:  PL-11-01328  
Date: February 22, 2012 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Amendment to Condominium Plat 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the First 
Amended Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Condominium Record of Survey Plat and consider 
forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the findings of fact, 
conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance. 
 
Description 
Applicant:  Ridgepoint Homeowners Association represented by 

Marshall King of Alliance Engineering 
Location: Ridgepoint Lane at Woodland Drive near Royal Street 
Zoning: Residential Development (RD) District with Master Planned 

Development (MPD) Overlay  
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential and Open Space 
Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council approval 
 
Proposal: 
The applicants are proposing to convert “Limited Common Ownership” to “Private 
Ownership” in 26 of the 38 units.  The purpose of the conversion of ownership is to 
allow the owners of the 26 units to enclose the front entryway into the homes.  Since the 
recording of the original plat, several owners have enclosed these areas where a 
covered entry way was present.  Not all units have covered entry ways, and thus would 
not be affected by this proposal.  The purpose of the application is to bring the current 
configuration of several units into compliance with the recorded plat.  This proposal will 
also give the owners who have not yet enclosed their entry ways, the ability to do so 
legally.  The proposal does not include an increase in footprint since the covered 
walkways are included within the footprint calculations.  However, the amendment 
would increase the total square footage of habitable living space within 26 of the 38 
units by 16-48 square feet.               
 
Background  
On August 16, 2011, the City received a completed application for the Ridgepoint at 
Deer Valley amended condominium plat.  The property is located generally at 
Ridgepoint Lane and Woodland Drive near Royal Street.  The property is located within 
the Residential Development (RD) District with Master Planned Development (MPD) 
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overlay subject to the Deer Valley MPD.   
 
The Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Condominium Plat as recorded in 1985 is a 38 unit 
development located adjacent to the Stag Lodge Condo’s, The Cottages, and the 
Evergreen Subdivision within the Deer Valley Master Planned Development.    
 
On July 11, 2011, the elected Trustees of the Ridgepoint Association at Deer Valley 
certified that there was a greater than 2/3rds majority of owners voted in the affirmative 
approving the proposed amendment.        
 
Analysis 
Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment.  Originally, 26 of the 38 units were built 
to have recessed front entry ways with an outside storage space closet on the landing 
outside of the front door.  This amendment will allow the owners of those units to 
incorporate these areas into the living space of the unit.  The change in the plat 
basically allows the owner to extend the doorway into the unit at the front of the landing.  
The outside storage closet becomes a part of the interior of the home, and can function 
more like a coat closet.       
 
Several of the owners have already converted these areas proposed to be converted to 
“Private Ownership”.  Recently the City noticed this practice at Ridgepoint and told the 
owners that a plat amendment would be necessary, as well as building permits or else 
they would have to remove the improvements.  The homeowners have agreed to the 
amendment, and the homeowners association petitioned the City for the change to 
consider these limited common areas as private ownership.  These areas are not 
shared entrances, but are used solely by the owners of each individual unit.  Converting 
these areas to private ownership will not adversely affect access to any of the units 
within the project and will provide more security for these closet/storage areas.   
 
The entry areas proposed to be enclosed range in size from 16-48 square feet 
depending upon the plan.  It is estimated that a total of 926 square feet will be 
converted from “limited common ownership” to “private ownership.”  The plat 
amendment will not change the footprint of the building, and will not cause any 
nonconformities for maximum allowed home size, setbacks, height, or otherwise.  The 
project is located within the RD Zone designation.  The proposal does not violate any of 
the lot or building requirements in the RD Zone, nor do they violate the Deer Valley 
MPD in terms of allowed density because Ridgepoint was allocated at total number of 
units and the number of units is not changing.    
 
The proposed changes do not increase the parking requirement for the overall 
development.  Section 15-3-6(A) requires that condominium units between 1,000 and 
2,500 square feet have two (2) off-street parking spaces.  Each unit within the 
Ridgepoint development has two parking spaces, one surface parking space, and one 
covered parking space located below the recreation area.  
 
The applicants are also proposing to address a “clean-up” issue associated with the 
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back patios/decks of the same units.  Currently these areas are shown as “balcony” on 
the recorded Ridgepoint plat.  The term “Balcony” although accurate in its description, 
does not designate the use of the space.  This amended plat will show these areas as 
“limited common ownership.”  The plat amendment does not enlarge the balcony/patio 
areas as shown on the original plat; these areas cannot be converted to habitable living 
space, and are simply for the enjoyment of the individual owners of each unit.   
 
There are no other proposed changes to the buildings or the amenities.  The changes 
proposed shown in color on the attached amended record of survey for pages 2 and 3 
of the Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Condominiums.  This proposal does allow for the 
physical changes to the buildings as a result of the condo plat amendment, although the 
footprint does not change.  Each owner is responsible to obtain the property Building 
Permits to enclose the entry way areas that the Plat Amendment will show as “Private 
Ownership”. 

 

 
 
Good Cause 
 
Good cause is found to approve the Plat Amendment based on the need reflect “as-built 
conditions” that exist at the Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Condominiums, as well as allow 
other units to make similar changes to the limited common area front porches.  The 
proposed changes do not allow for the increase of footprint, and only expand each 
eligible unit by 16 to 48 square feet.  The amount of habitable living spaces is only 
increased slightly, and the visual impacts, for the most part, are pre-existing due to the 
fact that many of the owners have already incorporated these areas as part of their units 
as a better use of the space provided during the original construction of the building.  
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The other proposed change simply re-names “balcony” shown on the record of survey, 
to “limited common ownership” which is the correct technical term. 
 
Process 
The approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be 
appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18. 
 
Department Review 
This proposed plat amendment has gone through an interdepartmental review.  
Comments made during the initial review have been addressed and are reflected on the 
current plans. 
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 in 
accordance with the requirements in the LMC.  Legal notice was also put in the Park 
Record.  
 
Public Input 
No public input has been received by the time of this report; public input may be taken 
at the regularly scheduled Planning Commission public hearing.  
 
Alternatives 

 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 
Council for the First Amended Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Condominium Plat or 
amended; or 

 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for the First Amended Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Condominium Record of 
Survey Plat and direct staff to make Findings for this decision; or 

 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on First Amended 
Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Condominium Record of Survey Plat to a date certain. 

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.  The 
building and all associated amenities were previously constructed and there are no 
proposed changes to the site and no increase in the parking requirements.  
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The recorded condominium plat stays as is and the limited common areas could not be 
enclosed to become private areas.  Existing improvements may have to be removed.  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the First 
Amended Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Condominium Plat and forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law 
and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance. 
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Exhibits 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat 
Exhibit B – Color Photos   
Exhibit C – Original Ridgepoint Recorded Plat
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Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance No. 12- 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE FIRST AMENDED RIDGEPOINT AT DEER 
VALLEY CONDOMINIUM PLAT LOCATED AT RIDGEPOINT LANE AT WOODLAND 

DRIVE NEAR ROYAL STREET, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at approximately Ridgepoint Lane 
at Woodland Drive have petitioned the City Council for approval of the First Amended 
Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Plat; and 

 
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the 

requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 22, 

2012, to receive input on the First Amended Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Record of 
Survey Plat; 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on February 22, 2012, forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the First 

Amended Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Record of Survey Plat. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 

follows: 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as 

findings of fact. The First Amended Ridgepoint at Deer Valley Record of Survey Plat as 
shown in Attachment A is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, 
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 

 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at approximately Ridgepoint Lane at Woodland Drive. 
2. The property is within the Residential Development (RD) District with Master 

Planned Development (MPD) Overlay, subject to the Deer Valley MPD. 
3. The Plat Amendment allows a total of 926 square feet of “limited common space” to 

be converted to private ownership in 26 of the 38 units and would allow the front 
entry ways of each eligible unit to be enclosed. 

4. The proposed amendment to the record of survey plat allows the area marked as 
“balcony” to be re-labeled as “limited common” area. 

5. The Trustees of the Ridgepoint Homeowners Associated have given unanimous 
consent to the proposed plat amendment. 

6. The Homeowners Association voted 91% affirmative to approve the proposed 
change with none of the affected owners voting not to amend. 
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7. The proposed plat amendment will not cause any nonconformities or noncompliance 
with the Residential Development (RD) Zone Designation or the Deer Valley MPD as 
there is no increase in the total number of units or the building footprint, setbacks, or 
building height. 

8. Although the proposed amendment will increase the habitable living spaces for 26 of 
the 38 units, the amended plat will not require additional parking because none of 
the units will exceed 2,500 square feet, which is the maximum square footage 
allowed before the parking standard increases from two-spaces per unit to three-
spaces per unit.     

 
Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this Amendment to the Condominium Record of Survey 

Plat. 
2. The Amendment to Record of Survey Plat is consistent with the Park City Land 

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

Amendment to Record of Survey Plat. 
4. Approval of the Amendment to Record of Survey Plat, subject to the conditions 

stated below, does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens 
of Park City.   

 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 

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

2. The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from the 
date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, 
this approval for the plat will be void, unless a complete application requesting an 
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted 
by the City Council. 

3. The approval of this plat amendment does not automatically permit the owners of 
Ridgepoint at Deer Valley the right to incorporate the newly revised private 
ownership areas as living space.  Each individual owner shall be required to obtain 
the necessary Building Permits from the Building Department before any 
construction to enclose the entry areas can commence. 

4. Patio and deck areas shown as “limited common ownership” are not to be converted 
to living space, nor are additional structures, including new roof covers, etc. allowed 
within these areas.  The limited common ownership of deck and patio space is 
specifically for the personal enjoyment of each individual owner directly in back of 
unit as shown on the amended plat, and subject to normal maintenance and repair 
as deemed appropriate by the Homeowners association.   

