PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

OCTOBER 9, 2019

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Chair John Phillips, John Kenworthy, Mark Sletten, Laura Suesser, Doug Thimm,
Christin Van Dine

EX OFFICIO: Hannah Tyler, Planner; Laura Kuhrmeyer, Planner; Alexandra Amanth,
Planner, Rebecca Ward; Planner; Mark Harrington, City Attorney

ROLL CALL

Chair Phillips called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. @ndwoted that all Commissioners
were present except Commissioner Hall, who was excused.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

September 11, 2019

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm mavedto ARPROVE the Minutes of September 11, 2019
as written. Commissioner Suesser seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passeddinanimously.

September 25, 2019

Commissioner Van Dineyreferred to the Roll Call and changed Chair Phillips called the
meeting to orderjtos€orrectly read Vice-Chair Suesser called the meeting to order. She
pointed out thatiCommissioner Phillips was excused from the meeting on September 25,
20109.

MOTION: ,€ommissioner Thimm moved to APPROVE the Minutes of September 25, 2019
as amended. Commissioner Van Dine seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

Mark Fischer stated that he was unable to attend a previous meeting when Twisted Branch
Road and Upper SR224 was discussed because Redus was trying to get plat amendments
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approved. Mr. Fischer did not believe REDUS had fulfilled the litigation requirements that
enable them to proceed with additional approvals. Mr. Fischer invited the Planning
Commissioners and Staff to a pre-winter onsite visit. As a father of four children, a
concerned citizen, and friend of the City, he is extremely concerned that someone will die
on that road. He believes it will take a death before the City will do somethingg#Nit. Fischer
understood that the section of upper SR224 was a UDOT road; however, itis a fact that
the City can put the public on Twisted Branch Road without any input fream UR@T. Mr.
Fischer commented on new guardrails at the top of Guardsman Pass that wege finally put
up after someone went off the road and died. Lawsuits were ensuifig and he believed the
City would be involved even though it is a UDOT road.

Mr. Fischer clarified that he was not trying to make trouble. He is very concerned and he
was trying to proactively help solve a problem. Mr. Fisch@nstatedthat in 1998, the people
at Brighton Estates agreed not to prevent Deer Valley’siextension into what is now known
as Empire Pass. Letters went back and forth but itywaswaot well-documented and it is
vague. However, there was no question that for the past 20 years a private entity has
profited from crossing over a State Highway,which studies indicate is illegal, because they
do not have a permit to ski across a State Highway. Mr. Fischer remarked that case study
says that private profit cannot be made off a public asset. He noted that they have permits
to go over and under for snowmaking.and electrical, but they do not have a permit to go
across because it is not allowed.

City Attorney Harrington infermed Mr Fischer that even though he could comment on
something not on the agenda, thisiwas technically considered an ex parte communication
because his commentswwere outside of the matters that were still pending. He
recommended that Mf. Fiseher summarize his concerns and come back to the next hearing
on those matters. 4He Clarified that the Planning Commission could not consider or engage
on the record because nothing on the agenda is part of that hearing.

Mr. Fischerstated that six weeks ago he emailed the Planning Department requesting an
agendasitem tQ, make a full presentation, but no one responded.

Mr. Fischer remarked that he recently finished an initial phase study of how much traffic
is going up this 15’ wide road with no guardrail and a 100-foot drop onto Twisted
Branch road. He stated that 13,606 cars have gone up or down the road since last
Thursday. That equates to over 2,000 cars per day. It is a death trap and he begged
the Planning Commission to do something about it. He urged the Commissioners and
Staff to visit with them on the road before winter so they have a visual of what it looks
like.
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Sean Brown, a concerned citizen, passed out photographs that the Commissioners
would see if they come up for a site visit. The first was the juxtaposition of SR224, also
known as Marsac Avenue; and Twisted Branch Road, which should have never been
built in the first place. State Road 224 could have just been improved, but Park City
Municipal assumed Brighton Estates would never get a permit to plow the rgae,from
UDOT. However, they did obtain a permit and have been plowing for the pastA2 years.
Mr. Brown thought the question is why there two roads going to the sameyplacesand
why one is in such hideous condition. The answer goes back to Park City net wanting
much traffic up there, but with the purchase of Bonanza Flats they"are now encouraging
more people to go up there to recreate.

Mr. Brown stated that many years ago the Department of Transpostation put together a
proposal that would allow Twisted Branch Road to become a State Road open to the
public. Deer Valley would like the old SR224 to be a ski runiinto Empire Pass. He
believed a lot of problems could be solved with completingsthat deal. Mr. Brown urged
the Planning Commission to consider a site visit as soog as possible.

Matt Meinholt stated that he has lived in Brighton Estates full-time, year-round since
1998. He commented on the many changeswand developments that have occurred
since that time, and how traffic increasesfas development increases. Mr. Meinholt
noted that Park City has now purchasediBenanza Flat which will add to the traffic that
has increased exponentially thréughout the years. He agreed with the concerns
expressed by Mr. Fischer and™™g., Brown and he thought the Planning Commission
should be concerned as well. The road is dangerous and substandard. He works with
the Park City Fire Department.and they have responded to numerous calls on that road.
People have gone offithedead because it is too steep and too narrow. Accidents also
occur because of the,tight switchbacks. Mr. Meinholt had read the Flagstaff
Agreement. A statement in the agreement says the road should be converted to a
public road within ‘a,period of five years. He had spoken with officials at UDOT and they
told him that,if the alignment of the roads were swapped and Twisted Branch became
SR224 4UDOT,would bear the cost to plow the road because it would be a State
Highwaya

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Chair Phillips was in favor of accepting Mr. Fischer’s invitation to do a site visit.

City Attorney Harrington stated that the Planning Commission could request that the
Staff incorporate a site visit the next time the Twisted Branch Subdivision application is
on the agenda. He assumed that would be before snowfall; however, if it is delayed, he
believed Director Erickson could arrange a site visit in advance of a scheduled meeting.
Mr. Harrington emphasized that it needs to be a noticed site visit and the
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Commissioners should not contact Mr. Fischer directly for individual ex parte site visits.
It is a pending application and the Commissioners should visit the site as a group.
The Board concurred with asking the Staff to schedule a site visit.

City Attorney Harrington announced that the Argent Empire Pass CUP and the
Condominium plat that was on the agenda this evening would be continuedio
November 13", The City had received correspondence earlier thatiday from the
applicant indicating that they would not object to a continuance t6 November 13th,
which would allow the discussion regarding historic preservation.couldtake place after
the City Council discusses the matter at a work session on November 7" M.
Harrington clarified that the applicant still wanted the agénda item to be heard this
evening to address LMC issues separate from historic'preservation. They were looking
for input from the Planning Commission this eveningwon the/CUP Criteria so the¥ would
have the opportunity to address any questions or concegns at the November 13
meeting.

Chair Phillips disclosed that he would b€ recusing himself from the 552 Deer Valley
Drive and 553 Deer Valley Loop item‘@nthe agenda because he was working on that
project.

Chair Phillips disclosed that //€"had met with a potential buyer for the property at 74
King Road as a consultant.[ It waS a separate matter from the CUP for 74 King Road
that was on the agendagmandhit weuld not affect his ability to participate in the discussion
this evening.

Commissioner Suesser disclosed that she would be recusing herself from 900 Round
Valley Drive p&cause she had worked on the original project.

Commissioneh Thimm disclosed that he would be out-of-town for the October 23"
meeting.

Commissioner Sletten disclosed that he would also be out-of-town on October 23™.
Commissioner Kenworthy disclosed that he was at a recent Concierge Care
presentation by the hospital staff. It was unrelated to the application on the agenda and

it would not affect his ability to discuss or vote on the item this evening.

Chair Phillips noted that the City Council had reviewed the Nakoma Project and voted
opposite from the Planning Commission vote. He encouraged the Commissioners to
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either read the Minutes or listen to the Audio to be aware of the City Council’s position.

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION

V.A. 1330 Empire Avenue, 1302 Norfolk Avenue, 1361 Woodside Avenue, and
1323 Woodside Avenue (Woodside Park Phase Il Master Planned
Development) Ratification of Findings of Fact for the Remand

Planner Hannah Tyler stated that this item was the remand from thé City Council. In
response to the Appeal, the Planning Commission reviewed this item#on September
11"™. She noted that the Staff had provided redlined Findings offEact to help the
Planning Commission understand what had changed. The,revised Findings responded
to the specific comments from the September 11" meéting. ) The intent this evening
was to ratify the Findings to reflect their comments jon, Septémber 11",

Planner Tyler had provided the Commission€rswith an email from the Appellant’s
attorney, and she submitted it into the recokd. She noted that the email was forwarded
to the Planning Commission earlier in the days bdt since it was not received until the
day of the meeting, the policy is to provide a eopy at the meeting.

City Attorney Harrington clarified*hat the Appellant did not have changes to the
Findings. The purpose of thé email was to reiterate for the record their opposition to
the action.

Commissioner Sletten, stated,that he was absent when this was discussed/ However,
he had carefully readthe Minutes and concurred with the comments made by the other
Commissioners;iparticularly Commissioners Phillips, Hall, and Kenworthy, regarding the
setbacks.

Chair Rhillips‘opened the public hearing.

There wete no comments.

Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Kenworthy moved to RATIFY the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval for the setbacks for the Woodside Park

Phase Il MPD. Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed 5-1. Commissioner Suesser voted against the motion.



Planning Commission Meeting
October 9, 2019
Page 6

Findings of Fact - Woodside Park Phase Il MPD

1. The proposed site location consists of 1330 Empire Avenue, 1302 Norfolk Avenue
(“Significant” Single-Family Dwelling), 1361 Woodside Avenue, and 1323 \Woodside
Avenue.
2. The proposed site is located in the Recreation Commercial (RC) Zoning DistriCt.
3. The site is known as the Woodside Park Affordable Housing Project Phase II.
4. Phase Il of the Woodside Park Affordable Housing Project willds&,located between
Woodside Avenue and Empire Avenue, with a small portion of the development
abutting Norfolk Avenue. There will be a total of 58 units, 52(of which«Will be deed
restricted Affordable Housing units. The scope will include the fallowing:
1 Deed-restricted Affordable Housing Units (5240tal):
1 Two (2) Triplex Dwellings abutting Woodside ‘Avenue. The Triplex
Dwellings take the form of “townhome style” Units.
1 Two (2) Multi-Unit Dwellings centrally located@n Lot 2 and accessed via
Woodside Avenue. There will be a totalef 46 “flats” comprised of studio,
one (1), and two (2), bedroom unitsisplit between two (2) Multi-Unit
Dwellings
] Market Rate Units (six [6] total):
1 A Multi-Unit Dwelling abutting Empire Avenue which will contain five (5)
townhomes style attache@hunits — 1330 Empire Avenue
[ One (1) “Significant”Single-Family Dwelling — 1302 Norfolk Avenue
1 A Parking Garage located beneath the Woodside Avenue townhomes and
Multi-Unit Dwellings (flats)
1 A Public Access Easement running east-west which will link to the Woodside
Park Phase | Accgss,Easement. The Public Access Easement will also contain
Public Art as determined by the Park City Public Art Board.
1 Central gathering,areas in the plaza space adjacent to the Public Access
Easement.
[ A traikconnecting Norfolk Avenue to the central gathering area in the plaza and
Public Aecess,Easement.
5. The MBD application was deemed complete on February 1, 2019.
6. There are three (3) applications total for the entire scope of Phase I, including a
Master Planned Development, Conditional Use Permit, and Plat Amendment.
7. The Planning Commission reviewed, held a public hearing, and continued the
Master Planned Development application during a Work Session on March 27, 2019.
8. On May 22, 2019, the Planning Commission approved the Master Planned
Development application.
9. On June 3, 2019, the City received an application for an Appeal of the Planning
Commission’s Approval of the Master Planned Development application for the
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Woodside Park Phase Il Affordable Housing Project application located at 1330
Empire Avenue, 1302 Norfolk Avenue, 1361 Woodside Avenue, and 1323 Woodside
Avenue. On June 10, 2019, the Appellant provided supplemental information. This
appeal was submitted within 10 days of the Final Action of the Planning

Commission.

10.0n June 25, 2019, the Board of Adjustment reviewed an Appeal of the May, 22,
2019 Planning Commission approval of the Master Planned Development,(MRD)
application and directed staff to prepare Findings of Fact to remand the review of
Setbacks for the Master Planned Development application to thegPfanning
Commission pursuant to LMC 15-6-5(C).

11.The Board of Adjustment ratified the Findings of Fact on July)16#2019 denying the
Appeal in Part and remanding the review of Setbacks for the Master Planned
Development application to the Planning Commission ptirsuant o6 LMC 15-6-5(C).
12.0n September 11, 2019, the Planning Commissionteviewed the applicant’s updated
submittal for compliance with 15-6-5(C) Master Planned Development Requirements
— Setbacks and directed staff to amend the Findings offact to reflect their
comments including a new Condition of Appreval that the Empire Avenue Multi-Unit
Dwelling shall maintain a minimum Front Yard Setback of twenty-five feet (25’)
excluding an exception for overhangs gonsistenywith the underlying Zone
Requirements.

13. On March 13, 2019, May 8, 2019, August 14, 2019, and September 25, 2019, the
property was posted and notice'was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.

Legal notice was also publish€then the Utah Public Notice Website and Park

Record on March 9, 2019 May 4, 2019, August 10, 2019, and September 25, 2019
according to requirements,ofithed and Management Code.

14. The proposal compliesawith Land Management Code (LMC) 8§ 15-6-5(C) Setbacks.
Per LMC 15-6-5(C)*MPD, Requirements - Setbacks, the minimum Setback around
the exterior bouidary of an MPD shall be twenty five feet (25') for Parcels greater
than one (1) &€re M size. However, per LMC 15-6-5(C)(1) MPD Requirements -
Setbacks, the Rlanning Commission may decrease the required perimeter Setback
from twenty-five feet (25’) for MPD applications one (1) acre or larger to the zone
requirediSetback if it is necessary to provide desired architectural interest and
variation.

15.Woodstde Park Affordable Housing Phase Il is requesting a Setback reduction to the
Zone required Setback so that the development is aligned with the neighboring
properties along the streetscapes of Norfolk Avenue and Woodside Avenue. This
setback reduction will not result in increased density.

16. Upon evaluating the Applicant’s representations and figures in the Analysis
section of the September 11, 2019 Staff Report, which are incorporated herein, and
based upon the Planning Commission deliberation after public hearing, the
Commission finds that the requested setbacks, except as conditioned below, are
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necessary to provide desired architectural interest and variation because:

a) The desired architectural interest and variation complement existing streetscapes
and achieve a site plan consistent with the zone, general plan and sustainability
goals. On this site, the desired results are best evaluated from the totality of the
architectural characteristics of the entire site plan and the buildings collectively,
rather than individually. The proposed setbacks are necessary to achieve

broken up massing of multiple buildings rather than one larger mass, the‘elustesing of
density towards the center of the site, and the Public plaza space and walkway.

b) Building to the larger MPD setbacks on Woodside Avenue is netidesired because
the result would be inconsistent with the existing buildout on the streetyand would
detract from the character of the neighborhood. The proposeéd townhetise
configuration with smaller setbacks and porches is desired.

c) The large public plaza and east-west connection are’desired public amenities,
which help reduce the overall massing, and the setbacks preposed are necessary
for the desired dense site plan which balances affordability¢pedestrian connections,
open space and variations in building scale.

d) The additional 5’ Front Setback on Empire®Avenue is not necessary as the
proposed buildings may be shifted withouttmaterially impacting the desired site plan
or architecture. Height will still comply with the zene height although perceived
height due to the shift of the building padson the slope will slightly increase.

17.The minimum Setbacks for the proposed Multi-Unit Dwelling on Lot 1shall be:

0 Front Yard: 25 feet (25)

[ Side Yard: 10 feet (10°)

Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25", Nojbullets or

numbering

0 Rear Yard 10 feet(10’)

18.The minimum Setbacks for the Multi-Unit Dwellings on Lot 2 shall be:

0 Front Yard: 20.feet (20%

[ Side Yard10,feet (10°)

1 Rear Yard: 10 feet’(10’) and reduced to five feet (5’) for the area highlighted in
Figure 8,0n page 8 in the staff report. The applicant is requesting an

additional Reay ‘Yard setback reduction to five feet (5’) from the required 10

feet (10’)¥or a portion of Lot 2. An additional purpose of the Setback

Reduction'is to accommodate a utility easement for Lot 1 (1330 Empire

Avenue).

19.The minimum Setbacks for existing Historic Single-Family Dwelling on Lot 3 shall
be:

11 Front Yard: 10 ft. for new construction; however the existing Historic Structure

is a Legal Non-Complying Structure with a Front Yard Setback measuring six

feet eleven inches (6'117)

[ Side Yard: Minimum five feet (5’) and a minimum total of 14 feet (14’)
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[1 Rear Yard: 10 feet

Conclusions of Law — Woodside Park Phase Il MPD

1. The MPD, as approved and conditioned on May 22, 2019, and as further approved
and conditioned below, complies with the required Findings and Conclusions,A-O
pursuant to Land Management Code Section 15-6-6.

Conditions of Approval — Woodside Park Phase Il MPD

1. The project shall fully comply with any provisions indi€ated in the LMC or approved
MPD regarding lighting, trash/recycling enclosures, meghanical equipment, etc.

2. A development agreement as described in LMC Section=15-6-4(G) shall be ratified
by the Planning Commission within 6 months of this approval and prior to issuance
of a building permit for the project.

3. All conditions of the original May 22, 2049 Planning Commission Master Planned
Development application approval apply except as modified by #4 below.

4. The Empire Avenue Multi-Unit Dwélling shall maintain a minimum Front Yard
Setback of twenty-five feet (25’). Front'Setback is still eligible for

the exception for roof overhangsseonsistent with the underlying Recreation
Commercial (RC) Zone Sectionwd5-2:16-3(D)(4).

V.B 552 Deer Valley Drive & 553 Deer Valley Loop — Plat Amendment — The
Applicant Preposes To Adjust A Lot Line Between Two (2) Lots Within The
Mine Cart,Subdivision. (Application PL-19-04310)

CommissionerPhillips recused himself and left the room. Vice-Chair Suesser assumed
the Chair,

Planner Laura Kuhrmeyer reported that thisO application was for a lot line adjustment
via a plat amendment. The applicant was requesting to shift the interior property line in
order to build the house they would like to build. Since it is only an interior property line
between the two lots, it will not affect any neighboring properties.

Planner Kuhrmeyer had not received public comment on this plat amendment.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
considering forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council.
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Vice-Chair Suesser opened the public hearing.

Jodi Hoffman, on behalf of the property owner, supported the plat amendment and
thanked the Planning Commission for their consideration.

Vice-Chair Suesser closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to forward a POSITIVE g&eommendation to the
City Council for the Mine Cart subdivision, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions
of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance. aGommissioner
Sletten seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — Mine Cart Subdivision

1. The subject property is located at 552 Deer Valley Drive and 553 Deer Valley Loop
Road.

2. The site is within the Residential Medigm (RM) Density District.

3. The Plat Amendment application is a‘tegdiest to move the internal Lot Line three
feet (3’) north, towards Deer Valley Drive.

4. The minimum Lot Size fog@ Single*Family Dwelling within the Residential Medium
(RM) Density District is 2,812 square feet.

5. According to the current recorded Plat, the current Lot Sizes are 4,171 square feet
(Lot 1 — 552 Deer Valley Brive) and 3,764 square feet (Lot 2 — 553 Deer Valley

Loop Road).

6. With the prop@sed Plat’Amendment, Lot 1 will become 3,999 square feet and Lot 2
will become 37983'square feet.

7. Both Lotswill'remain above the minimum required Lot Size.

8. The proposed Lot Sizes are both compatible with existing lots in the neighborhood.
9. The minimum required Rear Setback for this zone is ten feet (10’).

10. The proposed Single Family Dwelling at 553 Deer Valley Loop Road is just shy of
meeting the minimum required Rear Setback. Since the proposed Single Family
Dwelling at 552 Deer Valley Drive has addition space in the rear, the internal Lot

Line will shift three feet (3’) north towards Deer Valley Drive to allow the proposed
Building at 553 Deer Valley Loop Road to meet the minimum required Rear

Setback.

11. The Plat Amendment is necessary in order for the applicant to obtain a building
permit for the proposed construction of the Single Family Dwelling at 553 Deer
Valley Loop.
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12. Staff recommends approval of the Plat Amendment as it will allow the Applicant to
construct the two Single Family Dwellings as proposed.

13. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law - Mine Cart Subdivision

1. There is good cause for this Plat Amendment.

2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Mawagement Code and
applicable State law regarding Plat Amendments.

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by theqroposed Plat
Amendment.

4. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditiens stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

Conditions of Approval — Mine Cart Subdivision

1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City, Engineer will review and approve the final
form and content of the plat for complighce withState law, the Land Management
Code, and the conditions of approvaliprier to,recordation of the plat.

2. The applicant shall record the platiat the/County within one year from the date of
City Council approval. If recordatien has not occurred within one (1) years’ time,
this approval for the plat willdgs€woid, @nless a request for an extension is made in
writing prior to the expiration dateland an extension is granted by the City Council.
3. The Plat shall note thatfire,sprinklers are required for all new or renovation
construction on this l@t, to'be approved by the Chief Building Official.

4. The property isgot [ocated within the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of
Soil Cover Ordinance (Sofls Ordinance) and therefore it is not regulated by the City
for mine relate@himpacts. However, if the property owner does encounter mine waste or
mine wasteympacted soils they must handle the material in accordance to

State and Federal law.

5. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedentto building permit issuance.

6. No Certificate of Occupancy for the proposed Single-Family Dwelling at 553 Deer
Valley Loop Road may be granted until the final plat is recorded with the Summit
County Recorder’s Office.

7. A Plat Note shall be added that all Conditions of Approval from the original Mine
Cart Subdivision Plat (Ordinance No. 2018-57) shall continue to apply.
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V.C 269 Daly Avenue — Steep Slope CUP — Applicant Proposes to Remodel and
Add an Addition to an Existing Significant Historic Structure, the Building
Footprint Will Be Over an Existing Slope of 30% or Greater.

(Application PL-19-04329)

Commissioner Phillips returned and assumed the Chair.

Planner Kuhrmeyer reviewed the application for a Steep Slope GURfor the
development of an addition to a Significant historic House located on a slope of 30% or
greater. This CUP could not be done administratively because the lot’size exceeds
3750 square feet and requires Planning Commission approval.

Planner Kuhrmeyer had not received public comment on this Steep Slope CUP.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commissiontthat the Planning Commission
conduct a public hearing and consider appreving, the Steep Slope CUP for 269 Daly
Avenue.

Chair Phillips asked Planner Kuhrmeyerso summarize the previous approvals by the
Planning Commission on this property.

Planner Kuhrmeyer noted that this property previously came before the Planning
Commission for a plat amendment. It is a deep lot and the original plat had a maximum
development line halfwayibaeki,imn'the lot. Another plat amendment came before the
Planning Commissiofyregently with a request to move the maximum development line
back a few feet sinice,the house could no longer move forward. Planner Kuhrmeyer
explained that the heuse was originally approved to move forward; however, the
constructiongas not done before the approval expired, and under the new Guidelines it
was not allowed to move forward.

Chair Phillips*elarified that he had no objections to this request, but since the house
would be'pushed back, he anticipated moving more into the steep slope portion and
requiring additional excavation. Chair Phillips stated that in the past he has been
consistent about not deviating from the existing grade more than 4-feet, as written in
the Code. He thought this looked very close to 4-feet and he requested adding a
condition of approval to make sure it does not deviate more than 4-feet. Chair Phillips
remarked that it is one thing to draw retaining walls on a set of plans, but it many cases
they cannot always be built as drawn. He wanted to make the Staff and the applicant
pay close attention to the Code requirement.
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Planner Kuhrmeyer stated that the HDDR for this project had not yet been approved
pending these plat amendments and CUPs. She had expressed the same concern to
the Architect and when the plans are updated, she will make sure it is within 4-feet
before she approves it.

Chair Phillips liked the project and he commended the Architect on the design.

Commissioner Sletten asked if Chair Phillips wanted to add the condition of\approval or
whether he was comfortable leaving the oversight to Planner Kuhrmeyer. Chair Phillips
replied that a condition was not necessary because it was already addressed in the
Code and he did not want to be redundant. His primary inteft was tesfemind everyone
of the requirement so they would pay close attention to it.

Chair Phillips opened the public hearing.
There were no comments.
Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Suesser asked for clafification, on the analysis on page 106 of the Staff
report; and whether it was consistent with, Criteria #1. She noted that the Staff report
references the slope as approximately 66.67%. Planner Kuhrmeyer replied that it was
only that percentage in certaif"parts of'the lot. Commissioner Suesser asked Planner
Kuhrmeyer to walk through(the analysis on page 106. She understood that the average
slope within the entire feeatprint was 24%; however, the average slope beneath the
proposed addition is-@ppreximately 43.3%. Planner Kuhrmeyer answered yes.
Commissioner Suesserwanted to know which part of the lot was 66%. Planner
Kuhrmeyer replied that it was from the very back of the lot to where the house will be
constructed.gThat'piece is beyond the maximum development line and no construction
could take place.

Commissiones,Suesser noted that the Staff report references a garage, but she
understoad there would only be an uncovered parking space on the lot. Planner
Kuhrmeyer explained that there a historic shed on the lot is still standing and the
applicant plans to remodel and reconstruct the shed at a future date. However, the
structure is not large enough to fit a car and it is technically not a garage for parking.

Commissioner Suesser thought the reference to new garages should be removed from
Finding #23 on page 114 of the Staff report. Planner Kuhrmeyer stated that she could
remove the language; however, it was a direct quote from the Design Guidelines. She
offered to delete “garages” from the language.
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Commissioner Suesser commented on Finding #22 stating that new vegetation will be
introduced to further shield the appearance of these short walls. She thought Condition
of Approval #13 should include a reference to keeping the significant vegetation on the
site as indicated in the proposed plans. Planner Suesser clarified that insteathof saying
“to the extent possible”, the language in Condition #13 should be revised toyead;
“Consistent with the proposed plans attached to the Staff report existing Signifieant
vegetation shall be maintained on site and protected during construction”.

Commissioner Suesser asked if proposed plans are typically incorporated into the
Findings of Fact. Planner Kuhrmeyer replied that it is an exhibition the Action Letter.
She thought it would be appropriate to attach it to the conditions offapproval.

MOTION: Commissioner Sletten moved to APPRQOVEi(the Steep Slope CUP for 269
Daly Avenue, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusionswef Law, and Conditions of
approval contained in the Staff report and as amendedy Commissioner Kenworthy
seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 269 Daly Avenue

1. The property is located at269,Daly*Avenue.

2. On September 17, 2019, the Planning Department received a complete application
for a Steep Slope Conditignal,Use Permit (SS-CUP) for “Construction on a Steep
Slope” at 269 Daly Av¥enue:

3. The property isdoeated in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

4. The lot contaifis 74288 'square feet (sf), though only 4,628 sf of the Lot are
developable gper the Platted Maximum Development Line.

5. This is anuphill lot and the average slope of the developable area of the Lot is 24%.
The average slope within the entire Footprint area is also 24%. Nevertheless, the
average slope,beneath the proposed addition is approximately 43.3%; per LMC 15-
2.2-6(A)(2), a Steep Slope CUP is required for any Structure in excess of 200

square feet located on or projecting over an existing slope of 30% or greater.

6. On June 28, 2018, the Planning Department received the current Historic District
Design Review (HDDR) application for the remodel and addition to a Significant
Historic Structure at 269 Daly Avenue.

7. Access to the property is from Daly Avenue, a public street.

8. The proposal complies with LMC 15-2.2-2 Uses, as a Single Family Dwelling is an
Allowed Use in the HR-1 District.

9. Per LMC 15-2.2-4 Existing Historic Structures, Historic Structures that do not comply
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with Building Footprint, Building Height, Building Setbacks, Off-Street Parking, and
Driveway location standards are valid Complying Structures. While no Off-Street
Parking is required, the Applicant has proposed one (1) uncovered parking space, to
be located in the new proposed driveway.