 
 

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon 
publication. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this __th day of March, 2012. 
 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      
 

________________________________ 
Dana Williams, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
   
 
____________________________________ 
Jan Scott, City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 

 
 
 
Attachment A – Proposed Record of Survey plat 
 
   

Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 22



48.50'

4
.
9
2
'

1
5
.
0
8
'

2.00'

2
.
3
3
' 6.00'

2
.
3
3
'

10.21'

2
.
3
3
'

6.00'

2
.
3
3
'

11.46'

3
.
0
0
'

7.17'

8
.
0
4
'

3
.
3
3
'

1.50'

2
4
.
0
8
'

5
.
1
3
'

1.00'

6
.
5
0
'

1.50'

4.67'

6
.
5
0
'

7.17'

1.00'

48.50'

4
.
9
2
'

1.50'

1
5
.
0
8
'

2.00'

2
.
3
3
' 6.00'

2
.
3
3
'

10.21'

2
.
3
3
' 6.00'

2
.
3
3
'

11.46'

3
.
0
0
'

4.67'

6
.
2
5
'

2.
36
'

4
.
2
1
'

9.33'

7
.
5
4
'

1.00'

3
.
3
3
'

5
.
2
5
'

3.79'3.
13
'

9
.
5
4
'

9
.
5
4
'

3.
13
'

3.79'

5
.
2
5
'

43.00'

44.50'

43.00'

1
3
.
0
0
'

1
3
.
0
0
'

4.50'

4.50'

4
.
0
0
'

4
.
0
0
'

1
8
.
1
6
'

1
8
.
1
6
'

44.50'

44.50'

9
.
5
4
'

3.
13
'

3.79'

5
.
2
5
'

43.00'

1
3
.
0
0
'

1
8
.
1
7
'

4
.
0
0
'

4.50'

4
.
0
0
'

4.50'

44.50'

9
.
5
4
'

3.
13
'

3.79'

5
.
2
5
'

32.00'

1
3
.
7
1
'

6.50'

3
.
2
9
'

9
.
5
4
'

3.
13
'

3.79'

5
.
2
5
'

32.00'

1
3
.
7
1
'

6.50'

3
.
2
9
'

32.00'

3
.
2
9
'

6.50'

1
3
.
7
1
'

5
.
2
5
'

9
.
5
4
'

3.79'3.
13
'

32.00'

3
.
2
9
'

6.50'

1
3
.
7
1
'

5
.
2
5
'

9
.
5
4
'

3.79'3.
13
'

44.50'

5
.
2
5
'

3.79'3.
13
'

9
.
5
4
'

43.00'

1
3
.
0
0
'1
8
.
1
6
'

44.50'

4
.
0
0
'

4.50'

4.50'

4
.
0
0
'

4.67'3
.
0
0
'

11.46'

2
.
3
3
'

6.00'2
.
3
3
'

10.21'

2
.
3
3
'

6.00'

2
.
3
3
'

2.00'

1
5
.
0
8
'

1.50'

4
.
9
2
'

48.50'

3
.
3
3
'

1.00'

7
.
5
4
'

9.33'

4
.
2
1
'

2.
36
'

6
.
2
5
'

6.00'

2
.
3
3
'

2.00'

1
5
.
0
8
'

1.50'

4
.
9
2
'

3
.
3
3
'

8
.
0
4
'

5
.
1
3
'

7.17'3
.
0
0
'

2
.
3
3
'

6.00'

2
.
3
3
'

2
.
3
3
'

2
4
.
0
8
'

1.00'

1.50'

6
.
5
0
'

1.00'

4.67'

7.17'

6
.
5
0
'

48.50'

11.46'10.21'

B
  U

N
IT

 F
IR

S
T 

FL
O

O
R

 P
LA

N
 (P

R
IV

A
TE

 E
N

TR
Y

)
C

  U
N

IT
 F

IR
S

T 
FL

O
O

R
 P

LA
N

B
  U

N
IT

 S
E

C
O

N
D

 F
LO

O
R

 P
LA

N
 C

  U
N

IT
 S

E
C

O
N

D
 F

LO
O

R
 P

LA
N

CENTER LINE OF UNITS
CENTER LINE OF UNITS

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

E
n
t
r
y

C
D

L
o
f
t

L
o
f
t

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

E
n
t
r
y

E
n
t
r
y
/

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

E
n
t
r
y
/

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

R
E
C
O
R
D
E
D

S
T
A
T
E
 
O
F
 
U
T
A
H
,
 
C
O
U
N
T
Y
 
O
F
 
S
U
M
M
I
T
,
 
A
N
D
 
F
I
L
E
D

A
T
 
T
H
E
 
R
E
Q
U
E
S
T
 
O
F
 
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

D
A
T
E
 
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
 
T
I
M
E
 
_
_
_
_
_
 
B
O
O
K
 
_
_
_
_
_
 
P
A
G
E
 
_
_
_
_
_

_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
 
 
 
 
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

F
E
E
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R
E
C
O
R
D
E
R

3
2
3
 
M
a
i
n
 
S
t
r
e
e
t
 
 
P
.
O
.
 
B
o
x
 
2
6
6
4
 
 
P
a
r
k
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
U
t
a
h
 
 
8
4
0
6
0
-
2
6
6
4

C
O
N
S
U
L
T
I
N
G
 
E
N
G
I
N
E
E
R
S
 
 
L
A
N
D
 
P
L
A
N
N
E
R
S
 
 
S
U
R
V
E
Y
O
R
S

(
4
3
5
)
 
6
4
9
-
9
4
6
7

F
I
L
E
:

J
O
B
 
N
O
.
:
3
-
1
1
-
1
0

X
:
\
S
i
l
v
e
r
L
a
k
e
V
i
l
l
a
g
e
\
d
w
g
\
s
r
v
\
p
l
a
t
2
0
1
0
\
0
3
1
1
1
0
.
d
w
g

S
H
E
E
T
 
3
 
O
F
 
4

9
/
2
3
/
1
1

0
8
'

8
'

1
6
'

B
  U

N
IT

 F
IR

S
T 

FL
O

O
R

 P
LA

N
 (S

H
A

R
E

D
 E

N
TR

Y
)

B
  U

N
IT

 S
E

C
O

N
D

 F
LO

O
R

 P
LA

N

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

L
o
f
t

O
p
e
n

t
o

b
e
l
o
w

E
n
t
r
y

S
t
a
i
r
s

S
t
o
r
a
g
e

S
t
o
r
a
g
e

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

O
p
e
n

t
o

b
e
l
o
w

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

L
o
f
t

U
N

IT
S

 1
07

, 1
11

, 1
17

,
12

2,
 1

32
, 1

37
U

N
IT

S
 1

02
, 1

06
, 1

16
, 1

23

U
N

IT
S

 1
07

, 1
11

, 1
17

,
12

2,
 1

32
, 1

37
U

N
IT

S
 1

08
, 1

12
, 1

18
,

12
1,

 1
31

, 1
36

U
N

IT
S

 1
02

, 1
06

, 1
16

, 1
23

U
N

IT
S

 1
08

, 1
12

, 1
18

,
12

1,
 1

31
, 1

36

S
t
o
r
a
g
e

S
t
a
i
r
s

B
  U

N
IT

 R
E

V
E

R
S

E
D

 F
IR

S
T 

FL
O

O
R

 P
LA

N
 (P

R
IV

A
TE

 E
N

TR
Y

)

B
  U

N
IT

 R
E

V
E

R
S

E
D

 S
E

C
O

N
D

 F
LO

O
R

 P
LA

N

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

L
o
f
t

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

E
n
t
r
y

E
n
t
r
y
/

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

U
N

IT
S

 1
03

, 1
13

, 1
30

, 1
35

S
t
o
r
a
g
e

S
t
a
i
r
s

U
N

IT
S

 1
03

, 1
13

, 1
30

, 1
35

U
N

IT
S

 1
04

, 1
09

, 1
14

, 1
19

12
0,

 1
25

, 1
29

, 1
34

U
N

IT
S

 1
04

, 1
09

, 1
14

, 1
19

12
0,

 1
25

, 1
29

, 1
34

C
  U

N
IT

 R
E

V
E

R
S

E
D

 F
IR

S
T 

FL
O

O
R

 P
LA

N

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

E
n
t
r
y

U
N

IT
S

 1
01

, 1
05

, 1
10

, 1
15

12
4,

 1
28

, 1
33

, 1
38

L
o
f
t

C
  U

N
IT

 R
E

V
E

R
S

E
D

 S
E

C
O

N
D

 F
LO

O
R

 P
LA

N

U
N

IT
S

 1
01

, 1
05

, 1
10

, 1
15

12
4,

 1
28

, 1
33

, 1
38

B
a
l
c
o
n
y

C
 
U
N
I
T
 
R
E
V
E
R
S
E
D

B
 
U
N
I
T
 
R
E
V
E
R
S
E
D

B
 
U
N
I
T

C
 
U
N
I
T

B
 
U
N
I
T

B
 
U
N
I
T
 
R
E
V
E
R
S
E
D

C
 
U
N
I
T
 
R
E
V
E
R
S
E
D

B
 
U
N
I
T
 
R
E
V
E
R
S
E
D

B
 
U
N
I
T

C
 
U
N
I
T

B
 
U
N
I
T

B
 
U
N
I
T
 
R
E
V
E
R
S
E
D

S
t
a
i
r
s

S
t
a
i
r
s

E
n
t
r
y

B
A

B
B

B

B
B

B
B

B
B

B
B

A
A

A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

C

C
C

C
C

D

D
D

D
D

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

R
I
D
G
E
P
O
I
N
T
 
A
T
 
D
E
E
R
 
V
A
L
L
E
Y

O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
D
E
S
I
G
N
A
T
I
O
N
S

P
R
I
V
A
T
E
 
O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
A
R
E
A
 
"
B
"

C
O
M
M
O
N
 
O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P

P
R
I
V
A
T
E
 
O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
A
R
E
A
 
"
A
"

L
I
M
I
T
E
D
 
C
O
M
M
O
N
 
O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P

B
A
L
C
O
N
Y
 
D
I
M
E
N
S
I
O
N
 
T
A
B
L
E

N
O
.

1
0
1

4
 
F
T

1
0
2

1
0
3

1
0
5

1
0
6

1
0
4

1
0
8

1
0
9

1
1
0

1
1
2

1
1
3

1
1
1

1
0
7

1
1
5

1
1
6

1
1
7

1
1
9

1
2
0

1
1
8

1
2
2

1
2
3

1
2
4

1
2
6

1
2
7

1
2
5

1
2
1

1
1
4

1
2
8

1
3
0

1
3
1

1
3
2

1
3
4

1
3
5

1
3
3

1
2
9

1
3
7

1
3
8

1
3
6

U
N
I
T

F
I
R
S
T
 
F
L
O
O
R
 
B
A
L
C
O
N
Y

W
I
D
T
H
 
(
W
)

L
E
N
G
T
H
 
(
L
)

1
0
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

7
 
F
T

W
I
D
T
H
 
(
W
)

L
E
N
G
T
H
 
(
L
)

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

6
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
4
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

7
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

6
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

7
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

7
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

6
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

7
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

4
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

6
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

6
 
F
T

1
0
 
F
T

8
 
F
T

1
3
 
F
T

W

L
L

W
W

W

W
W

W
W

W
W

W
W

L
L

L
L

L
L

L
L

L
L

S
E
C
O
N
D
 
F
L
O
O
R
 
B
A
L
C
O
N
Y

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

CENTER LINE OF UNITS

O
p
e
n
 
t
o
 
b
e
l
o
w

O
p
e
n
 
t
o
 
b
e
l
o
w

O
p
e
n

t
o

b
e
l
o
w

O
p
e
n

t
o

b
e
l
o
w

Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 23



F
I
R
S
T
 
F
L
O
O
R

S
E
C
O
N
D
 
F
L
O
O
R

L
O
F
T

E
N
T
R
Y

B
A
L
C
O
N
Y

B
A
L
C
O
N
Y

7.55'

1
.
9
5
'

1
2
.
7
'

0
.
8
7
'

7
.
2
5
'

8
.
0
8
'

0
.
8
7
'

10.35'

10.0'

F
I
R
S
T
 
F
L
O
O
R

S
E
C
O
N
D
 
F
L
O
O
R

L
O
F
T

E
N
T
R
Y

E
N
T
R
Y
 
B
A
L
C
O
N
Y

B
A
L
C
O
N
Y

B
A
L
C
O
N
Y

1
2
.
1
'

4.7'

10.0'

11.25'

21.5'

1.0'

0
.
8
7
'

7
.
2
5
'

0
.
8
7
'

8
.
0
8
'

D
O
T
T
E
D
 
L
I
N
E
 
D
E
N
O
T
E
S

C
O
N
D
I
T
I
O
N
 
W
H
E
R
E

B
 
r
e
v
e
r
s
e
d
 
M
E
E
T
S
 
C

F
I
R
S
T
 
F
L
O
O
R

S
E
C
O
N
D
 
F
L
O
O
R

L
O
F
T

10.0'