10.The neighborhood is characterized by a mix of Historic and non-historic #€Ssidential
structures, single-family homes, and condominiums. The streetscape is dominated
by garages, parking pads, and pedestrian entryways. The homes are a mix of ene to
two-story residential developments, with a few three- to four-story houses.

11.The maximum allowed Gross Floor Area for this Lot, per the Rlat, is 2,000 square
feet. The Gross Floor Area is 1,829 square feet as proposed.

12.The proposal complies with the Front and Rear Setbacks{ The miaimum Front and
Rear Setbacks are fifteen feet (15’) each, for a total of thirty feet (30); the Applicant
is proposing at least a 15.58 foot Front Setback and ayl€ast 29.17 foot Rear
Setback, for a total of 44.75 feet.

13.The proposal complies with the Side Setbacks. The minimum Side Setbacks are five
feet (5°) each, for a total of ten feet (10°). Per LMC 15-2y2-4, Historic Structures that
do not comply with Building Setbacks are validaComplying Structures. However, all

of the proposed addition meets the minimdim fivezfoot (5’) Side Setback on both
sides. The addition is at least five feet (6') from both Side Lot lines. 112

14.The proposal complies with LMC 15-2¢2-5, in that the proposed 14.The proposal
complies with LMC 15-2.2-5, in that the"proposed addition to the

Historic Structure is approximately, 18.5 feet above Existing Grade at the tallest
portions. The maximum heightinthe'HR-1 is twenty-seven feet (27’).

15.The proposal complies with LMC 15-2.2-5(A) in that the maximum interior height is
thirty-five feet (35’) andsthe propesed addition to the Historic Structure has an interior
height of 27.25 feet.

16.The proposal cemplies with LMC 15-2.2-5(B) in that the Historic Structure is located
in front of the addition has' a maximum height of approximately 18.33 feet for the first
ten feet as measured from where the Building Footprint meets the lowest point of
Grade.

17.Thegroposal complies with LMC 15-2.2-5(C) in that the contributing roof form is
between,7:232yand 12:12, with secondary roof forms of 3.33:12 and 5:12.

18.The proposal complies with 15-2.2-6(C)(1), Location of Development, in that the
proposed Ssingle-family dwelling is located on the lot in a manner that reduces the
visual and environmental impacts. At the front of the lot, there was an existing
Significant Historic Structure that was approved by the Historic Preservation Board
for panelization and partial Reconstruction. Behind the Historic Structure, there was
a retaining wall running parallel to Daly Avenue. Though the front of the Lot is
relatively flat, the rear portion of the Lot has a Slope of approximately 66.67%. The
partially Reconstructed and Panelized Historic Structure will be located on the flatter
portion of the Lot, but the new addition will encroach into the steep Slope at the rear
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of the Lot. From Daly Avenue, the house will appear to be one to two stories in
height and will appear to be two-stories in height from the west (rear) elevation. This
is consistent with neighboring houses.

19.The proposal complies with 15-2.2-6(C)(2), Visual Analysis, in that the applicant
submitted a photographic visual analysis, including street views, to show the
proposed streetscape and bird’s eye views. As demonstrated by the visual‘analysis,
the proposed addition fits within the context of the slope, neighboring strugtures#and
existing vegetation. The neighborhood consists of historic houses with one=\{o two-story
additions, one- to two-story new houses, and a few three- to foursstery new
residential developments. The visual analysis, streetscape, and bird’'s'eye view
demonstrate that the proposed design is visually compatible/with thesnteighborhood,
similar in scale and mass to surrounding structures, and visual impacts are
mitigated. By locating the majority of the house on the flatier portion of the Lot, much
of the mass and bulk of the structure is visually shielded from Daly Avenue.
Additionally, the Applicant’s design has broken up the mass‘and scale of the house
further, allowing its massing to compliment nearby Histeric Structures.

20.The proposal complies with 15-2.2-6(C)(3)™Access, in that the access points and
driveways have been designed to minimiz€,grading of the natural topography and
reduce the overall building scale. The péw prepased driveway will hold one (1)
uncovered parking space, and is conSistent with the width of driveways in the
Historic District.

21.The proposal complies with 25:2.2:6(C)(4), Terracing, in that the Applicant is
proposing to use a series of stéppedretaining walls on the west (rear) side of the
house as well as along the [north (side) of the house. These walls, ranging in height
from 1.5 feet to 3.5 feelyare'used to step the house with the Existing Grade to allow
for less excavation. The applicant is not proposing to change grade more than four feet
(4’) around the periphery of the structure and has largely maintained Natural

Grade where poSsible.

22.The propgsal camplies with 15-2.2-6(C)(5), Building Location, in that the new
addition’s building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a
mannepas to‘minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography.
By placing the,new addition to the rear of the Historic Structure, the applicant has
hidden much of the mass and bulk of the addition from the view of Daly Avenue. The
applicant has proposed several retaining walls less than four feet in height in order
to step with and maintain the natural topography. New vegetation will be introduced
to further shield the appearance of these short walls. The areas of the structure
above grade and visible from the Daly Avenue right-of-way will appear to be one to
two stories in height. On the west (rear) elevation, the house appears to be two
stories in height. This is compatible with the existing house and the neighborhood
overall.

23.The proposal complies with 15-2.2-6(C)(6), Building Form and Scale, in that the
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applicant broke up the mass of the addition to the Historic Structure by incorporating
multiple roof lines and articulation of the wall planes. By breaking up the structure
into a series of individual smaller components, the entire structure is more
compatible with the overall mass and scale of the Historic District. The areas of the
structure above grade along Daly Avenue will appear to be one to two storigs'in
height, which is compatible with the neighborhood overall. On the west (rear)
elevation, the design appears to step up the hill, preventing a wall effect."Exterior
elements of the new development—roofs, entrances, eaves, porches, windews,
doors, steps, retaining walls, etc.—are of human scale and are cgmpatible

with the neighborhood and the style of architecture selected. The sc¢ale and height of
the new structure follows the predominant pattern of the neighbarhaeed which is
comprised of one- and two-story buildings as well as Historic houses with two-story
additions in the back. Further, the style of this structuregfiSs¢onsistent with the Design
Guidelines.

24.The proposal complies with 15-2.2-6(C)(7), Sethagks,athat while the Historic
Structure does not meet the Side Setback on the soutfyside, the new addition
complies with all applicable setbacks. The applicant has worked to break up the
mass and scale of the structure through in€orporating smaller components, multiple
roof lines, and articulation of the wall planes: By Stepping the house to reflect the
changes in grade, the applicant has,prevented a wall effect along the Rear Lot Line.
25.The proposal complies with 15-272-6(€)(8), Dwelling Volume, in that the proposed
design is articulated and brokemtigto €éompatible massing components. The design
includes setback variations angewerbuilding heights for portions of the structure.
The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with
both the volume and massing,of single-family dwellings in the area. The design
minimizes the visual @ass.and mitigates the differences in scale between the
proposed single-family‘dwelling and surrounding structures.

26.The proposal.complieswith 15-2.2-6(C)(9), Building Height (Steep Slope), in that the
proposed new*eonstruction complies with the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum
building height sgequirement measured from existing grade. The height of the tallest
portions,of theyaddition to the Historic Structure is approximately 18.5 feet above
Existing\Grade. ‘As designed the house is compatible in mass and scale with houses
in the surfounding neighborhood.

27.No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewed at the time of
the Building Permit application for compliance with the LMC lighting code standards
and Design Guidelines.

28.The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet
on September 25, 2019. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record in
accordance with requirements of the LMC on September 21, 2019.

29.The property is located within the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil
Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) and therefore it is regulated by the City for mine
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related impacts. If the property owner does encounter mine waste or mine waste
impacted soils they must handle the material in accordance to State and Federal
law.

30.The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law — 269 Daly Avenue

1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code,
specifically section 15-2.2-6.

2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

3. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigatedsthrough careful
planning.

Conditions of Approval — 269 Daly Avenue

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. City approval of a construction mitigation plang.is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits. The CMR,shallinclude language regarding the
method of protecting adjacent structures.

3. City Engineer review and approval‘ef all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans far compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit iss@iance:

4. This approval will expire g*@gtober’9, 2020, if a building permit has not been issued
by the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this
approval has been requested,in writing prior to the expiration date and is granted by
the Planning Director

5. Plans submittedsfor a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans
reviewed and approyved by the Planning Commission on October 9, 2019, and the
Final HDDR Pesign.

6. All new retaiping walls within the rear and side setback areas shall not exceed six
feet (6’ pin height measured from final grade and retaining walls within the front
setbackiareasshall not exceed four feet (4’) in height measured from final grade. An
exception may be granted by the City Engineer per LMC 15-4-2(A)(1).

7. The maximum Gross Floor Area, per the Plat, cannot exceed 2,000 square feet.

8. Residential fire sprinklers are required for all new or renovation construction on this
lot, per requirements of the Chief Building Official.

9. The property is located in Zone A, as shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Map of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Panel 938, Map Number 49043C0938C,
and has an effective date of March 16, 2006.

10.The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soll
Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) and therefore not regulated by the City for mine
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related impacts. If the property owner does encounter mine waste or mine waste
impacted soils they must handle the material in accordance to State and Federal

law.

11.All exterior lighting, on porches, decks, garage doors, entryways, etc. shall be down
directed and shielded to prevent glare onto adjacent property and public rights=of-way
and shall be subdued in nature. Light trespass into the night sky is prohibited.

Final lighting details will be reviewed by the Planning Staff prior to installation.
12.Construction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled wher possible.
13. Consistent with the proposed plans attached to the Staff reparthyexisting Significant
Vegetation shall be maintained on Site and protected during constraction. When
approved by the Planning Department in writing to be removéd, the<Significant
Vegetation shall be replaced with equivalent landscaping in type amd size. Multiple trees
equivalent in caliper to the size of the removed Significant\egetation may be
considered instead of replacement in kind and size,

14. New vegetation shall be introduced to further shield thesappearance of the short
retaining walls along the sides of the house.

15. All excavation work to construct the foundation of the proposed single family
dwelling shall start on or after April 15th and be completed on or prior to October 15™.
The Planning Director may make a written determination to extend this period up to

30 additional days if, after consultation,with the Historic Preservation Planner, Chief
Building Official, and City Engineer, detegmines that it is necessary based upon the
need to immediately stabilize armvexisting Historic property, or specific site conditions
such as access, or lack therg@frexistor in an effort to reduce impacts on adjacent
properties.

V.D. 900 RoundsValley Drive — Master Planned Development Amendment — The
Applicant,Requests Additional Density for a 20,000 square-foot Medical
SupperfiBuilding on Lot 6, and a 28,000 square-foot Medical Office Addition
to the Hospital on Lot 1 (Application PL-19-04204)

CommissionéwSuesser recused herself and left the room.

Morgan Bush, Executive Strategic Partner with IHC, Dan Colmer, IHC Director of
Facility Planning and Development, and Lori Weston, CEO of Park City Hospital, were
present to represent the applicant.

Planner Rebecca Ward reviewed the application for the Park City Hospital to amend the
Master Planned Development and the Development Agreement to increase the density
on the Medical Campus. During a previous work session, the Planning Commission
identified five items that needed to be addressed.
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Planner Ward stated that the applicant had addressed the Housing Authority obligation
in the density and submitted Design Guidelines. They also reviewed required
amendments to the Affordable Housing Plan. The applicant had completed the open
space analysis. An estimated peak water demand was determined for this site.

Planner Ward stated that with the Community Transition District (CT), theyapplieant was
requesting to maximize the density under that District, which will increase what was
originally established in the Development Agreement and the Anm€xation Agreement.

A Housing Authority decision, which was attached to the Staff report as an Exhibit,
required that any future density be reduced by 8,000 squareffeet. Rlanner Ward noted
that the applicant amended their application and was requesting that the full 56-unit
equivalents to 56,000 square feet be reduced, with 8,000wsquarefeet determined as
undevelopable. Therefore, the proposal would be 48,000 square feet for medical
support use.

Planner Ward reviewed the Medical Campus*Map. She noted that the current Hospital
is located on Lot 1, and the applicant was{proposing to add 28,000 square feet of
medical offices to the Hospital. AcrosssfromtheHospital on Lot 6, the applicant was
proposing a 20,000 square foot ambdlatery surgery center.

Planner Ward stated that the applicant also submitted the Design Guidelines that have
been in place since 2008. The&"Guidelines have guided development to date and will
continue to do so. The applicantthas worked with Housing to look at considerations of
additional affordable hgusingyobligations. The applicant had completed an open space
analysis demonstrating that.at full buildout, if the Planning Commission approves the
increased densitygover84% of the North Campus would be open space.

Planner Ward'reported that the Park City Public Utilities Department calculated the
peak water‘demand on the site currently, and what the demand could be if additional
densityds granted. She noted that a condition of approval is the possibility of requiring
an amendment to the Water Service Agreement. Planner Ward explained that under
the Annexation Agreement, the applicant entered into a Water Service Agreement with
the City that considered the density under that Agreement. That Agreement capped the
peak water use at 105,116 gallons. The Utilities Department estimated that with the
increased density, the peak water demand could be as high as 116,000 gallons.

Chair Phillips clarified that 116,000 gallons was not the current estimated usage.
Morgan Bush stated that the current use is estimated at 91,000 gallons.
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Commissioner Sletten asked if the Public Works Department had an issue with the
increase. Planner Ward had not spoken with Public Works because they would work
directly with the applicant on that issue. Chair Phillips asked if it would be a potential
condition of approval. Planner Ward answered yes.

Planner Ward stated that the Community Transition District bonus for the three tnits
per acre has specific requirements as outlined in the Staff report. The Staff finds that
the applicant complies with these requirements.

Planner Ward noted that the Master Planned Development requires the use of non-
vehicular forms of transportation through design. The applicantimetwith the
Transportation Department and has proposed a Transportation Manhagement Plan that
includes an employee van pool, and end of trip bike fagility, and@n employee
transportation coordinator.