1
2
.
7
'

11.1'

0
.
8
7
'

7
.
2
5
'

0
.
8
7
'

8
.
0
8
'

F
I
R
S
T
 
F
L
O
O
R

S
E
C
O
N
D
 
F
L
O
O
R

L
O
F
T

E
N
T
R
Y

B
A
L
C
O
N
Y

B
A
L
C
O
N
Y

10.0'

4.7'

11.25'

2
1
.
5
'

1
2
.
1
'

0
.
8
7
'

7
.
2
5
'

0
.
8
7
'

1
.
0
'

8
.
0
8
'

D
O
T
T
E
D
 
L
I
N
E
 
D
E
N
O
T
E
S

C
O
N
D
I
T
I
O
N
 
W
H
E
R
E

B
 
r
e
v
e
r
s
e
d
 
M
E
E
T
S
 
C

F
I
R
S
T
 
F
L
O
O
R

S
E
C
O
N
D
 
F
L
O
O
R

L
O
F
T

1
2
.
1
'

0
.
8
7
'

7
.
2
5
'

0
.
8
7
'

8
.
0
8
'

11.55'

7.6'

10.0'

10.0'

F
I
R
S
T
 
F
L
O
O
R

S
E
C
O
N
D
 
F
L
O
O
R

L
O
F
T

10.0'

1
2
.
1
'

0
.
8
7
'

7
.
2
5
'

0
.
8
7
'

8
.
0
8
'

11.55'

7.6'

10.0'

R
I
D
G
E
P
O
I
N
T
 
A
T
 
D
E
E
R
 
V
A
L
L
E
Y

R
E
C
O
R
D
E
D

S
T
A
T
E
 
O
F
 
U
T
A
H
,
 
C
O
U
N
T
Y
 
O
F
 
S
U
M
M
I
T
,
 
A
N
D
 
F
I
L
E
D

A
T
 
T
H
E
 
R
E
Q
U
E
S
T
 
O
F
 
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

D
A
T
E
 
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
 
T
I
M
E
 
_
_
_
_
_
 
B
O
O
K
 
_
_
_
_
_
 
P
A
G
E
 
_
_
_
_
_

_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
 
 
 
 
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

F
E
E
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R
E
C
O
R
D
E
R

3
2
3
 
M
a
i
n
 
S
t
r
e
e
t
 
 
P
.
O
.
 
B
o
x
 
2
6
6
4
 
 
P
a
r
k
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
U
t
a
h
 
 
8
4
0
6
0
-
2
6
6
4

C
O
N
S
U
L
T
I
N
G
 
E
N
G
I
N
E
E
R
S
 
 
L
A
N
D
 
P
L
A
N
N
E
R
S
 
 
S
U
R
V
E
Y
O
R
S

(
4
3
5
)
 
6
4
9
-
9
4
6
7

0
8
'

8
'

1
6
'

F
I
L
E
:

J
O
B
 
N
O
.
:
3
-
1
1
-
1
0

X
:
\
S
i
l
v
e
r
L
a
k
e
V
i
l
l
a
g
e
\
d
w
g
\
s
r
v
\
p
l
a
t
2
0
1
0
\
0
3
1
1
1
0
.
d
w
g

S
H
E
E
T
 
4
 
O
F
 
4

9
/
2
3
/
1
1

C
 
U
N
I
T

B
U
I
L
D
I
N
G
 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 
C

C
 
U
N
I
T

B
U
I
L
D
I
N
G
 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 
D

B
 
U
N
I
T
 
(
P
R
I
V
A
T
E
 
E
N
T
R
Y
)

B
U
I
L
D
I
N
G
 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 
A

B
 
U
N
I
T
 
(
P
R
I
V
A
T
E
 
E
N
T
R
Y
)

B
U
I
L
D
I
N
G
 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 
B

B
 
U
N
I
T
 
(
S
H
A
R
E
D
 
E
N
T
R
Y
)

B
U
I
L
D
I
N
G
 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 
A

B
 
U
N
I
T
 
(
S
H
A
R
E
D
 
E
N
T
R
Y
)

B
U
I
L
D
I
N
G
 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 
B

O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
D
E
S
I
G
N
A
T
I
O
N
S

P
R
I
V
A
T
E
 
O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
A
R
E
A
 
"
B
"

C
O
M
M
O
N
 
O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P

P
R
I
V
A
T
E
 
O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
A
R
E
A
 
"
A
"

L
I
M
I
T
E
D
 
C
O
M
M
O
N
 
O
W
N
E
R
S
H
I
P

Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 24



Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 25

pabdullah
Typewritten Text
EXHIBIT B



Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 26



Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 27



Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 28

pabdullah
Typewritten Text
EXHIBIT C



Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 29



Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 30



Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Application #: PL-11-01406 
Subject: Rail Central Telecommunication 

Antenna 
Author: Francisco Astorga, Planner 
Date: February 22, 2012 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Conditional Use Permit 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed Conditional Use 
Permit for a Telecommunication Facility at Rail Central, conduct a public hearing and 
provide Staff and the applicant input and direction.   
 
Description 
Applicant:  Mark Fisher, 1790 Bonanza Drive, LLC represented by Don 

Shively, AT&T Wireless, and Michael Sweeney, New Ideas 
Company, Inc. 

Location:   1790 Bonanza Drive, Rail Central 
Zoning:   General Commercial (GC) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Commercial and mixed-use residential 

Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permits require 
Planning Commission review and approval 

 
Proposal 
This is a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) request for a Telecommunication Antenna to 
build an enclosed antenna at Rail Central located at 1790 Bonanza Drive.  In addition to 
the enclosed antenna, the applicant is requesting to build a 10’x 20’ addition on the front 
façade, west side, of Building One to locate the necessary equipment associated with 
the antennas.  Equipment shelters located outside of existing buildings require Planning 
Commission review.  The current use of the property is a two (2) story mixed use office 
and retail building. 
 
Background  
On December 20, 2011 the City received a completed application for the Rail Central 
Telecommunication Antenna CUP.  The property is located at 1790 Bonanza Drive in 
the General Commercial (GC) District.  The proposal includes twelve (12) antennas to 
be placed on the elevator shaft tower located towards the east side of Building One.  
The applicant proposes to build an enclosure/addition which will be designed to 
resemble existing material already located on the elevator shaft tower.  The equipment 
that will operate the antennas will be located in a proposed outbuilding built to resemble 
a mining shack located on the front, west end, of the Building One.   
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This proposed cellular site will serve city residents, tourists, and customers in the 
Bonanza Park area.  According to the applicant, AT&T’s customers continue to embrace 
the expanding features offered in smart phones that require large amounts of data 
transmitting through its cellular sites and theses existing surrounding cellular sites are 
not at maximum capacity.   
 
In the course of locating the new site in Park City, AT&T has taken efforts to mitigate the 
visual impact of the communication site.  The applicant has followed the City’s request 
by specifically designing its proposed communication site for location on a commercial 
building.  This site does not have the ability to offer colocation capabilities like a 
monopole does.  The applicant faces unique challenges with the topography 
surrounding Park City.  They explained that a critical design element is “line of site” that 
frequency radio waves adhere to.  Park City residents that subscribe to AT&T suffer as 
a result of this topography which prevents existing cellular sites from providing “line of 
site” coverage. 
 
The applicant identified several properties as possible candidates on which to locate a 
communication facility.  AT&T’s radio frequency design requested a height of fifty feet 
(50’) which places the “line of site” above the ground clutter.  (See Exhibit A - 
Explanation Letter).  Operation of the site will run twenty-four (24) hours a day seven (7) 
days a week 365 days a year.  When repair service is required, it is AT&T’s plan to 
perform the service during off peak hours. 
 
In July 2002 the Planning Commission approved the Rail Central Master Planned 
Development (MPD) and CUP for a mixed-use development.  In November 2003 the 
Planning Commission reviewed and approved an amended MPD application and 
required approval of a parking plan for restaurant use within Building One.  In December 
2006 the Planning Commission held a public hearing and provided staff and the 
applicant direction regarding a parking plan for a restaurant use pursuant to MPD 
conditions of approval that required ratification of a parking plan by the Commission 
prior to allowing a restaurant use.  In October 2007 the Planning Commission approved 
the parking plan to allow a restaurant use within the approved MPD, in Building One, 
subject to numerous conditions.  In February 2008 the Planning Commission reviewed 
and approved another amended MPD application to allow the basement area of 
Building One to be used for general, non-intensive, offices and storage.  In June 2010 
staff recognized that a proposed use, a tire service and repair shop to be located at Rail 
Central, did not increase the parking requirement for the MPD. 
 
The expansion/addition of the elevator shaft tower to house the enclosed antennas and 
the proposed outbuilding to house the equipment associated with the antennas does not 
trigger an MPD amendment due to the small scale of the additions/expansions and due 
to the fact that the primary use of the property remains the same. 
 
Analysis 
The purpose of the General Commercial (GC) District is to: 
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a) allow a wide range of commercial and retail trades and Uses, as well as offices, 
Business and personal services, and limited Residential Uses in an Area that is 
convenient to transit, employment centers, resort centers, and permanent 
residential Areas, 

 
b) allow Commercial Uses that orient away from major traffic thoroughfares to avoid 

strip commercial Development and traffic congestion, 
 

c) protect views along the City’s entry corridors, 
 

d) encourage commercial Development that contributes to the positive character of 
the City, buffers adjacent residential neighborhoods, and maintains pedestrian 
Access with links to neighborhoods, and other commercial Developments, 

 
e) allow new commercial Development that is Compatible with and contributes to 

the distinctive character of Park City, through Building materials, architectural 
details, color range, massing, lighting, landscaping and the relationship to Streets 
and pedestrian ways, 
 

f) encourage architectural design that is distinct, diverse, reflects the mountain 
resort character of Park City,  and is not repetitive of what may be found in other 
communities, and 

 
g) encourage commercial Development that incorporates design elements related 

to public outdoor space including pedestrian circulation and trails, transit 
facilities, plazas, pocket parks, sitting Areas, play Areas, and public art. 

 
According to Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-2.18-2(B) a Telecommunication 
Antenna is a conditional use in the GC District.  The Commission must make a 
determination that the proposed project use meets the CUP criteria found in LMC § 15-
1-10 as follows: 
 

1. Size and location of the site.  Discussion requested. 
 

Antennas on Roof 
 
The twelve (12) telecommunication antennas are proposed to be placed on the 
existing elevator shaft tower located towards the east end (rear) of Building One 
within the Rail Central development.  The table below illustrates the following 
width/depth/height expansion of the existing elevator shaft tower: 

 
 
 

Existing elevator shaft Proposed expansion Proposed elevator 
shaft with expansion 

Size width: 9’-0” 
depth: 7’-7” 

1’x9” x 2 = 3’-6” 
2’x3” x 2 = 4’-6” 

width: 12’-6” 
depth 12’-1” 

Height 38’-5” above ground 5’-4” 43’-9” above ground 
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level level 
 

Staff recommends that the Commission analyze Exhibit B Site Plan, Exhibit C 
Enlarged Site Plan, Exhibit D South & East Elevation, Exhibit E North & West 
Elevation, Exhibit F Tower Photographic Simulations, Exhibit G Addition 
Photographic Simulations, and Exhibit I Photographs. 
 