Planner Ward commented on the conditions of approval, She corrected a typo in
Condition #9 to read 80% instead of 84.32%g#*Rlanner Ward stated that because the
applicant intends to potentially develop thi§,density in phases, she proposed amending
Conditions #4 and #11, which require thie WatersService Agreement amendment; as
well as the Affordable Housing amen@ment, to reflect the density proposed at that time
under the conditional use permit.

Morgan Bush stated that Planfieg, Ward had covered the same points he planned to
cover in his presentation. Ratherthan presenting the same information, he preferred to
spend the time answeringyquestions.

Chair Phillips askedsforithe reasoning behind holding back 8,000 square feet that would
be undevelopable to/meet the housing authority obligation. Mr. Bush stated that in
June of 2015¢When, they were doing the zoning for the Peace House project, they went
before the Housing Authority. He explained that because part of the Peace House was
to satisfy.the Tanger Outlet Affordable Housing obligation, which was a County
obligation, the,City did not feel that was appropriate to count it towards the City
obligation. Therefore, a condition of approval was added to the Affordable Housing
Plan stating that if any future density was granted to Intermountain, 8,000 square feet
needed to be deducted because of Peace House. Mr. Bush stated that because they
agreed to that obligation with the City in 2015, it needed to be accounted for as part of
this application.

Commissioner Thimm understood they were going to make it scalable in terms of when
the obligations are put in place, compared to the phasing of the project. He asked if
there was a phasing plan and schedule or how it would be monitored. Mr. Bush stated
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that Intermountain had proposed 20,000 square feet on Lot 6, and 28,000 square feet
on Lot 1. Itis likely that Lot 6 will come forward within the next two to five years. Itis
more likely that the Lot 1 density is five to ten years out. Mr. Bush stated that because
it will occur in different time frames, he preferred the ability to tie it to the actual
projects; particularly given the time it takes to do an appropriate affordable housing
project. Commissioner Thimm clarified that it would be a lot by lot basis with a
significant difference in time. Mr. Bush replied that there will be two CUPs as epposed
to one. The proposed condition is that the Affordable Housing and Water Service
Agreements must be amended and approved by the appropriate ity bodies before
they can apply for a CUP. It is protection for the City that the applicantiintends to fulfill
all their obligations.

Commissioner Sletten understood there would be no phasing within Lot 1 individually
and Lot 6 individually. Mr. Bush clarified that the potential phasing is just the two lots.

Commissioner Kenworthy commented on the implementation of the enhanced traffic
stop and asked for an explanation of enhangeehtransit stop. Mr. Bush stated that
currently there is a transit stop with a sign@and a eurb that is out of traffic. He remarked
that if there is regular transit service there needsfto be a real transit stop at the Hospital.
Commissioner Kenworthy asked if “enbanced” means they intend to do more than a
transit stop. Mr. Bush stated that they haveftalked about potentially using the Hospital
Valet Service. If people want thesbus, they can stay inside the Hospital and someone
will call them out. He noted ghatnAlfred’ Knotts, the Transportation Manager, wants to
talk to them about making the transit experience better for patients and families.

Mr. Morgan believed thesCondition of Approval requires the applicant to develop the
transit enhancement@s approved by the City’s Transportation Director. Those details
still need to be workedQut. Mr. Bush stated if they can do strategies to help reduce
trips, it will help justify being able to reduce the number of additional parking stalls in the
future. Compaissioner Kenworthy asked if this would all be worked out with the
Planning Depagtment. Planner Ward noted that a Condition of Approval addresses the
transit stop being approved by the Transportation Planning Manager. Mr. Knotts and
Mr. Bush have,been meeting to discuss the City’s potential fixed service, which will
depend on the transportation plan in that area. Planner Ward remarked that Condition
of Approval #13 states that reduced parking will be investigated by the Planning
Commission at the time of the Conditional Use Permit application.

Commissioner Kenworthy clarified that the Agreement with the enhanced transit and
reduced parking would come back to the Planning Commission. Planner Ward
answered yes. Mr. Bush clarified that the details come back with each CUP. Chair
Phillips understood that they were basically creating the framework for everything to
occur in the future.
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Chair Phillips opened the public hearing.

Bill Pidwell, stated that he was speaking on behalf of Physician Holdings on Lot 7 and a
neighbor to Lot 6. Mr. Pidwell spoke in support of the IHC MPD Amendmept™§I he plan
for Lot 6 is a very fitting use for the Campus and it would be a good way to ill eut that
space. Mr. Pidwell stated that Peace House is exemplary and he would like toss€e the
whole road finished up to the Hospital. Mr. Pidwell stated that as a physiciag in Park
City for 15 years, Intermountain has been an amazing addition tosthe community.
Having practiced for five years before Intermountain built the Campus;jthe services and
access the patients have now is beyond what anyone imagined.) MrsPidwell supported
the changes they continue to make, such as the ambulatory seryice center, which does
not enhance Intermountain in any way; but it is the right'thing forFtheir patients to help
decrease costs. They continue to make investments inithe’'ecommunity and he supports
what they do.

Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Sletten asked if the scalabilityaof the water service was included as a
condition of approval or reflected elséwhere in the documents. Planner Ward stated
that Condition #4 states that, “Prior to applying for a conditional use permit for the
increased density, the applicantwill work with the City to establish the peak water
demand for the existing andgdftreased’density, entering into an amended Water
Service Agreement to be approved by the Public Utilities Director and City Attorney”.
The Staff was proposingte amend the condition to add, “pursuant to the requested
density for that phase of gonstruction.” Planner Ward pointed out that if the applicant
develops Lot 6, whieh 15,20,000 square feet, the Water Service Agreement would be
amended for any.increased water for that lot. That would be revisited if the applicant
were to phasethe Lot 1 addition to the hospital.

CommigsionerSletten asked City Attorney Harrington if that language was clear. Mr.
Harrington stated that they could add “each conditional use permit”.

Commissioner Thimm stated that during his time on the Planning Commission, there
has been concern about being overparked and paving the land with asphalt and
concrete. He hoped this could be an example of how with proper analysis they could
love the land and leave it natural without paving. Commissioner Thimm remarked that
84% open space is an incredible amount. He commended everyone involved in terms
of making this a fulfillment.
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Chair Phillips concurred. He noted that Morgan Bush has been before the Planning
Commission many times and each time he is prepared, thorough and very professional.
It has been good to see this project grow and it is a huge asset for the community.
Chair Phillips disclosed a personal experience at the hospital and why it is a very
personal space for him. Had the hospital not been there, he questioned whether the
outcome might have been different for his family.

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to APPROVE the request for an additional 56
unit equivalents, 56,000 square feet, pursuant to the CommunityFransition Zoning
District; and a determination that 8 unit equivalents, 8,000 square feetjare
undevelopable to meet the Housing Authority obligation, for @ total ef48,000 square
feet for a 20,000 square foot center on Lot 6 and a 28,000 square foot center on Lot 1,
in accordance with the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of*aw, and Conditions of
Approval with amendments to Conditions 4, 9, and 115 Commissioner Kenworthy
seconded the motion.

MOTION: The motion passed unanimouslyg”@emmissioner Suesser was recused.

Findings of Fact — 900 Round Valley Drive

1. The Medical Campus is located initheynofthwest quadrant of the Quinn’s Junction
Intersection (HWY 40 and SR 248).

2. On November 3, 2004, Intermguntain Healthcare (IHC), the United States Ski
and Snowboard Association, and Burbs, LLC, petitioned to annex 157 vacant
acres into the City to comstruet agMedical Campus.

3. In November of 2004, IHC submitted a Master Planned Development (MPD)
application to build"ay450,000-square-foot Medical Campus on the 157 acres.

4. On Decembef./, 2006,°City Council approved an annexation plat (Summit
County Recorder Entry No. 802746) and the 157-acre Medical Campus was
annexed frém unincorporated Summit County into Park City.

5. On Japuaryyll, 2007, City Council approved an Annexation Agreement
(Agreement)that established the Community Transition District for the Medical
Campus zoning (Summit County Recorder Entry No. 802747).

6. The Agreement capped build-out for the Medical Campus. Agreement, Exhibit A,
1 11 states: The proposed total density at build-out for the Annexation area is
535,000 square feet (gross), equates to 2.64 units/acre, and consists of the
following: Intermountain Healthcare Hospital: 300,000 square feet (180 UEs — 1
UE equals 1,666.67 square feet for hospital use); United States Ski and
Snowboard Offices and Training Center: 85,000 square feet (85 UES); Support
Medical Office: 150,000 square feet (150 UES).

7. On January 11, 2007, City Council approved a Subdivision Plat (Amended) for
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the Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical Campus/USSA Headquarters
and Training Facility (Summit County Recorder Entry No. 844971).

8. On July 31, 2008, City Council approved a Subdivision Plat (Second Amended)
for the Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical Campus/USSA Headquarters
and Training Facility (Summit County Recorder Entry No. 859976).

9. The Applicant donated Lot 3, a five-acre property, to the United States Ski and
Snowboard Association for an 85,000-square-foot training facility, developed
under a separate MPD.

10.0n May 23, 2007, the Planning Commission approved the Inteffmountain
Healthcare Master Planned Development (IHC-MPD).

11.0n May 23, 2007, the Planning Commission approved a Conditienal Use Permit
for phase one construction of a 122,000-square-foot hospital, 13,000 square feet
of constructed and unfinished shell space, and 50,000&quare feet for medical
offices on Lot 1.

12.0n October 8, 2014, the Planning Commission approved an amendment to the
IHC-MPD and transferred 25,000 square feet of suppoft, medical office uses from
Lot 6 to the Hospital on Lot 1, and 25,000 sguase feet of support medical office
uses from Lot 8 to the Hospital on Lot 1.

13.0n October 8, 2014, the Planning Gommissigh approved a Conditional Use
Permit for phase two construction of the #Mospital on Lot 1, which included an
82,000-square-foot support medical‘office gxpansion, a health education center,
an expanded wellness center, amyadditional administrative space, shell space for
future short-term needs, and/@"8;300*square-foot procedure center.

14.0n June 4, 2015, the Park City)\Housing Authority approved an amended IHC
Housing Mitigation Plapfandithe location of Peace House—a non-profit
organization that helps vietims of domestic violence—on Lot 8. To meet certain
affordable housingsrequirements, IHC leased Lot 8 to Peace House for $1 per
year for 40 years, The Housing Authority determined that any future increases in
Density for the"Medical Campus must be reduced by 8,000 square feet (8 UES)
to address‘the issue‘that a portion of the Peace House facility satisfies an
affordable housing obligation for the Tanger Outlet Expansion through Summit
County apprevals.

15.0n July 21, 2016, City Council approved the Subdivision Plat (Third Amended)
for the Intermountain Medical Campus/USSA Headquarters and Training Facility,
which subdivided Lot 8 into two lots, Lot 8 and Lot 12, to facilitate the location of
Peace House on Lot 8 (Summit County Recorder Entry No. 1067219).

16.0n February 5, 2018, the Applicant recorded the Development Agreement for the
Intermountain Healthcare (IHC) Master Planned Development (MPD), as
amended, Located on Lots 1, 2, 4, 5,6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 of the Second and
Third Amended Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical Campus/USSA
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Headquarters and Training Facility Subdivision Plats located at Round Valley 23.Eight
UEs (8,000 square feet) are undevelopable to meet a Housing Authority

obligation.

24 Forty-eight UEs are developable (48,000 square feet). The Applicant proposes to
build a 20,000-square-foot ambulatory surgery center on Lot 6 and a 28,000¢
square-foot addition to the Hospital on Lot 1.

25.The 85,000-square-foot United States Ski and Snowboard Associatignfacility on
Lot 3 was developed under a separate Master Planned Development. The
25,000-square-foot Summit County Health and People’s Health Glinic on Lot 10
and the 25,000-square-foot Physician’s Holdings Medical Offices’on Lot 7 were
also developed under a separate MPD.

26.The Commission determined that the 37,600-square-foot Peace”House facility
Density does not count against the Medical Campus Density.

27.The Commission determined that the future Park City Fire District Station on Lot
4 will not count against the Medical Campus Densitya

28.0f the 300,000 square feet (180 UESs) granted to the,Hospital for Lot 1 hospital
use at 1,666.67-square-feet per UE, 137,800"square feet (82.68 UEs) have been
developed and 162,200 square feet (97.32,UES) temain to be developed.

29.The Applicant submitted the Park City Health/Campus Design Guidelines,
created on August 11, 2008.

30.The Applicant submitted an Open, Space’Analysis, demonstrating that 84.31% of
the Medical Campus will be presetrved as open space at full build-out.

31.The Medical Campus projetted peak water demand will most likely exceed the
Water Services Agreement.

Conclusions of Law €900 Round Valley Drive

1. The MPD, as¢onditioned, complies with all the requirements of the Land
ManagementsCede;

2. The MPD, as'conditioned, meets the minimum requirements of LMC 15-6-5;

3. The MPD, as conditioned, provides the highest value of Open Space, as
determined by,the Planning Commission;

4. The MRD, as conditioned, strengthens and enhances the resort character of Park
City;

5. The MPD, as conditioned, compliments the natural features on the Site and
preserves significant features or vegetation to the extent possible;

6. The MPD, as conditioned, is Compatible in Use, scale, and mass with adjacent
Properties, and promotes neighborhood Compatibility, and Historic Compatibility,
where appropriate, and protects residential neighborhoods and Uses;

7. The MPD, as conditioned, provides amenities to the community so that there is
no net loss of community amenities;
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8. The MPD, as conditioned, is consistent with the Affordable Housing
requirements, Resolution 03-2017;

9. The MPD, as conditioned, meets the Sensitive Lands requirements of the Land
Management Code. The project has been designed to place Development on the
most developable land and least visually obtrusive portions of the Site;

10.The MPD, as conditioned, promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms of
transportation through design and by providing trail connections; and

Drive, Park City, Summit County, Utah (Summit County Recorder Entry No:
1086017).

11.The MPD has been noticed and a public hearing held in accordance with the
Land Management Code;

12.The MPD, as conditioned, incorporates best planning practicesgor sustainable
development, including water conservation measures afithenergy efficient design
and construction, per the Residential and Commercial'Energy and Green
Building program and codes adopted by the Park City, Building Department in
effect at the time of the Application;

13.The MPD, as conditioned, addresses and'mitigates Physical Mine Hazards
according to accepted City regulations and policies;

14.The MPD, as conditioned, addresses andmitigates Historic Mine Waste and
complies with the requirements of theiPasrk City Soils Boundary Ordinance;
15.The MPD, as conditioned, addresseS\Historic Structures and Sites on the
Property, according to accepteds€ity regulations and policies, and any Historic
Preservation Plan.

Condition of Approval =#900°Round Valley Drive

1. Of the 56 requestedUEs, 8 UEs (8,000 square feet) are undevelopable to satisfy
the June 4, 2015 Housing"Authority requirement that future density be reduced
because a pertien'@f Peace House affordable housing obligations satisfied a

Summit County/obligation.

2. The remaining 48 UEs (48,000 square feet) may be allocated with 20 UEs
(20,000'square feet) to Lot 6 to build an ambulatory surgery center and 28 UEs
(28,000 square feet) to Lot 1 to build an addition to the Hospital.

3. Development of the 20,000-square-foot ambulatory surgery center and the
28,000-square-foot support medical office addition to the Hospital shall require a
Conditional Use Permit.

4. Prior to applying for a Conditional Use Permit, the Applicant shall work with the City
to establish the peak water demand for the existing and increased density and shall
enter into an amended Water Service Agreement, to be approved by the Public Utilities
Director and City Attorney, pursuant to the requested density for the phase of
construction for each Conditional Use Permit.
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5. Any future development shall retain at least eighty percent of the Site as open
space; comply with the 300’ Frontage Protection Zone no-build setback; provide
60% of required parking in structure/tiered lots to limit visibility; provide an
enhanced public transit facility; honor the Declaration and Grant of Tralil

Easement (Summit County Recorder Entry No. 1067218); protect sensitivellands
from development; comply with affordable housing obligations; and develep
sustainable-green buildings as required under LMC § 15-2.23-4.

6. The Building Height requirements of the Community TransitionsDistrict shall
apply, except that the Planning Commission may consider an increasejin

Building Height based upon a Site specific analysis and determinatien’ The
maximum Building Height for the Community Transition District is twenty-eight

feet (28’) from Existing Grade. Building Height will be dé€termined at the time of a
Conditional Use Permit.

7. A Site plan must take into consideration the charagteristies of the Site and shall
be designed to fit the Site, not the Site to fit the projecth\Requirements include
clustering of UEs on the most developable amehleast visually sensitive portions of the
Site; minimization of Grading; roads, utilitytlines, and Buildings located to

work with Existing Grade; incorporationfof trails into open space elements;
adequate internal vehicular and pedgstrian/bicycle circulation; adequate space

for snow removal and storage; trashistorage and collection and recycling facility
location and design; transportatien amenities; and service and delivery access

and loading/unloading areass

8. A landscape plan shall comply with all criteria and requirements of LMC § 15-5-
5(M). All noxious weedsfas identified by Summit County, shall be removed from
the Property in accordange,with the Summit County Weed Ordinance prior to
issuance of Certifieate 0f Occupancy. These factors shall be addressed at the

time of a Conditienal’'Use"Permit.

9. At full build®eut,the Medical Campus shall provide 84.31% Open

Space.

10.Additional"Bensity shall comply with the Quinn’s Junction Joint Planning
CommissiomRyrinciples outlined in the General Plan, Volume I, p. 264-265 and
shall apply Sensitive Lands standards to incorporate and preserve important
topographical features, natural areas, and view sheds, and be of a scale and
scope consistent with the primary goal of preserving the function and aesthetics

of the important resort entry corridor.

11. The total AUE obligation for the additional 48 UEs (48,000 square feet) is 20.42
Affordable Unit Equivalents. Prior to submitting a Conditional Use Permit, the Applicant
shall amend the Housing Mitigation Plan, as approved by the City, to satisfy this
additional obligation, pursuant to the requested density for the phase of construction for
each Conditional Use Permit.
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12.The Applicant has committed to enhance the existing transit stop to
accommodate regular transit service. The transit stop enhancement plan shall be
approved by the Transportation Planning Manager prior to submitting an
application for a Conditional Use Permit.

13.The Applicant has proposed reduced parking. The Applicant shall submita
Transportation Management Plan with at least three elements prior to submitting
an application for a Conditional Use Permit. The Transportation Management
Plan shall address (1) an employee vanpool, (2) an end-of-trip bike facility, and
(3) an employee transportation coordinator, to be approved by the™fransportation
Planning Manager, in order for the Commission to consider reduced parking.
14.The 48 UEs shall be built with careful ecological integratign to presérve open
space and wetlands pursuant to the Park City Health Campus Design Guidelines
developed in 2008 for the Medical Campus.

15.All future development shall be subject to the Park City Health Campus Design
Guidelines.

16.The Development Agreement for the Intermountain‘jealthcare (IHC) Master
Planned Development (MPD), as amended gf@¢ated on Lots 1, 2, 4,5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
10, 11, and 12 of the Second and Third Amended Intermountain Healthcare Park
City Medical Campus/USSA Headquartérs and Fraining Facility Subdivision Plats
located at Round Valley Drive, Park,City#Summit County, Utah (Summit County
Recorder Entry No. 1086017), recorded‘engFebruary 5, 2018, shall be amended
to reflect the increased density withintsix months from the date of Commission
approval.

Commissioner Suessepreturned o the meeting.
V.E. 74 King Read.—Conditional Use Permit —the Applicant seeks to obtain a

Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permit for the Landmark Single-Family
Dwelling: “(Application PL-19-04324)

Plannep\Ward'stated that when the Staff report was published on Friday there was an
issue with EXxhibit A. It was now viewable and available with the public.

Planner Ward reviewed the application for a historic Landmark structure on the Historic
Sites Inventory. She presented the Park City nightly rentals zoning map. The red
identified areas where nightly rentals are prohibited. The red identified areas where
nightly rentals are allowed, orange identified areas where nightly rentals are prohibited
with exceptions, and a small area within the HRL District shown in yellow requires a
conditional use permit for nightly rentals. Planner Ward clarified that nightly rentals are
not allowed within the entire HRL District; only in the western portion of the District.
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Planner Ward stated that the home at 74 King Road originally had no parking on the
site. In 2014 the applicant was granted an approval through the Planning Department
to create a parking space on the site when they rebuilt a retaining wall. Planner Ward
reported that there were currently seven active nightly rental conditional use permits
within this area.

Under the conditional use permit criteria, the Staff recommended adding‘€onditions of
Approval to address traffic considerations. Currently, the property is the size, of a rental
for a small family or small group. If the Planning Commission grafts a conditional use
permit it would transfer with the land. For that reason, the Staff recommended adding a
condition of approval stating that if in the future modifications are made to enlarge the
home, the conditional use would terminate and a new conditional use permit would be
required for an enlarged use.

Chair Phillips wanted to know how that would be enferced=Planner Ward explained
that if changes are made to the historic home, it would'go through the HDDR process.
The requirement would be on file with all thesapplications for this address. It would be
handled through the Planning Departmentt, Chair\Phillips stressed the importance of
making sure it is captured because a lafger heme could have much larger impacts as a
nightly rental and might require additional'mitigation.

Planner Ward stated that anothegcondition addresses off-street parking because King
Road is very narrow and vepySteep. “Condition #7 requires that the nightly rental be
limited to one vehicle with an-site parking. Regarding the internal vehicle and
pedestrian circulation, Gendition #9 states that all lease agreements for Nightly Rental
shall include languagé indicating that during heavy snowfall or bad road conditions the
site might not be aeeessible and there may be times when renters would need to park
off-site to access,to the property. Condition of Approval #13 is pursuant to Code for
garbage pickupyto'make sure that property management is able to do that according to
City Code.“Copndition #10 is to inform applicants about walkable access to the ski area,
to histogic Main Street and Old Town, and also regarding free transit service.

Planner Ward reported on several emails she received today, in addition to the email
that was included as Exhibit C. The emails dated October 9" regarded concerns about
on-street parking, snow removal and safety issues. She handed out the emails to the
Commissioners.

Commissioner Suesser asked Planner Ward to clarify whether on-street parking is
permitted anywhere on King Road, even for residents. Planner Ward believed there
was street parking; however, because of the nature of the road and snow piled up on
the side of the road, there would be parking issues during the winter. Planner Ward
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noted that Condition #12 requires that the property management oversee that the
property is in compliance with the City Code. Under the business licensing Code, there
is a requirement that the Business License for a nightly rental must maintain certain
standards on the property, including snow removal to a level that allows access to the
building over a pedestrian route and also snow removal service to the parking
associated with the rental so parking is available for the rental unit.

Chair Phillips opened the public hearing.

Peter Marth, a resident at 27 Hillside, stated that he was not opposédto nightly rentals
in the HR Districts. This is a great house and he liked that the structure was being
readapted and reused. As long as the police can keep the area quiet and safe, he was
comfortable with the request. Mr. Marth remarked thatshis,issue'is when every home
becomes a nightly rental and all the residents are gone:

Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Suesser asked about the size of the parking spot created in front of the
house. She wanted to know if the snow fromysheveling the driveway is stored on the
property or elsewhere. The applicant,Brénda Bennett, stated that the parking spot was
larger than a legal space. The snowstokage is on the property. Commissioner Sletten
noted that he had visited the sitésand‘he agreed that the parking space was oversized.

Commissioner Suesser asked if there were additional restrictions on nightly rentals in
this area; such as restrieting'the mumber of occupants in a home, limiting the age of
potential renters, or alrequirements on minimum number of nights to alleviate the
concerns with nightly,rentals. Planner Ward stated that if the Planning Commission
grants the conditional use’permit it runs with the land as long as the structures stays at
its current sizeé\When an applicant applies for a business license, the Building and Fire
Departments canduct an inspection and set the occupancy according to egress and
safety. &She was unsure whether there were age restrictions. Planner Ward stated that
per the Coden30 is the maximum number of nights. She was not aware of a minimum
night requirement.

Commissioner Suesser asked if they could require a 4-wheel drive vehicle. Chair
Phillips had concerns with being too specific and how it could be enforced.
Commissioner Kenworthy liked the idea of adding a 4-wheel drive requirement to the
lease. King Road is very dangerous and difficult to get up or down. Commissioner Van
Dine thought a 4-wheel drive requirement was difficult because some years Park City
does not have enough snow to impact the road. She did not favor requiring a 4-wheel
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drive vehicle because weather conditions can be uncertain. Commissioner Suesser
thought it could be added to the lease as a recommendation.

Commissioner Suesser noted that Condition #8 requires the Property Management
Company to move the trash receptacles, but the conditions of approval do potaddress
snow removal. She thought a condition regarding snow removal would be appropriate.
City Attorney Harrington clarified that the Muniicpal Code has management stamdards
for the property management company. He did not think it needed to be repeated in
the conditions of approval. Planner Ward read from Condition #12%"....shall comply
with all City Code and LMC standards.” Mr. Harrington read Management Standard #1
from the Municipal Code. “Snow removal during the winter months 4e/a level that allows
safe access through the building and normal access to the unit, angé snow removal to
the off-street parking facilities associated so that off-stréeg,parking is available at all
times for occupant use”. Chair Phillips asked how the ‘City regulates these
requirements in general. Mr. Harrington replied thatit is ‘enforced through the business
license by Code Enforcement. It is primarily dependenton a complaint-based system.
However, that has shifted at the request of thes€ity Council over the last couple years
and the system is changing. Chair Phillipsirequested that the next annual update on
code enforcement specifically include nightlyssentals.

Commissioner Suesser suggested amending Condition #7 to read, “All lease
agreements for nightly rentals shall include language that limits the vehicles allowed at
74 King Road to one vehicleswithin the one on-site parking space. No street
parking permitted”. The CommiSsioners agreed.

MOTION: Commissi@neiSletten moved to APPROVE the CUP for a nightly rental at
74 King Road base@onithe Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as ameénded with the revision to Condition #7. Commissioner Van Dine
seconded the"motion.

VOTE: gllhe mgtion passed unanimously.

Findings 'of Fact — 74 King Road

1. The property is located at 74 King Road, Summit County Parcel Number
PC-722-A.

2. The property is located on Lots 18, 19, and the south half of Lot 20, Block 77,
Millsite Reservation to the Park City Survey.

3. The property is estimated to have been constructed in 1904, contains no
additions, and has undergone minimal changes. The property is determined to
retain historic integrity as a mining-era Structure and is designated a Landmark
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Historic Structure on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory.

4. 74 King Road is a one-story, two-bedroom/two-bathroom Landmark SingleFamily
Dwelling with a kitchen that is located on a 0.11-acre parcel and provides

a space for use as a residence or a sleeping place for one or more Persons or for
a family.

5. 74 King Road is within walking distance to Park City Mountain Resort skiingand
to Park City’s free public transit.

6. On July 8, 2014, the Planning Department issued an Administrative Conditional
Use Permit so that two failing cinder block retaining walls in the fgont yard of 74
King Road could be removed for the construction of two new stacked-stone

walls. The newly constructed wall to the north of the propertyis terraged to a
height of four feet and the wall to the south of the property is constructed to a
height of six feet. The wall to the south of the property s¥as moved closer to the
Single-Family Dwelling to facilitate a minimum 8.5’ x 162, parking space for one
vehicle.

7. Nightly Rentals must be an allowed or Conditional Use within the Zoning District
for which the Dwelling Unit is located. The twe=Bedroom Landmark Single-Family
Dwelling at 74 King Road is located withinfthe area designated for potential
Nightly Rentals in the HRL District, subjéct toya onditional Use Permit.

8. On September 4, 2019, the owneref 74 King Road submitted an application to
request Commission review and approval of 'a Nightly Rental Conditional Use
Permit.

9. The Nightly Rental Conditiefal, Use*Permit application was deemed complete on
September 16, 21009.

10.According to the City’sybUsiness license records, there are currently seven (7)
active nightly rental business licenses in the surrounding HRL District.

11.In addition to agNightly Rental Conditional Use Permit, the owner must secure a
Nightly Rental Business License to use the property as a Nightly Rental. The
business licenSe application process requires that the Building Department
inspect the‘property to ensure that the property meets all applicable building and
fire codes.