Addition for ground equipment 
 
Staff finds that the size and location of the addition to the west end of the building 
to house the associated equipment does not need additional mitigation due to its 
small size.  It meets all development standards found in the LMC. 

 
2. Traffic considerations.  No unmitigated impacts.  There are no traffic impacts 

associated with the project. 
 

3. Utility capacity.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 

No significant utility capacity is required for this project. 
 

4. Emergency vehicle access.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 

There are no emergency vehicle access impacts associated with the project. 
 

5. Location and amount of off-street parking.  Impacts mitigated. 
 

In June 2010 staff conducted an analysis of the existing parking located in the 
Rail Central development due to a building permit request for a tire service and 
repair shop to be located within Rail Central, an allowed use within the District 
and also within the MPD.  At that time Staff identified a total 85 parking spaces.  
After carefully reviewing the approved MPD and the subsequent MPD 
amendments, Staff identified that the site required a total of 84 parking spaces. 
 
Currently the applicant requests to build an addition to the west façade of 
Building One to locate the necessary equipment associated with the antennas.  
The addition is proposed to be placed over two (2) parking spaces.  To mitigate 
the loss of two (2) parking spaces and to also improve the existing circulation the 
applicant proposes to reconfigure the existing layout of the parking throughout 
the project.  This would be accomplished by not making any physical 
improvements other than re-striping the parking layout.   
 
Staff has analyzed the applicant’s proposed parking layout which adds a total of 
two (2) parking spaces (See Exhibit J).  The newly proposed layout also 
improves circulation of the site.  The rail trail parking spaces are not being 
affected in any way shape or form.   
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6. Internal circulation system.  Impacts mitigated. 
 
The applicant proposes to remove the eleven (11) perpendicular parking spaces 
located north of Building Two to be able to accommodate nine (9) angled parking 
spaces in the same area.  The applicant also proposes to add eight (8) parallel 
parking spaces directly north of Building Two adjacent to the existing sidewalk.  
The applicant proposes the re-configured parking and the additional parking and 
also maintaining a twenty foot (20’) drive aisle.  This parking layout and 
circulation plan has been reviewed by the City Engineer, Chief Building Official, 
and Fire Marshall(See Exhibit J). 
 
The angled parking also allows drivers to become better acquainted with the one-
way drive aisle currently existing on the site.  The internal circulation will remain 
the same. 
 

7. Fencing, screening and landscaping to separate uses.  No unmitigated 
impacts.   

 
Fencing is not proposed at this time. No changes to the exterior landscaping are 
part of this application as the addition to house the associated equipment is 
being placed over two (2) parking spaces. 
 

8. Building mass, bulk, orientation and the location on site, including orientation to 
adjacent buildings or lots.  Discussion requested. 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission analyze the expansion/addition of the 
elevator shaft tower in terms of building mass including the 5’-4” additional 
height.  The following should be examined:  Exhibit B Site Plan, Exhibit C 
Enlarged Site Plan, Exhibit D South & East Elevation, Exhibit E North & West 
Elevation, Exhibit F Tower Photographic Simulations, Exhibit G Addition 
Photographic Simulations, and Exhibit I Photographs. 

 
9. Usable open space.  No unmitigated impacts. 

 
The proposed improvements, including the proposed addition to house the 
associated equipment and the proposed parking layout, do not encroach onto the 
existing open space found throughout the development. 
 

10. Signs and lighting.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 

No signs are proposed at this time. 
 

11. Physical design and compatibility with surrounding structures in mass, scale and 
style.  Discussion requested. 
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Staff recommends that the Commission analyze the expansion/addition of the 
elevator shaft tower in terms of physical design and compatibility with 
surrounding features and structures in mass, scale, and style.  The following 
should be examined:  Exhibit B Site Plan, Exhibit C Enlarged Site Plan, Exhibit D 
South & East Elevation, Exhibit E North & West Elevation, Exhibit F Tower 
Photographic Simulations, Exhibit G Addition Photographic Simulations, and 
Exhibit I Photographs. 
 

12. Noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect 
people and property off-site.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 
No noise, vibration, odors, steam or mechanical factors are anticipated that are 
not normally associated within the General Commercial District. 
  

13. Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and 
screening.  No unmitigated impacts.  

 
No deliveries are anticipated.   Operation of the site will run 24 hours a day seven 
days a week, 365 days a year.  When repair service is required, it is AT&T’s plan 
to perform the service during off peak hours. 
 

14. Expected ownership and management of the property.  No unmitigated 
impacts.   
 
The building is owned and managed by 1790 Bonanza Drive, LLC, Mark Fisher. 
 

15. Sensitive Lands Review.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The proposal is not located within the Sensitive Lands Overlay zone.  

 
The LMC also contains additional criteria for a Telecommunication Facility outlined in 
LMC 15-4-14 as follows: 
 
Site Requirements 

1. Setbacks.  The placement of Telecommunications Facilities on a Lot shall comply 
with the Setbacks of the underlying zone as stated herein.  Telecommunications 
Facilities shall comply with the Setbacks for main Structures and shall not be 
determined accessory Structures.  Complies.  
 
The proposed location of the expansion/addition of the enclosed antennas and 
the addition associated with the equipment meet all setbacks per the GC District. 
 

2. Height.  The Telecommunications Facilities shall comply with the base height 
requirement, as stated in LMC Chapter 15-2, for the zone in which it is placed.  
The height shall be measured from the Grade or roof beneath to the top of the 
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Antenna or mounting hardware whichever is higher.  The following exemptions 
shall apply: 

 
a. Roof Mounted Antenna, placed on a flat roof, may extend up to ten feet 

(10’) above the existing Structure, provided that the Antenna Setback from 
the edge of the roof is a minimum distance equal to or greater than the 
height of the Antenna.  Not applicable. 
 

b. Roof mounted Antenna, placed on a pitched roof, may extend a maximum 
of five feet (5') above the existing Structure.  Discussion requested. 

 
The zone height of the GC District is thirty-five feet (35’).  Gable, hip, and 
similar pitched roofs, 4:12 or greater, may extend up to five feet (5’), forty 
feet (40’).  The LMC indicates that antennas, chimneys, flues, vents, and 
similar structures may extend up to five feet (5’) above the highest point of 
the building.  It also indicates that water towers, mechanical equipment, 
and associated screening, when enclosed or screened, may extend up to 
five feet (5’) above the height of the building.  The table below illustrates 
the existing and proposed heights: 
 
 Height 
Main ridge 34’-5” 
Existing elevator shaft tower 38’-5” 
Proposed elevator shaft tower with expansion 43’-9” 
 
The applicant proposes to expand the height of the elevator shaft tower to 
be able to house the eight foot (8’) antennas.  The height of the existing 
tower is four feet (4’) above the main ridge.  The applicant proposes to 
expand the height to nine feet four inches (9’-4”) above the main ridge.   
 
The applicant indicated that the height of the proposed expansion is still 
below the highest “structure”, the clock tower, which received a Planning 
Director exception when the MPD was originally approved in 2003.  The 
LMC states that church spires, bell towers, and like architectural features 
may extend up to 50% above the zone height, but may not contain 
habitable space above the zone height.  The height of the clock tower is 
48’-9”, approx. 
 
The expansion/addition of the elevator shaft tower to house the antennas 
is located in the same structure or building as the clock tower architectural 
feature.  Would the Commission consider the proposed 
expansion/addition of the elevator shaft tower similar to the clock tower?   
 
Staff recommends that the Commission analyze the base height 
requirement.  The following should be examined: Exhibit B Site Plan, 
Exhibit C Enlarged Site Plan, Exhibit D South & East Elevation, Exhibit E 
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North & West Elevation, Exhibit F Tower Photographic Simulations, 
Exhibit G Addition Photographic Simulations, and Exhibit I Photographs. 

 
3. Use of Property.  The Telecommunications Facility shall be an ancillary Use on 

the Lot on which it is placed.  The Lot shall contain a separate principal Use.  
Complies.   
 
The main use of the site is a commercial and mixed-use residential development.   
 

4. Design. 
 

a. Equipment Shelters located outside of an existing Building shall require a 
public hearing in front of the Planning Commission for compliance with the 
Architectural Design Guidelines if applicable, and Park City Design 
Guidelines.  Complies. 
 
The proposed addition located on the west end of Building One is an 
ancillary addition which does not detract from the current architectural 
style of the building. 
 

b. Antenna and associated equipment shall incorporate materials and colors 
present in the context of the surrounding Area.  Stealth 
Telecommunications Facilities shall be designed in a manner to blend with 
the existing and natural environment.  Complies. 

 
The proposed antennas are stealth and will not be viewed. 

 
c. Panel Antennas shall be no more than five square feet (5 sq. ft.) in Area 

per face.  Not applicable. 
 

d. Freestanding Antennas and wall mounted Antennas shall be mounted a 
maximum of twelve inches (12") from the wall or pole.  Not applicable. 

 
Site Disturbance 
Any Application, temporary or permanent, which requires the removal of Significant 
Vegetation or proposes any new, or improvements to driveways or roads a length 
greater than twenty feet (20') and/or a width greater than ten feet (10') wide, shall 
require a public hearing before the Planning Commission.  As used herein, “Significant 
Vegetation” includes trees six inch (6") in diameter or greater measured four feet six 
inches (4'6") above the ground, groves of small trees or clumps of oak and maple 
covering an Area of twenty square feet (20 sq. ft.) or more measured at the drip line.  
Plans must show all such trees within twenty feet (20') of a proposed 
Telecommunications Facility.  The Planning Department shall determine the Limits of 
Disturbance and may require mitigation for loss of Significant Vegetation.  Not 
Applicable.  Not applicable.   
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Zoning Restrictions 
Roof mounted/enclosed antennas located within the GC District may be approved by 
the Planning Commission on its consent agenda.  However, the location of enclosed 
antennas, which requires an increase in height or exterior wall modification to the 
existing structure, shall require a public hearing.   
 
Technical Necessity Exception 
If the Application does not meet the criteria as stated in Site Requirements, Site 
Disturbance, and Zoning Restrictions Sections above, the Applicant may apply to the 
Board of Adjustment for a technical necessity exception.  The Board of Adjustment shall 
review the Application as a Variance pursuant to LMC Chapter 15-10 and shall require 
the Applicant to provide any additional technical information in order to approve the 
variance. 
 
Abandonment 
The Applicant, or the Applicant’s successor(s) and/or assign(s) shall be responsible for 
the removal of unused Telecommunications Facilities within twelve (12) months of 
abandonment of Use.  If such tower is not removed by the Property Owner, then the 
City may employ all legal measures, including as necessary, obtaining authorization 
from a court of competent jurisdiction, to remove the tower, and after removal may place 
a lien on the subject Property for all direct and indirect costs incurred in dismantling and 
disposal of the tower, including court costs and reasonable attorney fees. 
 
Process 
The applicant will have to submit a Building Permit application. The approval of this 
application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the procedures 
found in LMC 1-18.  A Building Permit is publicly noticed by posting of the permit.  
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.   
 
Environmental Protection 
The City’s environmental manager indicated that the site is within the Soils Ordinance 
boundary and the property has been issued a Certificate of Compliance.  If soils are 
disturbed as part of the construction of the addition the applicant will have to comply 
with the ordinance requirements for soil disturbance.  Prior to construction, the Applicant 
will need to submit a soils handling plan that describes how soils will be handled during 
construction and how any soils will be disposed/handled id excess soils are generated 
as part of construction. 
 