12.74 Kipg/Read is a valid non-complying Historic Structure located in the HRL
District within the potential Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permit zone and there
are no unmitigated impacts of the site size and location.

13.King Road is a narrow and steep street and should only be accessed by one
vehicle associated with a Nightly Rental.

14.74 King Road is currently used as a private residence and use of the property as
a Nightly Rental will minimally change utility capacity and storm water run-off.

15.A Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permit will not alter the required emergency
vehicle access.

16.0nly one (1) parking space exists on the property pursuant to a 2014
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Administrative Conditional Use Permit.

17.During weather-related road conditions, access to 74 King Road may be limited
and renters may need to find parking off-site to walk to the property.

18.No fencing or landscaping changes are proposed at this time.

19.The building mass, bulk, orientation, and location will remain unchangedt
20.The application is for a private parcel and contains no public Open Space.
Approximately 74% of the 0.11-acre parcel is landscape.

21.No signs or additional lighting are proposed to be installed.

22.The Landmark Single-Family Dwelling retains its historic masgyscale, and style
in compliance within the Historic District. No changes to the physical design are
proposed.

23.No noise, vibration, odors, steam, or mechanical factors thatmight affect people
and property are anticipated.

24.No deliveries are anticipated. Residential trash pickup forthe property will be
from King Road and subject to the Municipal Code of,Park«City § 6-1-11.

25.The property will be maintained by a property management company.

26.74 King Road is located outside of the ParkeCity Soils Ordinance Zone.

27.Use of 74 King Road as a Nightly Rental is conducive with Objective 7C of Goal
7 to focus future nightly rental units to sésort'aeighborhoods — near Park City
Mountain Resort and Deer Valley. 74°King Road is within a walkable distance to
Park City Mountain Resort skiing aceessythrough Upper Norfolk Avenue.

Conclusions of Law — 74 King"Read

1. The proposed applicationas conditioned complies with the requirements of the
Land Management Gode;

2. The proposed Nightly.Rental is compatible with surrounding structures in use,
scale, mass, and cirgulation.

3. The proposéd nightly rental use is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

4. The effe€ts up difference in use or scale of the Nightly Rental have been mitigated
throughecareful planning and conditions of approval.

Conditions of Approval — 74 King Road

1. All standard project conditions shall apply.

2. The applicant must obtain a valid Nightly Rental Business License prior.

3. Compliance with all building and fire code standards is required as a condition
precedent to issuance of a Nightly Rental Business License.

4. All existing and any new exterior lighting shall conform to the City’s lighting
requirements prior to the issuance of a Nightly Rental Business License.

5. No exterior commercial signs are approved as part of this Nightly Rental
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Conditional Use Permit. Any future signs on the property shall be subject to the
Park City Sign Code.

6. This Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permit is approved for a one-story, two-
bedroom/two-bathroom Landmark Single-Family Dwelling. Any additions to the
Landmark Structure that enlarges the Structure terminate this Conditional Use
Permit and require a new Conditional Use Permit that reflects the altered size of
the Single-Family Dwelling.

7. All lease agreements for Nightly Rental shall include language that limits‘the
vehicles allowed at 74 King Road to one (1) vehicle within the one™(d) on-site parking
space. No street parking permitted.

8. Property management shall place trash receptacles for trash pickup according to
the Municipal Code of Park City 8 6-1-11, which requires that trashfreceptacles
cannot be set out for collection prior to 6:00 PM of the day,before collection. All
trash receptacles in the HRL District must be remoyed‘romithe street as soon as
practical after being emptied, and in every case mustbe femoved from the street
prior to 11:50 PM the day they are emptied.

9. All lease agreements for Nightly Rental shalhinclude language indicating that
during heavy snowfall or bad road conditions, aceess to the property may be
limited. There may be times when renters need 10 park off-site in a public parking
lot and walk to the property.

10.The applicant must provide rentets withsdetailed information regarding walkable
access to skiing, to Park City’s Historic Main Street, to Old Town, and to Park
City’s free transit service.

11.Nightly Rental of 74 King Road prohibits Commercial Uses such as hospitality
houses, screening roomsyreeeption centers, etc.

12.A property managément,company shall oversee the property and shall maintain
the property and landscéaping in a manner that shall comply with all City Code

and Land Management Code standards.

V.F. %677 Village Way, Lot 2 Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision, The
Argentsat Empire Pass — Conditional Use Permit — The Applicant is
Proposing the Development and Construction of a Residential
Condominium Building on Lot 2 at Empire Pass North. The Site is Subject

to the Amended Agreement for Flagstaff Mountain March 2007, Which
Granted the Developer/Owner a Large Scale MPD. The Property is Also
Subject to the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development (VEP
MPD), July 2004, and the Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision Plat,
June 2017. The Applicant is Proposing a 108,602 Square Foot Structure
Consisting of 28 For Sale Units (not exceeding 64,000 square feet or 32
Unit Equivalents), One (1) ADA unit, Two (2) Employee Units, 39 Parking
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Spaces and Various Residential Accessory Uses. The Applicant Submitted
a Concurrent Application for a Condominium Plat. If This CUP is Not
Approved the Condominium Plat Will Be Continued to a Future Date.
(Application PL-19-04276)

V.G. 7677 Village Way, Lot 2 Village at Empire Pass North Subdivisiohgdhe
Argent at Empire Pass Condominiums — Condominium Plat = Empiré Pass
North LLC, is Proposing the Development and Construction of a
Residential Condominium Building on Lot 2 at EmpirefPass North. The Site

is Subject to the Amended Agreement for FlagstaffMountain March 2007,
Which Granted the Developer/Owner a Large Scale MPDThe Property is
Also Subject to the Village at Empire Pass Master Planmed Development
(VEP MPD), July 2004, and the Village at EmpiresPass North Subdivision
Plat, June 2017. The Applicant is

Proposing a 108,602 Square Foot StructurexConsisting of 28 For Sale Units

(not exceeding 64,000 square feet or 32 Unit Equivalents), One (1) ADA
accessible unit, Two (2) Deed Restricted Employee Units, 39 Parking
Spaces and Various Residential Aecessory Uses. The Applicant Submitted
a Concurrent Application ford@ Cenditional Use Permit. If the CUP is Not
Approved the Condominium Plat Will Be Continued to a Future Date.
(Application PL-19-04278).

The Planning Commission discussed the two items together. The public hearings were
heard separately and two separateé actions were taken to continue.

Bill Fiveash with EastA\est Partners and the representative of Lot 2 Empire Pass LLC,;
Tom Bennett, Legal Counsel to East/West Partners; Joe Geroux, Design and
Construction for East/West Partners; Peter Pillman with IBI Group, the Architect for
East/West Partners'were present to represent the applicant.

Planner, Alexandra Ananth reviewed the applications for a conditional use permit and a
condominitim plat for a 28-unit residential condominium building utilizing up to 32
residentiabunit equivalents. There is also an ADA accessible unit and two deed
restricted employee housing units within the building.

Planner Ananth reported that the subject property is part of the Flagstaff Mountain
Annexation from 1999. In July 2004, the Planning Commission approved an MPD for
the Village at Empire Pass. This was the first step in the development process for Pod
A, where the subject property is located. Planner Ananth stated that the purpose of the
MPD was to establish a conceptual site plan and set forth the types and locations of
land uses, maximum density for the mountain village, and the development approval
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process; as well as to address overall project infrastructure throughout the annexation
area. The MPD establishes allowed building volumetrics, including specific height
exceptions, density and building locations.

Planner Ananth stated that this application is considered Building 4 of the Village at
Empire Pass and requires a CUP. The proposed building complies with the,allowed
volumetrics for the site and received final design approval from the Empire Pass/Design
Review Board.

Planner Ananth reported that the Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision Plat was
approved by the City Council in 2017; and it plats parcels withinthea/EP MPD area,
including the subject property. The plat also identifies requiremenis for affordable
housing to be constructed within the buildings on these”ets. The subject property is
considered Lot 2 of the VEP plat and has an on-site hausing obligation of 2 affordable
housing units. This project is compliant with the affoxdableshousing requirements, as
the applicants were proposing two deed-restricted units;,a one-bedroom and a studio
within the building, and they meet the size requitements.

Planner Ananth stated that conditionalgise permits are subject to review according to
the 16 criteria in LMC 15-1.10E. The'Staff analysis was contained in the Staff report.
The proposal complies with the lot and Sitegequirements of the zoning district, and the
applicant was not seeking any exeeptionsto the LMC, the MPD, or the plat.

Planner Ananth stated that(the only issue that was raised during the City Design Review
Committee meeting was"the'separation of the driveway for the subject property and the
adjacent Empire Residences. Planner Ananth noted that originally the driveway looked
like one wide curbseut between the two buildings. The Engineering Department wanted
as much separation as possible between those two driveway; or a shared driveway.
Due to the grade differences between the two lots and the radius required for a fire
engine to makefthe turn of a shared driveway, the idea of a shared driveway became
problematic. ‘Rlanner Ananth stated that everyone, including the Fire Department and
the Engineering Department, are now comfortable with the final solution, which the
applicantiwould discuss in their presentation.

Planner Ananth stated that the applicant was aware that an important discussion was
scheduled to take place with the City Council on November 7" regarding the Flagstaff
Development Agreement and the preservation and maintenance of Historic Sites in the
Empire Pass area. They have agreed to continue their application to the November
13" Planning Commission meeting in hopes that the issues would be more fully
resolved by the City Council. The applicant anticipates that the continuance will allow
the Planning Commission to focus on all other issues related to the CUP and Plat
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applications outside of historic preservation; and allow the applicant the opportunity to
address any issues raised this evening before the November 13™ meeting.

The Staff found that the applications comply with the Land Management Code, the
CUP criteria, and the State law regarding subdivision. The Staff recommended, that the
Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, review the applications and\draft
findings of fact and conditions of approval, and continue the applicationsuntil
November 13".

Bill Fiveash stated that East/West Partners has been in front of the/Planning
Commission many times and they have developed several propertiessat Empire Pass
with other financial partners. They share the community concerp about the importance
of historic preservation in the Park City community andsthe, value'in what it brings to the
community. Mr. Fiveash clarified that East/West Partners did not dispute that those
sites have not been address through historic presefvationshowever, there is a
mechanism within the Flagstaff Development Agreement for the original developer to
be responsible for those sites and for the Homeowners Association to continue
maintenance of those sites in the future. Mr. Fiveash understood that there was a
pending MOA in process and those twe@'parties were taking care of that responsibility.

Mr. Fiveash stated that their application‘has’been submitted since July 23, 2019 and
they were asking for a continuafee toymake sure they addressed all the issues to avoid
the application being delayed*onge the'preservation issues are resolved.

Joe Geroux provided seme sight on the driveway issue. Mr. Geroux presented slides
showing the approach tothe building off of Village Way. He indicated a driveway that
was approved a fewsyears ago with Empire Residence. Mr. Geroux explained that
driving up the road the grade continues to climb as it enters their driveway and garage.
He pointed outthatiin trying to place the driveway on the site for this application they
looked at tAreegpoints. The first was access. They had talked to UDOT about two
accesspointsialong Marsac. The first was around the corner in consideration of a
grand arrivalkexperience to the project. However, the grades were difficult and Marsac
is a busyfoad and not the best approach due to winter conditions. They determined
that access along Marsac was not appropriate. Mr. Geroux remarked that bringing
people up Village Way and trying to create the least amount of site impact for the
overall community was the best approach. He noted that the earlier designs that were
originally submitted for the CUP had the curb cut pulled back from the main gutter edge
of Village Way, but the Engineering Department had concerns. Mr. Geroux stated that
in working with the Fire Department and the local utility companies, there is a series of
utilities that run along the site. They met with the Engineering Department and
discussed it in detail. Mr. Geroux presented the solution that resulted from their
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conversations. Pulling the curb out to the gutter way allows for additional screening for
utilities and it also separates the two driveways from one another. The separation
tapers, but as it moves back the part closest to Mid Village is approximately 6-feet.

Commissioner Suesser asked for the width of the driveway entrance. Mr. Ge€roux
replied that the driveway entrance was 24-feet. If a fire truck pulls up to theésite it can
pull into the driveway and stay out of Mid Village. In the event of dual ogeurrenees,
there is access for multiple emergency vehicles to move off the roadway.

Chair Phillips asked if the first slide in the presentation was from the actual MPD.
Planner Ananth reviewed the slide showing the Village at Empire Pass MPD, which
showed the nine large lodge-style buildings that were approved in 2004.

Chair Phillips understood that the applicant was req1 esting that the Planning
Commission continue these items to November 13/Maftefthe City Council meeting and
discussion on the historic preservation aspect. Chair PRillips questioned whether the
MOA would be resolved by that date and whether the Planning Commission would have
more answers on November 13" than they,have 'now. He did not want the appllcant to
assume that the historic preservation isSue weuld be worked out by November 13",

Commissioner Suesser asked for anyexplapation of the Planning Director’s
determination on the setback liney, Planner Ananth replied that the site could be looked
at as potentially having a number, of fronts or a number of sides. They clarified what is
front, sides, and rears in order to determine the correct setbacks.

Chair Phillips openedithegpublic hearing.

Ladd Christensen, from the adjacent property, asked the Staff to look carefully at the
setbacks off Wigybordering property.

PlannerAnanth asked if it was the Marsac 61 claim. Mr. Christensen answered yes.
Planner‘Ananth understood his request.

Peter Marth, a Hillside Avenue resident, stated that recently all the neighbors at the
bottom of Marsac have been experiencing high volumes of shuttle and construction
traffic going up and down Marsac. Mr. Marth believed that the Flagstaff Development
Agreement clearly indicates that all construction traffic and all shuttles related to the
HOAs that operate under the Flagstaff Development Agreement, are required by the
specifics of the criteria for Transportation and Transit to use Royal Street at all times.
Currently, they are not using Royal Street. Mr. Marth thought Empire Pass was the
HOA responsible for this development proposal, and they are some of the worst
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offenders of the requirement to use Royal street. He noted that they exclusively use
the Mine Road, which is a substandard steep road, to access the airport, PCMR, Main
Street, and Old Town. Mr. Marth stated that the requirement to use Royal Street is very
clear in the language under Transit. All construction traffic should be routed up and
down Royal Street and not the dangerous Mine Road. Mr. Marth pointed outthat the
only time construction traffic can be routed up or down the Mine Road is with_approval
by the Building Official.