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District 
The proposed routing for the underground wiring will cross the sewer lateral from the 
building that comes out on the south side of the building.  The contractor will need to be 
aware that the lateral is there and will need to be protected. 
 
Questar Gas 
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Questar Gas has a service line on the west end of the clock tower building and two (2) 
gas lines either in the road or behind the curb.  Depending on the size of the building 
they might need to have the service line moved.   
 
All of the comments above have been forwarded to the Applicant prior to the public 
hearing.  No further issues were brought up at that time. 
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was also put in the Park Record.  
 
Public Input 
No public input has been received by the time of this report. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed Conditional Use 
Permit for a Telecommunication Facility at Rail Central, conduct a public hearing and 
provide Staff and the applicant input and direction.   
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Explanation Letter  
Exhibit B – Site Plan  
Exhibit C – Enlarged Site Plan  
Exhibit D – South & East Elevation  
Exhibit E – North & West Elevation  
Exhibit F – Tower Photographic Simulations  
Exhibit G – Addition Photographic Simulations 
Exhibit H – Coverage Analysis 
Exhibit I – Photographs 
Exhibit J – Parking Layout Plan 
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AT&T Wireless 
Attn: Don Shiveley 
10256 S. Sage Spring Circle 
South Jordan, UT 84095 
December 17, 2011 

Francisco Astorga 
Planner 
Park City 
445 Marsac Ave 
Park City, UT 84060 

Dear Mr. Astorga: 

AT&T Wireless is proposing to build a roof mounted communication facility to be 
located at 1790 Bonanza Dr. Park City. The unmanned communication facility will 
include twelve (12) - eight (8) foot antennas mounted on the roof and screened behind 
material that will resemble existing stone work at the site. The antennas will be connected 
to radios located in a 10’ X 20’ shelter at the west end of the building. This shelter will be 
designed to have a look resembling a weathered mining shed.    

Attached for your records is a coverage map of the proposed location that documents the 
current coverage with its existing communication sites in and around the city. I call your 
attention to the Kearns Blvd. corridor and the lack of sufficient coverage. The second 
map indicates what AT&T is projecting coverage will be when the proposed site is 
completed. AT&T receives numerous complaints regarding this “dead zone” from its 
customers residing in and visiting Park City and as demonstrated, there is a tremendous 
need for the proposed site.  

In the course of locating the new site in Park City, AT&T has taken every effort to 
mitigate the visual impact of the communication site. AT&T has followed the city’s 
request by specifically designing its proposed communication site for location on a 
commercial building. This site does not have the ability to offer colocation capabilities 
like a monopole does. 

AT&T faces unique challenges with the topography surrounding Park City. A critical 
design element is “line of site” that frequency radio waves adhere to. Park City residents 
and visitors that subscribe to AT&T suffer as a result of this topography. Topography in 
and around Park City prevents AT&T’s existing cellular sites from providing “line of 
site” coverage. The maps that are included show this challenge.  

In AT&T’s due diligence, several properties were identified as possible candidates to 
locate a communication facility. AT&T’s radio frequency design requested a height of 
50’ which places the “line of site” above the ground clutter. Three sites where identified 
and are identified on one of the attached maps. AT&T rejected one of the candidates 
because it did not meet its objective. The other two candidates were approved with 

Exhibit A – Explanation Letter
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Francisco Astorga 
December 19, 2011 
Page 2 

conditions. The two approved candidates are on properties own by the same property 
owner.   

The proposed AT&T location will provide coverage along the Kearns Blvd corridor and 
enhance in-building coverage in the vicinity of the proposed site. At this point in time, 
AT&T does not have any other permanent build out plans for Park City in the next twelve 
months.    

    

Should you have any questions about AT&T’s proposed communication facility please 
do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

Don Shiveley 
Site Acquisition and Zoning Specialist 
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Exhibit B – Site Plan
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Exhibit C – Enlarged Site Plan
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Exhibit D – South & East Elevation
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Exhibit E – North & West Elevation
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PHOTOGRAPHICC SIMULATIONPHOTOGRAPHIC SIMULATION

SITE LOCATION MAP

PROPOSED WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY

SITE NAME: PROSPECTOR SPRINGS

SITE ADDRESS: 1790 BONANZA DRIVE

PARK CITY, UT 84060

DATE: 12/14/2011

APPLICANT: AT&T WIRELESS

SITE 
LOCATIONVIEW a

VIEW B VIEW C

CONTACT: DON SHIVELEY

SHIVELEY & ASSOCIATES

801-550-7739VIEW D
VIEW F

Image  Google Maps 2011©

The included Photographic Simulation(s) are intended as visual representations only and should not be 
used for construction purposes.  The materials represented within the included Photographic 

VIEW E

1/7BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION - 10950 GRANDVIEW DRIVE - BUILDING 34 - OVERLAND PARK, KS 66210 – 913-458-2000

Simulation(s) are subject to change.

Exhibit F – Tower Photographic Simulations
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EXISTING  CHIMNEY

PHOTOGRAPHIC SIMULATION A –

LOOKING SOUTHEAST FROM 100 FEET

EXISTING VIEW A –
LOOKING SOUTHEAST FROM 100 FEET

PROPOSED RESISZED 
STEALTHING 
CHIMNEY

2/7BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION - 10950 GRANDVIEW DRIVE - BUILDING 34 - OVERLAND PARK, KS 66210 – 913-458-2000

CHIMNEY

Exhibit F – Tower Photographic Simulations
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EXISTING  CHIMNEY

PHOTOGRAPHIC SIMULATION B –

LOOKING SOUTHEAST FROM 500 FEET

EXISTING VIEW B –
LOOKING SOUTHEAST FROM 500 FEET

PROPOSED RESISZED 
STEALTHING 
CHIMNEY

PROPOSED  MINE 
SHAFT BUILDING 
EQUIPMENT SHELTER

3/7BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION - 10950 GRANDVIEW DRIVE - BUILDING 34 - OVERLAND PARK, KS 66210 – 913-458-2000

Exhibit F – Tower Photographic Simulations
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EXISTING  CHIMNEY

PHOTOGRAPHIC SIMULATION D –

LOOKING NORTHWEST FROM 500 FEET

EXISTING VIEW D–
LOOKING NORTHWEST FROM 500 FEET

PROPOSED RESISZED 
STEALTHING 
CHIMNEY

5/7BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION - 10950 GRANDVIEW DRIVE - BUILDING 34 - OVERLAND PARK, KS 66210 – 913-458-2000

CHIMNEY

Exhibit F – Tower Photographic Simulations
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EXISTING  BUILDING

PHOTOGRAPHIC SIMULATION C –

LOOKING SOUTH FROM 200 FEET

EXISTING VIEW C –
LOOKING SOUTH FROM 200 FEET

PROPOSED  MINE 
SHAFT BUILDING 
EQUIPMENT SHELTER

4/7BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION - 10950 GRANDVIEW DRIVE - BUILDING 34 - OVERLAND PARK, KS 66210 – 913-458-2000

Exhibit G – Addition Photographic Simulations

Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 51



EXISTING  BUILDING

PHOTOGRAPHIC SIMULATION E–

LOOKING NORTH FROM 100 FEET

EXISTING VIEW E–
LOOKING NORTH FROM 100 FEET

PROPOSED  MINE 
SHAFT BUILDING 
EQUIPMENT SHELTER

6/7BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION - 10950 GRANDVIEW DRIVE - BUILDING 34 - OVERLAND PARK, KS 66210 – 913-458-2000

Exhibit G – Addition Photographic Simulations
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PHOTOGRAPHICC SIMULATIONN FF –

EXISTING  BUILDING

PHOTOGRAPHIC SIMULATION F 

LOOKING NORTHEAST FROM 100 FEET

EXISTING VIEW F –
LOOKING NORTHEAST FROM 100 FEET PROPOSED  MINE 

SHAFT BUILDING 
EQUIPMENTT SHELTER

7/7BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION - 10950 GRANDVIEW DRIVE - BUILDING 34 - OVERLAND PARK, KS 66210 – 913-458-2000

EQUIPMENT SHELTER

Exhibit G – Addition Photographic Simulations
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Exhibit G – Addition Photographic Simulations
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Composite Coverage of Area (Through 2011) 
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Composite Coverage with Prospector Springs 

Page 3 Exhibit H – Coverage AnalysisPlanning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 56
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Planning Commission    
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
Subject:   QUINN’S JUNCTION PARTNERSHIP  
    ANNEXATION  
Date:   February 22, 2012 
Project Number: PL-12-01473 
Type of Item:  Work session – Annexation and Amendment to Zoning 

Map  
  
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff requests the Planning Commission review the requested annexation 
application at a work session and provide staff with preliminary feedback to help 
facilitate Commission analysis at the upcoming public hearing. 
 
Description 
Project Name:   Quinn’s Junction Partnership Annexation 
Applicant:   Quinn’s Junction Partnership (“QJP”) 
Representative:   Michael Martin, General Partner Quinn’s Junction 

Partnership 
Location:   Southwest quadrant of US 40 and SR 248 

intersection 
Proposed Zoning:  Community Transition and Regional Commercial 

Overlay (CT-RCO) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Dedicated open space, US 40 and SR 248, Quinn’s 

Sports Complex and Open Space, Park City Heights 
MPD, Park City Medical Center, USSA Center of 
Excellence, Summit County Health Department, 
Medical Offices, Rail Trail recreation trail, Quinn’s 
Water Treatment Plant, and vacant agricultural land. 

Proposed Uses:  Movie studio, Lodging, and associated uses 
 
Proposal 
The applicant is requesting annexation and Master Plan Development approval of a 
29.55 acre parcel of undeveloped land into the Park City Municipal Boundaries for 
the purpose of constructing a movie studio, hotel and associated uses. The 
applicant is requesting Community Transition- Regional Commercial Overlay (CT-
RCO) zoning for the entire parcel.  The property is subject to a County Settlement 
Agreement (Exhibit D) that acknowledges a vested development right for a Film and 
Media Campus up to 355,000 gross commercial square feet if the City denies 
annexation and the project is developed in Summit County. 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Background 
 
Why is the City re-considering Annexation? 
The owners of the property have been attempting to develop the property in the 
County for over twenty years.  The owners asserted that these efforts resulted in 
part from prior representations and assurances in conjunction with UDOT’s 
reconstruction of US 40 and the SR248 intersection and condemnation of some 
portion of their property.  As the various zoning disputes evolved, the owner and the 
County ended up in litigation in both state and federal court, as well as going 
through the Utah Private Property Ombudsman arbitration process.  Development 
proposals have run the gambit between a small commercial highway gas station and 
motel, evaluation as a potential for the IHC hospital, and even a large entertainment 
and ski resort venue.   
 
In 2005, the applicant petitioned the City for annexation concurrent with (but by 
separate petition) the Park City Heights project.  The City was in the process of 
considering the adoption of the Community Transition (CT) zone which 
acknowledged commercial uses for the property at 3:1 unit/acre which was 
considered an up-zone from Summit County base zoning, but the zoning was still at 
a much lower density than the owner proposed (over 10:1).  The City rejected the 
petition out of concern for the proposed density and timing of the annexation as it 
related to other areas, including IHC, Park City Heights and Osguthorpe, which if 
were not handled correctly may have resulted in lack of contiguity, an 
unincorporated island, etc.  The owner sued the City and the City prevailed in state 
District Court.  The owner appealed. 
 
The owner withdrew the appeal of the dismissal when the property was under 
consideration for the U.S. Department of Defense/Air Force recreation facility and 
hotel in an effort to directly engage the City in negotiations towards a global 
settlement of all issues.   While the City fairly successfully defeated federal attempts 
to circumvent local zoning by preemption, the project got new life under state 
legislation now known as MIDA (Military Installation Development Act), which 
extended broad powers of redevelopment authority on existing military bases to 
military land in other parts of the state, specifically in Summit (and later Wasatch) 
County.  The legislation removed local planning authority over such military project 
area.   
 
However, after another military hotel project area was chosen by MIDA, the QJP 
owners re-initiated their state and federal litigation against the County which had 
been largely stayed pending MIDA negotiations.  QJP also secured an option with 
Raleigh Studios for a film and media campus and began lobbying the state for 
legislation similar to MIDA for a state economic development movie studio zone, 
again to remove local zoning authority from the County.  Despite defeat of the 
legislation just last year, state legislative leadership strongly encouraged the County 
to resolve the matter prior to another legislative session, which likely would re-
consider legislation introduced by studio supporters last year. 
 
The City first asked the County if the parties could attempt to find an alternate 
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location for the studio where it would comply with local zoning.  The County agreed 
to let the City lead this effort and the parties explored several locations but ultimately 
could not arrange a land trade. When it became clear that QJP and the County were 
making significant progress towards settling their litigation and the settlement would 
likely result in density significantly above that previously contemplated, the City 
asked the County for the right to participate in the settlement so that the City could 
re-assess whether annexation would be appropriate in light of the newly proposed 
vested density in the County Settlement Agreement.   

Because the County Settlement vests zoning with QJP based upon applications 
pre-dating the City’s last decision on annexation of the project, the City Council 
determined that the City should have another bite at the apple and reconsider 
annexation under the original 2005 petition.  Therefore, the City entered into an 
Annexation Agreement which re-opens the original annexation application from 
2005, including applying the previously paid application fees towards the current 
review.  Accordingly, the annexation petition is not subject to recent General Plan 
map amendments or pending changes to the General Plan.  The General Plan in 
effect for the 2005 review is the same as the current version, but for amendments 
made earlier this year for the CT zone and City boundary updates around the 
QJP property.  Current Land Management Code provisions apply unless they 
conflict with express terms of the Annexation Agreement. 

The City’s efforts led to Planning Director Thomas Eddington’s participation in 
refining the proposed site plan prior to its inclusion in the County Settlement 
Agreement.  The “give” was that the City had to consider slightly higher density, 
although, the applicant asserts the County would be more receptive to an 
additional phase in the future beyond the 355,000.  In addition to commercial use 
restrictions aimed at preventing direct ambush activity regarding Sundance, two 
noteworthy planning “gets” were: 

1) The development and incorporation of design standards for the QJP 
project drafted to ensure compatibility with adjacent community transitional 
uses (IHC, USSA and PC Heights). 

2) Site plan changes which include: a) elimination of water tower/highway 
sign or billboard; b) elimination of setbacks in exchange for additional 
height limits and shift of the building pads to provide parking in the back of 
the parcel, and siting smaller structures so as to step up to and screen the 
larger studio buildings.  The City was less concerned with the 
northern/front setbacks given the steep grade change close to the 
interchange, and instead focused on moving the best designed building 
architecturally (hotel) to the most visible building pad.  This also provided 
the opportunity for an open central area for use as an amphitheater.  
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City Process 

On January 20, 2012, the applicant re-filed an annexation petition with the City 
Recorder for annexation of one (1) 29.55 acre metes and bounds parcel that is 
currently within the jurisdiction of Summit County.  The petition was accepted by 
the City Council on January 26, 2012 and certified by the City Recorder on 
February 2, 2012. Notice of certification was mailed to affected entities on 
February 2, 1012, as required by the State Code. The protest period for 
acceptance of the petition runs until March 5, 2012. 

The property is located in the southwest quadrant of the Quinn’s Junction 
Planning Area, at the intersection of US Highway 40 and State Road (SR) 248 
(Exhibit A). The property is currently undeveloped. The applicant seeks to 
develop 374,000 square feet of commercial uses, limited to a movie studio and 
media campus, including a 100 room hotel, amphitheater, and associated uses. 

 As provided in the Annexation Agreement, the applicant is requesting the 
property be annexed and zoned Community Transition- Regional Commercial 
Overlay (CT-RCO). The use of the overlay zone recognizes the unique 
circumstances of the project and acknowledges the County’s vested density 
determination based upon prior applications as limited to the express terms of 
the proposed MPD in Annexation Agreement, without creating a precedent for 
adjacent parcels in the CT zone.  A further commercial up-zone of other parcels 
in the existing City CT zone would remain inconsistent under the current Land 
Use plan of the General Plan. 

The applicant has filed an annexation plat (Exhibit B), an MPD application, and a 
preliminary one lot subdivision plat as part of an Annexation Agreement with the 
City (Exhibit C). The MPD will be approved as part of the annexation 
decision and will not return for separate action by the Planning 
Commission.  

Per said Agreement, if developed in the City the MPD is: 

 Limited to 374,000 gross commercial square feet, excluding roads, 
parking lots, parking structures, porches, balconies, patios, decks, vent 
shafts, and courts. 

 An enclosed atrium that serves as a pedestrian connection between two 
building pads that is not a stand along building and that may not be 
converted to habitable space is also excluded from the gross commercial 
square feet.  

 The site plan and berming are to be installed as identified in Attachment A 
to Exhibit C.  

 Final design approval of the project shall be by administrative Conditional 
Use Permit reviewed by the Park City Planning Department for 
compliance with the LMC.  

 Building design shall comply with the Architectural Standards as identified 
in Attachment B to Exhibit C. 

 Green Building design and construction shall meet minimum Shadow 
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LEED Standards.  

 All signs shall comply with the Park City Sign Code, with no icon, water 
tower, or highway billboard signs permitted. 

 No open space, setbacks, or affordable housing requirements may be 
imposed.  

 Uses, including the proposed amphitheater, shall be of the type shown in 
Attachment C to Exhibit C and/or consistent with the Film Studio and 
Campus concept and the gross square footage of those uses shall not 
exceed the allowed gross commercial square feet. The stage may not be 
oriented toward City open space and shall be reviewed for compliance 
with the Architectural Standards. 

 The proposed hotel is limited to 100 rooms (keys).  

 A maximum building height of 50 feet for sound stages, or a maximum 
height not to exceed 60 feet in Pad 7 of Attachment A (site plan), in the 
event a major, long –term film production contract necessitates the full 
studio height.  

 No more than 70% of the remaining buildings are allowed a building height 
of 36-40 feet with all other buildings to be no more than 28 feet in height 
according to the CT Zone height limit. 

 No building shall be greater than 28’ in height unless it is located more 
than 150’ from the center line of a public roadway. 

 Smaller buildings are massed and/or placed strategically (from an overall 
design aesthetic) to break up the volumes of the Sound Stage Buildings to 
mitigate appearance of the vertical façade of the taller buildings. 

 Visual impact of parking shall be mitigated by various methods. 

 The Movie Studio portion of the campus may have perimeter and entry 
security controls. 

 The applicant is responsible for coordinating water and utility service, 
which may include a third party provider, in compliance with applicable 
standards prior to annexation approval. 

 Other provisions as outlined in the Annexation Agreement (Exhibit C), 
including requirement that the applicant to create Covenants and 
Restrictions (CCRs) applicable to the entire property, including the Film 
Studio and all commercial owners and tenants, which prohibit commercial 
uses of any facility within the MPD which directly ambushes the Sundance 
Film Festival and other provisions as stated in said Agreement. 

 If annexation is not approved, then development on this parcel will occur 
in Summit County subject to the County Settlement Agreement (Exhibit 
D.) 
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Analysis 

 
The General Plan (1997/2005) designates the QJP parcel as a potential 
“Commercial Receiving Zone” as part of the Park City Land Use Plan.   
 

 
 
 
Obviously, the Annexation Agreement (as part of the broader County Settlement 
Agreement) waives several conditions typically applied to annexations by local 
code.  The Council determination that these provisions are inapplicable due to 
the vested rights of prior County applications is consistent with LMC § 15-8-5(C), 
which provides that “unless the City Council finds that the circumstances of the 
annexation are such that a condition or conditions do not apply,” and goes on to 
indicate that such a finding may happen when “unusual or unique circumstances 
may emerge from time to time where special conditions may apply.”   
 
This is not the first time the City was forced into a pragmatic decision whether to 
attempt to improve and mitigate a proposed project on its borders which already 
had vested rights in excess of City standards and code provisions.  The Deer 
Crest Annexation (including the St. Regis Hotel) is another example where the 
project had density and height approvals in Wasatch County in excess of those 
identified in our annexation planning area and proposed zoning.  The City 
determined that control of access through old Keetley Road and protection of the 
Deer Valley resort brand outweighed normal planning conditions and entered into 
a similar settlement agreement with Wasatch County, Queen Ester HOA and the 
applicant which resulted in a compromised solution that achieved the City’s 
primary planning objectives, while reducing impacts of the development to the 
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greatest degree possible.  The Planning Commission and Council are tasked with 
a similar difficult balancing act here.  The City must decide whether local 
authority over site planning and design, and limiting commercial uses consistent 
and hopefully in partnership with Sundance Film Festival, are worth waiving 
certain conditions in exchange for others.   
 
As a legislative act, qualified by the express conditions of a settlement 
agreement, the annexation decision is a unique tool for the City to protect its 
entry corridor and fundamental general plan and sustainability principles. 
 
The property is located within the Park City Municipal Corporation Annexation 
Expansion Area boundary, as described in the adopted Annexation Policy Plan 
(Land Management Code (LMC) Chapter 8) and is contiguous with the current 
Park City Municipal Boundary along the south boundary with Park City Heights 
MPD. The property is the entirety of property owned in this location by this 
applicant.  Summit County recently considered their affected entity notice and 
communicated support for City annexation.   

Access to the property is from State Road (SR) 248 a major highway and entry 
corridor to Park City. Proposed access point to the property is on the east side of 
the existing intersection of SR 248 and Round Valley Drive. The applicant 
participated with UDOT during the design and construction of the intersection 
during the IHC approval process to provide for access to the property.  Staff is in 
the process of obtaining the scope of UDOT approvals for the property.  The 
current proposal has two additional driveway cuts that may have to obtain 
additional UDOT approvals. 

The applicant has submitted an annexation plat (Exhibit B), prepared by a 
licensed surveyor and additional annexation petition materials according to 
provisions of the City’s Annexation Policy Plan and Utah State Code. 

As part of the County Settlement Agreement, the Council agreed to enter into the 
associated Annexation Agreement between the City and QJP. This Annexation 
Agreement stipulates that the Annexation shall include an approved Master 
Planned Development.  MPD application material and supporting information 
were also submitted (Exhibits C, E, F, and G) to the Planning Department. 
However, detailed site plans and building pad plans and elevations were not 
reviewed for this report. 

Review pursuant to Utah Code Annotated (UCA) Sections 10-2-401, 10-2-
402 and 10-2-403 
 
The annexation petition has been reviewed pursuant to the Utah Code Annotated 
(UCA) Sections 10-2-401, 10-2-402 and 10-2-403.  
 
The annexation petition requirements set forth in these sections of the UCA have 
been met; including issues of 1) contiguity and municipal annexation expansion 
area, 2) boundaries drawn along existing local districts, special districts and other 
taxing entities, and 3) for the content of the petition.  
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Review pursuant to the Annexation Policy Plan- purpose  
 

Chapter 8 of the Land Management Code is considered Park City’s annexation 
policy plan and declaration. In Section 15-8-1 the Code states the following: 

The annexation requirements specified in this Chapter are intended to 
protect the general interests and character of the community; assure 
orderly growth and development of the Park City community in terms of 
utilities and public services; preserve open space, enhance parks and 
trails; ensure environmental quality; protect entry corridors, view sheds 
and environmentally Sensitive Lands; preserve Historic and cultural 
resources; create buffer areas; protect public health, safety, and welfare; 
and ensure that annexations are approved consistent with the Park City 
General Plan and Utah State Law.   

In addition the Annexation Policy Plan states: 

If practical and feasible, boundaries of an Area proposed for annexation 
shall be drawn: 

(A) Along the boundaries of existing special districts for sewer, water, fire, 
and other services, along the boundaries of school districts whose 
boundaries follow City boundaries… and along the boundaries of 
other taxing entities; 

(B) To eliminate islands and peninsulas of territory that is not receiving 
municipal type services; 

(C) To facilitate the consolidation of overlapping functions of local 
government; 

(D) To promote the efficient delivery of services; and 
(E) To encourage the equitable distribution of community resources and 

obligations.  
 

It is the intent of this Chapter to ensure that Property annexed to the City 
will contribute to the attractiveness of the community and will enhance the 
resort image which is critical for economic viability, and that the potential 
deficit of revenue against expense to the City is not unreasonable.  

 
Review pursuant to the Annexation Policy Plan- requirements 
The Annexation Policy Plan (see Section 15-8-5 (B)) requires an annexation 
evaluation and staff report to be presented that contains the following items:   
 

1. General Requirements of Section 15-8-2 

See below for detailed analysis of the annexation as it relates to Section 15-8-2. 
Staff is in the process of reviewing two traffic studies submitted by the applicant 
and will include specific discussion with input from City transportation team 
members at the public hearing. 
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2.   Map and natural features 

The property consists of a 29.55 acre parcel that is contiguous to the Park City 
Municipal boundary. The parcel is within the Annexation Expansion Area, as 
described by the adopted Annexation Policy Plan.  The property is undeveloped 
pasture land.  

The Pace-Homer irrigation ditch traverses the center of the property in a north-
south direction. Staff will provide additional analysis of the Baseline Survey for 
the public hearing. 

A small area of designated wetlands is identified on the far northeast boundary 
within the UDOT ROW. This area appears adjacent to the property and staff will 
likely recommend conditions as part of the Construction Mitigation Plan to 
mitigate any potential impacts. 

There are no steep or very steep slopes as the property is relatively flat with an 
overall slope of less than 15%. The property is bordered by highways on three 
sides and open space along the south side. 

The Baseline Survey did not indicate areas of flood plain hazard.  

 

3.   Density 

The applicant seeks to develop 374,000 square feet of commercial uses, 
including a movie studio, a 100 room hotel, amphitheater, and associated uses. 
No residential density or population exists on the property and no new residents 
are proposed.  

 

4.    Land Uses-existing and proposed 

Wildlife - The applicant provided wildlife information from the Utah Division of 
Wildlife (Exhibit G). A specific wildlife study was not conducted.  Deer, elk, and 
moose may be found on the property, which is adjacent to areas of undeveloped 
lands and designated open space. The area is also bounded on three sides by 
major highways and has very little cover for wildlife protection. Native and non-
native grasses and low shrubs cover the property. In terms of species of special 
interest, the property is not within areas identified as critical sage grouse habitat.  

Environmental Issues – The applicant provided a copy of an Environmental 
Baseline Survey for Quinn’s Junction (Exhibit G) completed in May 2007 by URS 
Corporation for Hill AFB. The baseline survey was completed for the property per 
ASTM Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments, E 1527-05. The 
intent of the survey was to determine if there are any documented environmental 
conditions on or near the subject property that provide a potential for 
contamination of the property.  
 
The survey found no listed database findings for the subject property and two 
sites with environmental conditions were identified within a one-mile radius. 
These sites include the Richardson Flat Tailings, listed as a National Priority List, 
as well as a Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, Liability 

Planning Commission - February 22, 2012 Page 71



 
 
Information System (CERCLIS) ENG, ROD site. Both sites are outside of the 
subject property boundaries and at lower elevation, down gradient from subject 
property and therefore unlikely that these sites pose an environmental threat to 
the groundwater on the subject property. 
 
The annexation is outside the City’s Soils Ordinance District. The baseline survey 
did not find evidence of contamination from mine tailings or other contaminants 
that would have been brought to this property by the ditch and that would cause 
soil or groundwater contamination concerns. The sources for this ditch include 
Dority Spring, Pace Homer Spring, and other small springs in the Park City area 
to the west of the property. While the ditch parallels Silver Creek for most of its 
length, it is at a higher elevation protecting it from possible contamination by the 
waters of Silver Creek, and does not appear to have been used for many years.   
 
The survey indicates that the annexation property has not been contaminated by 
historic mining impacts or other industry and though near contaminated sites, it is 
unlikely to be impacted by those sites (Exhibit G).   
 
Utility & Access  

 At this time the applicant has proposed a preliminary utility and access 
strategy to serve the property.  Water is proposed from Summit Water 
Distribution with lines stubbed in from the north. Sewer service is provided 
by SBWRD who shall approve the utility plan and plat prior to recordation. 
A line extension agreement with SBWRD to extend sewer to the Property 
is the applicant’s responsibility and shall occur prior to recordation of the 
final subdivision plat.  Other utilities are available in the area and will need 
to be extended to this site. 

 A utility plan is required to be submitted with the final subdivision plat, for 
review and approval by the City Engineer, as a condition precedent to 
recordation of the subdivision plat.  

 Appropriate guarantees for any public improvements associated with 
development on this property will be required prior to issuance of any 
building permits. Fire hydrant locations will need to be addressed to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer and Fire Marshall.  

 Access to the property is from State Road (SR) 248 a major highway and 
entry corridor to Park City. Proposed access point to the property is on the 
east side of the existing signalized intersection of SR 248 and Round 
Valley Drive. 

 

5.   Character and Development of adjacent property 

The applicant submitted information regarding surrounding areas within one mile 
of the annexation property. This information is described and mapped in the 
Environmental Baseline Survey (Exhibit G).  Information in the Survey includes 
land uses, topography, natural areas such as streams and wetlands, wildlife 
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areas, historic and cultural sites, environmental sites, photos of existing 
conditions, utilities and roads, hydrology and flood plains, wells (water, gas, oil, 
other), radon, and FCC and FAA sites.  
 
Surrounding land uses include dedicated open space, highways US 40 and SR 
248, Quinn’s Sports Complex and City open space, Park City Heights MPD, Park 
City Medical Center, USSA Center of Excellence, Summit County Health 
Department, Medical Offices, Rail Trail recreation trail, Quinn’s Water Treatment 
Plant, and vacant agricultural land.   
 
The character of development on adjacent properties is generally large buildings 
in a campus like setting, surrounded by connected open space, with a pattern of 
trails and connections providing an alternative to roadways. Adjacent properties 
also include Highways, utilities, Rail Trail, future residential development (Park 
City Heights), and open space. 
 

6.   Zoning- existing and proposed   

The property is subject to a Settlement Agreement which acknowledges a vested 
development right for a Film and Media Campus up to 355,000 square feet. The 
applicant is requesting the property be annexed and zoned Community 
Transition- Regional Commercial Overlay (CT-RCO). This zoning designation is 
Community Transition zoning with a Regional Commercial Overlay. The purpose 
of the RCO zone is to allow, through an MPD, commercial development and land 
uses per LMC Sections 15-2.17.3 – 15-2.17-5. The 2012 Annexation Agreement 
(Exhibit C) further defines development parameters of the MPD for this property. 
 
7.   Goals and Policies of the Park City General Plan 

(See (B) below.) 

8.  Assessed valuation 

Annexation of the proposed area will have a positive impact on the property’s 
assessed valuation and additional property tax revenue will be generated.   

9.  Demand for municipal services 

All essential services will be provided by existing entities, with the exception of 
water.  These services include: Park City Fire District, Snyderville Basin Water 
Reclamation District (SBWRD - sewer), Park City School District, Questar gas, 
Rocky Mountain Power- power, Comcast - cable, Qwest - gas, and BFI trash 
removal. The property is subject to the Annexation Agreement that allows a third 
party water provider. A final utility plan will be submitted for approval by the City 
Engineer, as a condition precedent to recordation of the final subdivision plat.  

10.   Effect on City boundaries 

This annexation does not create an island, peninsula, or other irregular shaped 
City boundary. This annexation provides contiguity to the City Limits along the 
south boundary contiguous with the Park City Heights Annexation and MPD. The 
property is within the City’s Annexation Expansion Area boundary and the City 
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has expectations that this Property will be part of the City.  

11.   Timetable for extending services 

The property is subject to an Annexation Agreement that allows a third party 
water provider. Other utilities are to be extended from utilities in the area.  A final 
utility plan will be submitted for approval by the City Engineer, as a condition 
precedent to recordation of the final subdivision plat. A timetable of extending 
these services shall be provided with the final subdivision plat application. Sewer 
service is provided by SBWRD who shall approve the utility plan and plat prior to 
recordation. A line extension agreement with SBWRD to extend sewer to the 
Property is the applicant’s responsibility and shall occur prior to recordation of the 
final subdivision plat.   
 

12.    Revenue versus costs 

Staff will provide additional economic analysis for the public hearing. 
 

13.   Tax consequences 

The property will be entirely privately owned.  Revenue will be generated through 
property taxation, sales taxation, and other forms of taxation specific to the uses 
(resort sales and lodging taxes, transit taxes, etc) The City will gain revenue if 
this parcel is annexed and developed within the City limits. 

14.    Impact on Summit County 

Summit County will lose that portion of sales tax revenue that will be paid to Park 
City; however Park City not Summit County will be responsible for providing 
municipal services.   

15.    Historic and cultural resources 

The Environmental Baseline Survey (Exhibit G) identified the area as adjacent to 
a Federal Historic Area due to the existence of the Union Pacific Park City 
Branch Railroad Grade in the area, which is on the National Register of Historic 
Places. No other historic or cultural resources were mapped. No historic sites or 
structures are on the property.  

 
Review pursuant to the Annexation Policy Plan- Section 15-8-2- General 
Requirements 
City Staff has reviewed the proposed annexation and preliminary plat against the 
following general requirements established for annexation to Park City as 
presented in LMC Section 15-8-2, as follows: 

(A)  Property under consideration of annexation must be considered a logical 
extension of the City boundaries.  

The property is contiguous to the Park City Municipal boundary at the 
southern boundary with Park City Heights Master Planned Development. 
The property across SR 248 is within the Park City Municipal Boundary.  
The property is a logical extension of the City boundaries and is within the 
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Park City Annexation Expansion Area boundary. 

(B) Annexation of Property to the City must be consistent with the intent and 
purposes of this Chapter and the Park City General Plan.  