Mr. Marth believed the Planning Commission had received writtem™documentation from
his neighbor, Clyde Bush, regarding this transit question. As they move through the
process, he thought it was important for the developers to play by thesfules and follow
the Development Agreement that was written many years ago when the pods were
approved. He thought it was especially important for hiSteric structures and buildings,
and the transit, which he believes is not in complianceay any of the developments in
Flagstaff. Mr. Marth asked the Planning Commission,to have that discussion.

Lynn Paden, stated that he was President ofsthe Homeowner’'s Association of Empire
Residences, neighboring this project. He Wwas not aware that the driveway was an
issue. However, he wanted the Plannipg CommiSsion to know that he has worked
closely with Bill Fiveash and Bill Geroux 16 resolve the issues between the two
driveway, and they have been very sensitive to their needs and requests. Mr. Paden
stated that the HOA is very satisfied with the plan and believes it works well for both
properties. Both properties have,verylow traffic and he believed East/West came up
with the best solution.

Sandra Morrison withithe/Rark City Museum stated that she would reserve her input
regarding preservation @f the historic mine structures and the protected open space
requirements fofithe/next'meeting. Ms. Morrison wanted to know if the detailed report
on the mine stfuctures would be available for the City Council Work Session on
November @ .

City Attorneyaldarrington stated that Director Erickson was on vacation and he would
follow up'on the report when he returns next week. Mr. Harrington did not have a
definitive answer, but the expectation is to have it for the City Council work session.

Ms. Morrison asked if the Planning Commission would review the MOA and/or whether
they could ask to be part of the City Council work session on November 7". She noted
that the Planning Commission has been discussing this matter for a year and the
Commissioners are very aware of all the issues. Ms. Morrison pointed out that the Staff
has always said that the Planning Commission would review the MOA and make a
recommendation to the City Council. She wanted to know if that was still the process.
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City Attorney Harrington answered yes. The Commissioners will need review it in
regard to the condition of approval attached to the Twisted Branch Plat; but that would
not occur until after the City Council work session on November 7". In response to
whether the Planning Commission would participate in the work seSS|on, Mr#Harrington
understood that Director Erickson intended to invite anyone interested and'it.is’an open
meeting. However, the City Council had not requested a joint meeting.

Ms. Morrison asked if all the public input received to date would b&%included in the Staff
report for the November 13" meeting. Mr. Harrington believed it'weuld be linked so
everyone would have access to the public input and prior reports.

Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.

Chair Phillips someone to identify Marsac 61 on the map®™=Mr. Geroux was noted that it
is the property that funnels back towards the west. Between the original application and
the application currently before the Plannings@ammission, they shifted the building over
2’9", There was a slightly different interpréetation ‘of the setback and they ended up
moving a foot away from the property lifie to'eomiply with the Planning Department’s
interpretation.

Commissioner Suesser wanted“e,see how the building will be situated on the property
with the setbacks since thate6heern was expressed during public input. Mr. Geroux
presented a slide and noted that the blue border was the setback restriction. The
dashed line representedithetallowable setback. Chair Phillips asked if the top portion
was the adjacent neighborMr. Geroux answered yes. Planner Ananth stated that
there is a 12’ sethaek along that side property line.

CommissionerSletien stated that since the adjacent parcel was owned by Mayflower
and was not,past of the United Park approval, he wanted to know about the obligations
to ski agcess.\Mr. Fiveash stated that they are currently a member of a mutual access
agreementwith Deer Valley and the other homeowners of Silver Strike and One Empire
Pass; however, the Marsac Claim is currently not a signatory to that agreement.

Chair Phillips clarified that the applicant was only looking for input this evening. The
CUP and the Plat Amendment would be continued.

Chair Phillips assumed that the Planning Comm|SS|on would be invited to be present for
the City Council work session on November 7" but it was unclear whether or not they
would be able to make comments or how the work session will be structured. The
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Planning Commission would have the opportunity to review the MOA and provide input.
He affirmed that the Planning Commission would be very involved.

Commissioner Suesser asked if the applicant wanted to respond to the transportation
concerns expressed during the public hearing, and their understanding of the*klagstaff
Development Agreement with respect to construction traffic and resident traffic’using
Royal Street versus Marsac.

Mr. Fiveash replied that they are the landowner, but not a membgr<f the Master
Association until there is a recorded plat. He understood that they needed to prepare a
construction mitigation plan consistent with the LMC and any rules and regulations in
the Master Planned Development Agreement. They intend to submiit the CMP at
building permit application and they intend to comply witheall the'requirements. He was
not able to comment on the transportation since they ake not yet members of the
Master Owners Association.

Commissioner Suesser asked if the Planning®@mmission could add a condition of
approval requiring the use of Royal Street4n the ¢onstruction mitigation. Planner
Ananth noted that it was already part of'the Rlagstaff Development Agreement that
construction mitigation plans are reqaired‘to have language requiring construction
vehicles to use Royal Street. Chair Rhillipssbelieved it was another issue related to
code enforcement. Planner Anamth stated that the City is working with the shuttles to
remind them to use Royal Stré€t, Commissioner Sletten stated that shuttles are
different than the large construction vehicles using Marsac. City Attorney Harrington
remarked that the City @euneil has asked the implementation staff working on
infrastructure and acgessdissues to corroborate with the Planning Staff to provide an
updated report ongssues raised by the neighbors. Mr. Harrington believed that update
could be provided to/the Planning Commission as well. The Staff would come back in
November tosmMake sure the language in Condition of Approval #18 is sufficient to make
sure the te€hnigal reports are captured. Mr. Harington stated that the City has a
different,system for monitoring the roads and that could also be provided to the
Planning, Commission.

Commissioner Thimm referred to page 442 of the Staff report where the building height
is defined in conjunction with page 450, which is the volumetric diagram. He clarified
that it was looking at the color-coded elevations. Commissioner Thimm noted that the
grade line matches up with the volumetric on page 450. He noticed that in some areas
dormers and ridges violate the red dash line, and he asked if a provision in the
ordinance allows that to occur. Mr. Geroux replied that those pieces collect the
mechanical venting inside the roof attic space. Those are outside the height
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requirement in the DRB Guidelines; and consistent with the other buildings in the
Village.

Commissioner Thimm referred to the volumetric plan and noted that in addition to
defining the number of feet of height, it also outlines number of building levelSy He
stated that every time one of these buildings comes before the Planning Commission,
they exceed that number of building levels. Based on precedent and prior, diseussions,
the Planning Commission has approved exceeding the number of building levels.
Commissioner Thimm stated that he likes to go on record each tiimg, it occurs because
of precedent, to avoid someone in the future pointing out that it shouldybe no more than
4-1/2 levels but they see 6 levels. Commissioner Thimm stated thatbased on his
interpretation of the volumetrics, it is the most important ruling facter in determining the
volume of height. In terms of design, breaking up the prass, and'the scale, he believes
it is better to have more floors if the building reaches full height. Commissioner Thimm
wanted to go on record so there is no question later\ChairPhillips agreed that the
Planning Commission always has that conversation.

Tom Bennett, Legal Counsel for East/West Partners, referred to a comment by Chair
Phillips that after the City Council worksession @n November 7" it was still uncertain
whether all the preservation issues WI|| have been resolved by the Planning
Commission meeting on November 13", . Bennett pointed out that in the letter
submitted by East/West Partners where they suggested they would be willing to forego
action tonight, the last item js*that the"notice given today constitutes a notice allowed
under Utah Code, which is o request a decision within 45 days of the notice. Mr.
Bennett clarified that thisswas,the‘request on record. He emphaS|zed that the applicant
would expect to have@a decision of some kind at the November 13" meeting. Chair
Phillips understood"andthe assured Mr. Bennett that the Planning Commission would
make a decisionat that meeting.

Commissioner Fhimm greatly appreciated everyone who has been involved in these
redundaant diseussions. Chair Phillips agreed.

Mr. Bennett confirmed that all the comments and discussion from the Planning
Commission also included the plat. Chair Phillips answered yes.

MOTION: Commissioner Suesser moved to CONTINUE 7677 Village Way Conditional
Use Permit to November 13, 2019. Commissioner Kenworthy seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.



Planning Commission Meeting
October 9, 2019
Page 44

Chair Phillips opened the public hearing on the condominium plat for the Argent at
Empire.

There were no comments.

Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Suesser moved to CONTINUE 7677 Village Way
condominium plat for the Argent at Empire to November 13, 2019™Commissioner

Sletten seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

V.H. 1312,1324 & 1336 Aerie Drive — Plat Amendment= The Applicant is
Proposing to Combine Lots 9, 10 & 11 by Removing the Internal Lot Lines,
to Demolish the Existing House onglf0t.10 and to Construct a New House
on the Combined New Lot. (Application PL-19-04297)

Marshall King with Alliance Engineering was present to represent the application.

Planner Ananth reviewed the requestifor a plat amendment for 1312 through 1336
Aerie Drive. The area in copSidefation consists of three lots; Lot 9, 10 and 11. The lots
are all under common ownership.jiLots 9 and 11 are vacant. Lot 10 is improved with a
single-family dwelling. JFRe propesal is to combine the lots into one large lot by
removing the interiordot lines,creating slightly over a 3-1/2-acre lot.

Planner Ananth‘stated that the only issue raised with this plat amendment is that the
Planning Cammissien could choose to set a house size once the lots are combined lot.
She had prepared a spreadsheet of houses in the immediate area showing the lot size,
the living,areazand finished basement area. The spreadsheet had a column showing
total housesSize and indicated the year each home was built. Planner Ananth pointed
out that the house sizes range from 2800 square feet to over 12,000 square feet. She
remarked that if the Planning Commission felt the need to mitigate impacts on the
surrounding houses, they could discuss house size.

Planner Ananth reported that the recommended conditions stated that the lot cannot
not be further subdivided; that due to the curve and grade of the street, the number of
curb cuts will be limited to one single curb cut; that any future driveway shall have
sufficient turning room so cars can pull out in a forward direction on to Aerie Drive; any
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future development on Lot 10A shall comply with the City’s defensible space
requirements in effect at the time of application.

Planner Ananth assumed that any proposed new construction will comply with the Land
Management Code; and meet, if not exceed, all setbacks.

The Staff found that the application complies with the Land ManagementCode.and
applicable State Law regarding subdivision plats as conditioned. The Staff
recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public heafing, review the
application and the draft findings of fact and conditions of approvalfand forward a
positive recommendation to the City Council.

Commissioner Suesser thanked Planner Ananth for prepesing those conditions of
approval. She asked Planner Ananth to explain why she reeommended that no further
subdivision of the lot. Planner Ananth replied that is\was“arimarily about neighborhood
expectations. This application is going through a publigprocess to combine the lot.
She believed that if the applicant intended tersubdivide the lot, they would not be going
through this process to combine the lots. €he recognized that the condition of approval
may be redundant.

City Attorney Harrington clarified that these/approvals are increasingly being viewed by
the State as administrative apprevals: The ability to deny a future application is
increasingly limited. Mr. Hagrifigton thought the Staff would be bringing forth LMC
language that addresses s@meone who builds within the setbacks of one or two of the
lots, but still gets a designapproyval based on certain expectations of open space or
sight lines for the adjacent:homes; and then come eventually come back with a request
to re-subdivide saosone of the lots could be sold off. In many cases, people will build a
mega-home thatis not allowed in the original approval, but the neighbors go along with
it because it is"a,reduction in density. Mr. Harrington stated that there either needs to
be a rule in‘thegzone that prohibits further subdivision, or it needs to be a condition of
the approval.“He explained that if a project is under the maximum density of the zone,
re-subdivisionyis limited based on existing as-built conditions. It is a complicated issue
they have faced in other subdivision.

City Attorney Harrington stated that other options would be to look at limits of
disturbance, house size limitations, or limiting the building envelope rather than
traditional limits of disturbance or no-build zones. If the Planning Commission has a
good reason, they could employ any of those tools in lieu of that condition or in addition
to the condition of approval.
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Commissioner Sletten asked if Marshall King or the Staff had discussed with the
applicant what they contemplate for square footage and house size once the lots are
combined. Planner Ananth stated that after the Staff report went out, she spoke with
Mr. King, the surveyor for the property, and he was able to provide her with the square
footage of the proposed house and identified some setbacks. Planner Anantiwbelieved
the applicant was proposing a fairly large house. It is well-contained to thefootprint of
the existing house, but it is larger at approximatley13,000 square feet. She poinated out
that there are significant side setbacks to the adjacent lots on each side.

Commissioner Sletten asked if there was a diagram. Mr. King had @ diagram. He
explained that the Aerie Subdivision is divided into two phasgés. {Hewsed a map to
show how both phases work; and noted that Phase 2 did not showson the original plat.
Commissioner Sletten had visited the site and he underSteod the"proposed home would
be on the site where the existing home sits. Mr. King replied that he was correct.

Mr. King reviewed the proposed footprint. The red line%n Lot 11 would be the setbacks
if this were built as a single lot. He pointed gutithat the proposed home was
considerably far away from the setbacks that would be imposed if it was built as one
home on one lot. Chair Phillips asked if the ‘applicant originally looked at only
combining Lots 10 and 11. Mr. King feplied that they were looking at Lots 9 and 10
originally; but because of how the drivewayseeded to come in, the house had to be
moved over to accommodate thesdriveway. He did not believe the applicant ever
intended to build on Lot 11 orSell it as'a separate lot. Commissioner Sletten pointed
out the steepness at that location,

Chair Phillips referred.to ko6t,10 and asked for the limits on house size if the lots were
not combined. PlamperAnanth replied that there are no limits in other the zone for this
property or in thé Aerie Subdivision. Chair Phillips clarified that it was limited by the
boundaries an@hsit€ constraints. Planner Ananth stated that the adjacent lot would not
have setbaCk requirements. It is only when a lot is combined. Chair Phillips clarified
that in theorythe applicant could build a 10,000 square foot home on Lot 10. Planner
Ananth replied,that he was correct, as long as it met the setbacks.