This annexation proposal has been submitted and processed consistent 
with the intent and purposes of LMC Chapter 8, the Annexation Policy Plan. 
The annexation petition has been accepted by the City Council and the 
petition certified by the City Recorder. The applicant submitted all required 
documents and information, per LMC Section 15-8-3 (A)-(J). Affected 
entities have been noticed of the petition acceptance by the City Council. 

The property will be posted for the March 14, 2012, public hearing. Affected 
property owners will be notified of the public hearing and legal notice of 
the hearing will be published in the Park Record.  The property falls within 
the Park City Annexation Expansion Area boundary. 

The property is within the Highway 40/248 Southwest planning area of the 
Park City General Plan (p 43-45). Applicable objectives and goals of this 
planning area are as follows: 

 There may be an opportunity to create a special development 
concept at the southwest corner for some anticipated neighborhood 
or resort support commercial uses.  

 This area should not be developed with commercial uses that 
substantially increase traffic on Highway 248. 

 Establish guidelines for mixed-use, clustered, commercial 
development on the southwest corner parcel. 

 The design of future structures in this area should be in scale and 
character with the rural mountain character of the area. This area 
when developed should enhance rather than detract from the 
aesthetic quality of the entry corridor. A standard highway strip 
commercial development would not be favorably considered. 

 Parking should be at the back or sides of the buildings to avoid a 
foreground of asphalt for the visitor traveling along the entry 
corridor (SR 248).  

 Landscaping will be critical along the entry corridor to soften the 
view toward the commercial structures.  

 Landscape material native to the region should be used as the 
dominant material. 

 Focus on gateway aspects of site design. 

 Modify the existing entry corridor overlay zone (ECOZ) as necessary 
to assure adequate setbacks for structures, parking standards, 
lighting regulations, design criteria, and landscaping. (These items 
were incorporated in the ordinance creating the CT zone). 
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 Enhance the visual experience for visitors and residents using this 
entrance to the City. 

 Improve vehicular access to this Planning Area (i.e. with signalized 
intersections, grade separated trail crossing, etc.). 

 Limit driveways and intersections on Highway 248. 

 

Additionally, the General Plan established goals designed to address 
foreseeable problems and express community aspirations (General Plan p. 
5-10). The applicable key goals include: 

 Preserve the mountain resort and historic character of Park City. 

 Preserve environmental quality, open space, and outdoor 
recreational opportunities. 

 Maintain the high quality of public services and facilities. 

 Work effectively with other governmental agencies to achieve the 
goals of the General Plan. 

 Maintain the unique identity and character of an historic community. 

 Manage the amount, rate, form, and location of growth. 

 Involve the community in decision making. 

 Plan for realistic population growth consistent with the City’s vision 

 

(C) Every annexation shall include the greatest amount of Property possible that 
is a contiguous Area and that is contiguous to the City’s municipal boundaries. 

 The annexation includes the greatest amount of Property possible that is a 
contiguous area and that is contiguous to Park City’s boundaries.  

 

(D) Piecemeal annexation of individual small Properties shall be discouraged if 
larger contiguous Parcels are available for annexation within a reasonable time 
frame in order to avoid repetitious annexations.  

The annexation area constitutes the largest area possible owned by the 
applicant (see above) and is not a piecemeal annexation of individual small 
Properties.   

(E) Islands of county jurisdiction shall not be left or created as a result of the 
annexation and peninsulas and irregular boundaries shall be avoided.  

This annexation does not create an island or peninsula of County property. 
The proposed annexation boundary follows the City’s Annexation 
Expansion Area boundary and is not an irregular boundary.  A separate 
annexation petition has been filed for the adjacent SR 248, Osguthorpe and 
all of the City-owned Round Valley open space. 
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(F) In addition to services provided by existing districts, such as sewer, fire 
protection, and public schools, the following urban level services, consistent with 
those normally provided in the rest of the incorporated boundaries will be 
provided to the annexed Areas:  

 Police protection - City Police protection will be provided if annexed. 
 Snow removal on Public Streets- The City will provide snow removal 

from Public Streets within the property, however all private roads 
and driveways are to be maintained by the property owner.  

 Street maintenance- The City will not be financially responsible for 
providing maintenance of private property.   

 Planning, zoning, and Code enforcement- Currently Summit County 
Planning and Building Department and would transfer to the City 
departments of planning, building, and engineering. 

 Availability of municipal sponsored parks and recreational activities and 
cultural events and facilities Parks are public and open to County and 
City residents.  This annexation ideally would provide trail 
connections to existing trails within the City and to future open 
space and recreation parcels, such as a connection to the Rail Trail 
recreational trail system and a continuation of the existing sidewalk 
system along SR 248 to the intersection with Round Valley Drive.  

 Water services as the Area is developed. Existing water treatment and 
storage facilities may currently be inadequate to provide services to the 
annexed Area. Developers of the annexed Area are required to pay for 
the cost of improvements related to the extension of and connection with 
the City lines and systems as well as participate in additional 
improvements such as storage capacity and distribution as necessary for 
safe, reliable, and efficient water flows.  The property is subject to an 
Annexation Agreement allowing a third party water provider. A final 
utility plan will be submitted for approval by the City Engineer, as a 
condition precedent to recordation of the final plat.  

 
(G) If feasible and practical, water and sewer lines shall be extended to the Area 

proposed for annexation. Expenses associated with such extension shall be 
the responsibility of the Applicant(s).  The City shall determine timing and 
capacity of extending water to the proposed annexation area. The Water 
Reclamation district shall determine timing and capacity of extending sewer 
service to the proposed annexation area. The property is subject to an 
Annexation Agreement that allows a third party water provider. A final 
utility plan will be submitted for approval by the City Engineer, as a 
condition precedent to recordation of the final subdivision plat. Sewer 
service is provided by SBWRD who shall approve the utility plan and 
plat prior to recordation. 

 
(H)  Before considering requests for annexation the City shall carefully analyze 

the impacts of annexation of an Area, taking into consideration whether the 
Area will create negative impacts on the City and considering whether the 
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City can economically provide services to the annexed Area. Community 
issues such as location and adequacy of schools and community facilities, 
traffic, fire protection, particularly in Wildfire/Wildland Interface Zones, 
useable open space and recreation Areas, protection of Sensitive Lands, 
conservation of natural resources, protection of view corridors, protection 
and preservation of Historic resources, affordable housing, balance of 
housing types and ownership, adequate water and sewer capacity to serve 
the future needs of the proposed annexation Areas shall also be considered. 
The property is subject to an Annexation Agreement the purpose of 
which is to facilitate development of a movie/film studio and associated 
uses, with local influence over the design, construction, and 
restrictions of the CCRs. Impacts of this development have been taken 
into consideration in said Agreement. Review of the MPD site plan will 
consider issues of traffic, fire protection and access, open space, trails, 
protection of Sensitive Areas, protection of view corridors, and whether 
adequate water and sewer capacity exist to serve the future needs of 
the annexed area.  

 
(I) Situations may exist where it is in the public interest to preserve certain lands 

from Development where there exist Geologic Hazards, excessive Slopes, 
flood plains or where the need for preservation of community open space 
and/or agricultural lands is consistent with the General Plan. In such 
circumstances, annexation may occur as a means of retaining those lands in 
a natural state. The property of this annexation does not contain 
existing Geologic Hazards, excessive Slopes, or flood plains. The 
property is currently vacant pasture land with native grasses and an 
existing irrigation ditch.  

 

(J)  The City shall consider annexation of unincorporated Areas of Summit 
County that are within the annexation expansion Area. The property is 
within the annexation expansion Area. 

 
(K)  In general, the City does not favor annexation of territory, which should be 

located within another municipality, nor does it favor the annexation of 
unincorporated territory solely for the purpose of acquiring municipal revenues, 
or for retarding the capacity of another municipality to annex. The property is 
not within another municipality and the annexation is not solely for the 
purpose of acquiring municipal revenues or for retarding the capacity of 
another municipality to annex this property. 

 

(L)  Annexations that expand the resort and/or tourist economy provide second 
home or rental residential Properties, preserve environmentally Sensitive 
Lands, and provide significant public open space and community facilities 
are preferred.  

 The purpose of this annexation is to facilitate a well designed 
movie/film studio complex that meets established Design Guidelines 
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of the LMC as well as specific guidelines that are part of the 
Annexation Agreement (Attachment A of Exhibit C).  

 A movie/film studio and associated uses could contribute to an 
expanded resort and/or tourist economy and help diversify the 
predominantly seasonal economy depending on the quality of the 
final development.  

 Being able to influence the design of a development at one of Park 
City’s primary entry corridors is a consideration of this annexation. 

 If the development is constructed within the Park City municipal 
boundary the project will be built to LEED Shadow Standards and 
per the Annexation Agreement will be required to create CCRs that 
protect the Sundance Film Festival from direct ambush uses, thus 
further enhancing the existing tourist economy.  

 The site has few environmentally Sensitive Lands and is adjacent 
and across from existing public open space and community 
facilities.  

 
Discussion – Focus on Site Plan and Design 
 

Staff requests Planning Commission discussion of the following:  

 What MPD site plan issues does the Planning Commission find as the 
most important to focus on for the public hearing? 

 What additional information does the Planning Commission need for the 
public hearing? 

 Are there specific external trail connections or internal circulation that 
need to be incorporated into the site plan? 

 Does the Commission agree that the support commercial uses should 
include an element of neighborhood support commercial/basic grocery? 

 The Planning staff intends to utilize a team approach to focus analysis on 
design, traffic, circulation and lighting.  Does the Commission have any 
other particular areas of concern which it would like to direct the staff to 
focus additional analysis on? 

 
Department Review 
The application is scheduled to be reviewed by the Interdepartmental 
Development Review Committee on February 14, 2012. Any additional 
comments will be included in the Staff Report for the public hearing.  
 
Notice and Public Input 
A public hearing will be scheduled and noticed for the March 14, 2012, Planning 
Commission regular meeting. The property will be posted and notices will be 
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mailed and published in the Park Record according to requirements for 
annexations in the Land Management Code and Utah Code. 

 
Future Process 

 The Planning Commission requested a work session review of the 
annexation prior to a public hearing (February 22, 2012). Review of the 
annexation is at this point. 

 The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing (March 14, 2012) on 
the matter and shall consider forwarding a recommendation to the City 
Council.  

 The City Council is the final decision maker regarding annexation of land 
into Park City and shall hold a public hearing prior to making a decision on 
the matter (tentatively scheduled for March 22, 2012, conditioned 
upon the Planning Commission forwarding a recommendation at the 
March 14th meeting). 

 
Recommendation 
Staff requests the Planning Commission review the requested annexation 
application at a work session and provide staff with any comments. 
  
Exhibits 
Exhibit A-   Existing Zoning and Municipal Boundary Map/Annexation Expansion 
 Area Boundary Map 
Exhibit B-   Annexation Petition and Plat 
Exhibit C-   Annexation Agreement MPD-2012  
Exhibit D-   County Settlement Agreement 
Exhibit E- General Project Description  
Exhibit F-    Existing conditions  
Exhibit G-    Additional submittal information summaries (The entire binder of 

submittal information, including appendices to the various reports and 
studies is available for review at the Planning Department and will be 
posted to a Quinn’s Junction Partnership Annexation page  on-line at 
www.parkcity.org.  The page will also include links to the LMC zoning 
sections). 
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