Commissioner Suesser asked about the gradation of the lot. She understood that the
lot would go significantly further down the hill than the existing home. Mr. King agreed
that it did go a little further down the hill. Chair Phillips stated that because the lot goes
down to Aerie Drive, he suggested adding language stating that there is no access,
other than construction access if needed, in the event that someone tears down the
house and builds a new house off the lower portion of Aerie Drive in the future. Planner
Ananth believed the condition of approval about only one access driveway would
resolve that concern.
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Commissioner Suesser noted that in looking at the spreadsheet Planner Ananth
provided, the largest home at Aerie is over 12,000 square feet; but the second largest
home is under 9,000 square feet. Commissioner Suesser thought setting a maximum
house size of 13,000 square feet would be appropriate. She believed it was"€ensistent
with what was being proposed. Mr. King stated that the largest consideratiop is that
percentage-wise it is on a big lot and the house would be away from the heighbers.
Chair Phillips pointed out that the house would be very visible from the lowegroad and
all over town. Mr. King was unsure how much of the home would#e below ground
which would minimize the size visually. He clarified that he has only seen the diagram
and did not know any details.

Commissioner Sletten pointed out that building three 5400,square foot homes on three
lots, the impacts would be greater. Chair Phillips thought theee smaller homes would fit
the streetscape better. Chair Phillips questions whether the”City could continue to allow
lot combinations. He noted that the parcels were platted as they were for a reason.

Commissioner Suesser asked if there wasisignificant vegetation on the property. Mr.
King stated that the taller vegetation is@round the existing house by the street. There
IS more native vegetation towards the'slope portion of the property. Planner Ananth
remarked that there is a fair amountiof landscaping off of Golden Way that separates
those two lots. She did not havesa landscape plan and could not confirm what
vegetation would remain. ChairPhillips favored a condition that protects some of the
vegetation to buffer the large housSe from the neighbor. Mr. King remarked that the
existing house is not veryanoticeable from the street because it is down off the hill and
there are trees alongéhe edge of the street.

Commissioner Suesser asked about potential accessory buildings. She asked if setting
a maximum house'side would include additional buildings on the site. Planner Ananth
replied that'it would be depend on how they word the condition. The Commissioners
thought,Commissioner Suesser had raised a good point. Commissioner Suesser
thought'a maximum house size should be inclusive.

Commissioner Kenworthy agreed. He also agreed with language to secure that there
will be no further subdivision. He also wanted to identify the total square footage on all
three lots.

Commissioner Thimm referred to page 544 of the Staff report. Considering the three
lots, he suggested that 15,000 square feet was a good number since this house could
potentially be much larger than most of the other houses and slightly larger than the
largest house. Since the lot will have a large footprint, he asked if the Planning
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Commission had the purview to impose setbacks. Mr. Harrington thought they could
impose setbacks if they could tie it to the compatibility argument. Commissioner Thimm
stated that in terms of volume, having additional buffer made sense.

Commissioner Thimm rough sketched a scale drawing. The side yard adjacent to Lot
11 appeared to be over 75’. He suggested that if they set the two side yards on‘kot 11
and Lot 9 at 75’; and the rear yard of Lot 11 at 50’, it would provide a generous.buffer to
mitigate the size, mass, and volume of a larger footprint and the potential lakger mass
of a house. Chair Phillips preferred not to go as high as 15,000 square feet the building
would overshadow everything else in the area. He thought the give"and take would be
to allow the lot combination, but reduce the size to 13,500 square feet; which is what
the applicant was proposing. Commissioner Sletten concurred.

Commissioner Thimm clarified that his first reaction was no‘larger than the largest
existing house. He was not opposed to 13,500 square feety and assumed that smaller
accessory pieces would be included within the 13,500 square feet. Commissioner
Thimm appreciated the candor by the applicantin saying how large a home they plan to
build. Commissioner Thimm clarified that4is thought was 15,000 square feet; however,
he was not opposed to 13,500 square féet.

Chair Phillips referred to the spreadsheet Planner Ananth had prepared and noted that
the total square footage of the existing homes included the basement. He wanted to
make sure that the square fgotage they set for the proposed home includes the
basement.

Planner Tyler clarified thatif.the Commissioners intend to include the basement it
needs to be clearlysstated, because the definition of house size has exclusions for
areas that are campletely*underground. She pointed out that the Planning Commission
talked about@a'earyard setback of 50’ on Lot 11. She asked if they meant to say Lot
10. Commissioner Thimm clarified that he was talking about the northwest edge of Lot
11. Using Commissioner Thimm’s scale, Planner Tyler asked if it met the 50’ setback.
Commissioner, Thimm stated that from the face of the building, it was 70°3”.

Commissioner Suesser liked the idea of the setbacks, but she thought they should
consider the vegetation on the site. Chair Phillips thought it captured the side he
wanted to protect.

Commissioner Kenworthy was comfortable with 15,000 square feet as long as they
designate that basement and outbuildings are included in the square footage. Chair
Phillips was concerned that it would look like a colony home placed on the side of town.
The Commissioners agreed that it would have that appearance. Chair Phillips
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remarked that the Planning Commission will have to answer to the community if they
allow this to occur. Commissioner Kenworthy asked if Chair Phillips thought there was
a big difference between 15,000 square feet and 13,500 square feet. Chair Phillips
replied that the square footage adds up. In his opinion, 13,500 square feet was still too
big. He was concerned about the visibility of the home.

Chair Phillips noted that the house would not be subject to Planning Commissien
review. He wanted to know the process for review by the Planning Department.
Planner Ananth stated that if the building complies with all setbagks; she did not believe
it would require any type of review. Planner Tyler explained that'whenithe applicant
applies for a building permit the Staff will check general zonifig. | Thesarchitectural
review section of the LMC sets architectural standards, but there isfno specific design
review outside of the historic districts of the City. Planp€rJyler @mphasized that the
design will be reviewed to make sure that it complies with allthe specific items.

Chair Phillips explained why he thought it was importani,to keep down the building
volume. If the applicants were comfortable with,a house size of 13,500 square feet, he
was unsure why the Planning Commissioniwould give them more square footage. At
13,500 square feet, the house would still bearger than the largest house on the list.
Commissioners Suesser and Sletten‘eoncurred.

In looking at the sketch providedsby the applicant, the Commissioners questioned
whether there was an outbuildifig,on the lot. Planner Tyler pointed out the potential of
having a breezeway, which(from an aerial looks like a separate structure. If the
breezeway is enclosedgt'hecemes one building. Planner Tyler assumed that if the
applicant specified a€quare,footage, it was the same building and possibly an enclosed
breezeway.

Planner Anantlystated that the Planning Department could also review a landscape
plan if direéted by the Planning Commission. Commissioner Sletten wanted to make
sure they include language in a condition of approval with respect to the existing
vegetatiogn omthe northwest side of Lot 11.

Commissioner Thimm further refined the sketch he had drawn.

Commissioner Phillips noted that the Planning Commission would forward a
recommendation to the City Council. He asked if the Commissioners should draft
language for the added conditions, or whether it was best to give direction to Staff to
finalize the conditions of approval. Planner Ananth believed she had the intent based
on their comments.
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Planner Tyler stated that the recommendation to Staff would include Commissioner
Thimm’s drawing. She noted that the Commissioners had requested a condition of
approval to protect the native vegetation, as well as the significant vegetation, on Lot
11. Chair Phillips suggested setting an LOD boundary on one side to ensure protection
of that vegetation during construction staging. Planner Tyler stated that thesSetback is
already 75'. If they set a 20’ LOD for landscape improvements, there would,still'be a
55’ setback. The LOD is set from the edge of the building envelope.

City Attorney Harrington suggested that the Planning Commissiom€ould recommend
that the applicant propose the building pad with limits of disturbance on that one side at
a minimum of 20’ from the northwest envelope. Mr. Harrington Stated‘that they need to
give the applicant some flexibility to show it on the plat because it will not align with the
75’ shown on Commissioner Thimm’s drawing. Chair PHhillips was not opposed to giving
the applicant more room on the other side where thereus noyvegetation if additional
space is needed for spacing. He emphasized that the Commissioners were only talking
about one side.

Planner Tyler requested that the Planning@€ommission take a straw poll on the final
house size. Commissioners Thimm apd Van,Dine voted for 15,000 square feet. The
rest of the Commissioners preferred 43,500 square feet. Commissioner Thimm
reiterated that he would not oppose 13,500/6quare feet in an effort to move this forward
this evening. Commissioner VamDine stated that she was not opposed to 13,500
square feet; however, she beligwed that 15,000 square feet was a reasonable number
based on the size of the existing houses and the three houses that could be built if the
lots are not combined. J8emmissioner Sletten remarked that he preferred 13,500
square feet becausethe site.is so visible.

Commissioner Van Dine asked if there could be a limit on the living area versus the
basement are@in an effort to limit the size that is actually visible and obtrusive. Rather
than setting,a tetal house limit, she would like to set a limit on the visible square footage
if possible. Chair Phillips thought it would be difficult to set a limit and it would confine
the design.

City Attorney Harrington asked about the height limit in the CC&Rs. Chair Phillips
replied that it was 21°. Mr. Harrington noted that the envelope would limit the above
ground square footage because of the height limit. Since the CC&Rs are enforced by
the HOA, he recommended codifying the existing CC&R into this plat amendment
approval. Commissioner Van Dine was comfortable that the height limit would limit the
above-ground square footage.



Planning Commission Meeting
October 9, 2019
Page 51

Mr. King referred to Commissioner Thimm’s drawing and asked if they would be
constrained to the 75’ if the scale was slightly off. He was comfortable with the
numbers if the scale was accurate. City Attorney Harrington stated that if the drawing is
referenced as an exhibit and double-checked for scale, it could be adjusted in the
recommendation to the City Council to reflect the proposed building. ChairgPhillips
remarked that this was a recommendation to the City Council and if Mr. King
determines that the numbers are off, he could bring it up at that time.

Mr. King clarified that the Planning Commission was satisfied with*the layout of the
building. They were only trying to use numbers to adjust where Building can occur. Mr.
Harrington clarified that the intent is to preserve future encroachmenis on the north
side. Chair Phillips pointed out that the applicant could change architects or sell the lot.
He appreciated that the applicant was this forthcomingfimyproviding a sketch of their
plan. It was very helpful and without it their discussionimayhave gone a different way.

Commissioner Suesser summarized the added conditiops of approval per their
discussion.

- A maximum house of 13,500 square feetginclusive of any accessory buildings
and the basement.

Setbacks consistent with the diagkam prepared by Commissioner Thimm during
the meeting.

Preservation of existipg*significant vegetation on the site, and a landscape plan
approved by the Planning Department.

A height restrictiomconsistent with the limitation of 21’ in the existing CC&Rs.
Limits of Distutbance,within a 20’ corridor from the edge of the building envelope.

Mr. King clarified.that'the®tOD was only on Lot 11. Commissioner Suesser answered
yes.

MOTION. Commissioner Suesser moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to
the City'Couneil for the Plat Amendment for Aerie Phase |, amending Lots 9, 10, and
11, in accordance with the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as amended this evening. Commissioner Sletten seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — The Aerie Phase |

1. The properties are located at 1312, 1324 & 1336 Aerie Drive.
2. The lots are located in the Single Family (SF) zoning district.
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3. On August 8th, 2019, the City received a complete application to amend Lots 9-11 by
combining Lots 9 and 10, and to include Lot 11 on the same subdivision as the three
lots are currently under the same ownership. The applicant amended their

application on September 9th, 2019 to combine all three lots into one new lot (Lot
10A).

4. Currently Lots 9 and 11 are vacant and Lot 10 contains a single family house.

5. Easements for public utilities, drainage, and sanitary sewer lines exist @n the.ots
and will remain unchanged.

6. In 1997 a Lot Line Adjustment to modify Lots 10 and 11 was approved to create the
Olch Replat.

7. The proposed plat amendment combines three (3) existing parcels«(Lots 9, 10 and
11) to create one lot of record consisting of 3.75 acres (163,184/sguare feet), a
reduction in density.

8. Zoning Requirements for the SF district will remain m, place for this lot and any new
structures must comply with all applicable LMC requisgements.

9. The proposed Plat Amendment does not create any¥ew non-complying or
nonconforming situations or any remnant pareeis.

10.Future development will be limited to ofie curbicut, improving the safety on Aerie
Drive for all vehicles and pedestrians, with |ess potential points of conflict.

Conclusions of Law — Aerie Phase |

1. There is good cause for thiS*Rlat Amendment.

2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding subdivision plats.

3. Neither the public @or any.person will be materially injured by the proposed
amended condominiumiplat.

4. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affe€ythe health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

Conditiens of‘Approval — Aerie Phase |

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of'the Plat Amendment for The Aerie Phase |, Amending Lots 9, 10 & 11, 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 request for an extension is submitted

in writing and approved by the City Council.

3. There shall be no further subdivision of these lots.
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4. Due to the curve and grade of the street the number of curb cuts shall be limited to
one single curb cut.

5. Any future driveway shall have sufficient turning room so that cars can pull out in a
forward facing direction onto Aerie Drive.

6. Any future development on Lot 10A shall comply with the City’s Defensible*Space
Requirements in effect at the time of application.

7. Due to the visibility of the lot the Planning Commission chose to set a Maximum
House Size of 13,500 square feet inclusive of Basement Area and any Accessory
Buildings on the combined lot in order to ensure compatibility with*the surrounding
neighborhood.

8. Per the existing Aerie CC&Rs Building Height shall not ex€eed 2sf€et from existing
grade.

9. In order to protect neighborhood views the Main Building and‘any Accessory
Buildings shall meet a minimum front setback of 20 feet, mimimum side setbacks of 75
feet and a minimum rear setback of 50 feet. (See PG,Redlined Site Plan Exhibit D)

10. Prior to the issuance of any Building Permits the Planning Department shall review
and approve a Final Landscape Plan with apremphasis on the maintenance and
protection of existing mature vegetation onithe narthwest property lines (former Lot 11),
as well as a Construction Mitigation Plan thatishews a Level of Disturbance corridor not
to exceed 20 feet from the edge of the,préposed building that encroaches onto former
Lot 11.

The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 8:35 p.m.

Approved by Plafining Commission:






