
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
SEPTEMBER 23, 2004 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of Park City, Utah will hold 
its regularly scheduled meeting at the Marsac Municipal Building City Council 
Chambers, 445 Marsac Avenue, Park City, Utah for the purposes and at the times as 
described below on Thursday, September 23, 2004. 
 
AGENDA 
 
Work Session – City Council Chambers 
3:45 p.m. Council questions/comments 
4:00 p.m. Crime mapping presentation 
  Review of regular meeting: 
4:15 p.m.  Red Cloud MPD – modification of Pod D 
4:30 p.m.  Park Avenue rezone 

 
Dinner Break – Executive Conference Room 
5:00 p.m. Closed Session - Property 
 
Regular Meeting – City Council Chambers 
6:00 p.m. 
 
I ROLL CALL 
         
II COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 
III PUBLIC INPUT (any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda) 
 
IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 9, 
2004 
 
V PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
 1. Ordinance approving a condominium conversation for 1412 and 1416 Park 
Avenue, Park City, Utah 
  
 2. Amendments to the Land Management Code regarding definitions and zoning 
districts for timeshare, fractional ownership, and private residence club ownership units 
and projects 
 
VI CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 1. Ordinance approving a condominium conversation for 1412 and 1416 Park 
Avenue, Park City, Utah 
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2. Amendments to the Land Management Code regarding definitions and zoning 
districts for timeshare, fractional ownership, and private residence club ownership units 
and projects 
 
VII NEW BUSINESS 
 
 1. Amendment to the 1999 Flagstaff Development Agreement relating to access, 
parking and modification to Pod D Empire Day Lodge, located at 9200 Marsac Avenue 

• Staff presentation 
• Public hearing 
• Ordinance amending Exhibit A of the Development Agreement for 

Flagstaff Mountain, Bonanza Flats, the 20 acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel 
and Iron Mountain 

• Addendum to the Development Agreement for Flagstaff 
 
 2. Proposal to rezone Lots 2 – 16, Block 5 Snyder’s Addition (portion of Park 
Avenue) from HR-1 to HRM 

• Staff presentation 
• Public hearing 
• Ordinance approving an amendment to the Park City Zoning Map for Lots 

2 through 16 of Block 5 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey, 
also known as 1109 – 1161 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah 

 
VIII ADJOURNMENT 
 
A majority of City Council members may meet socially after the meeting.  If so the 
location will be announced by the Mayor.  City business will not be conducted.  
 
Posted:  09/20/04 
See:  parkcity.org 
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Note: This future meeting schedule is TENTATIVE and subject to change. 
PARK CITY COUNCIL TENTATIVE MEETING SCHEDULE 
 
September 2004 
16 No meeting – City tour 
23 See agenda 
27-28 Downtown Projects public design workshop – Council Chambers – 5 – 7:30 p.m. 
 - Colin 
30 Solid waste options 
 Conservation easements – Brooks 
 Art advisory board update – Alison 
 Authorization to the City Manager to execute a design contract for the skate park 
 expansion project 
 Ordinance to combine Lots 1 – 3 in Block 30 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park 
 City Survey into one lot of record, located at 819 Empire Avenue, Park City, Utah 
 - Ray 
 Ordinance – Empire Pass subdivision plat - Brooks 
 
October 2004 
 7 No meeting 
 Kay gone 
14 Ordinance – 64 Ontario final subdivision plat 
 Triple Crown Sports Festival License and service agreement - Alison 
 Sign Code amendments - Ray 
21 Recognition of Jeanne Edens – Victim Advocate – Mary 
 Ordinance – 2753 Silver Cloud Drive plat amendment – Jonathan 
 Ordinance – 41 Sampson Avenue plat amendment 
 Ordinance – 2729 Silver Cloud Drive plat amendment – Jonathan 
 Ordinance – 10 Daly Avenue plat amendment – Jonathan 
 Ordinance – 3349 Meadows Drive plat amendment - Ray 
28 No meeting 
 
November 2004 
 4 
11 
18 
25 Thanksgiving 
26 Thanksgiving holiday 
 
December 2004 
 2 
 9 
16 
23 
30 
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Pending Items: 
Snow removal amendments - Pace 
Hoffman annexation - Kirsten 
Water Service District – Grant of easement from Iron Mountain Associates  
Transit Center Land Match Resolution – Gary 
City-owned buildings – Pat 
January – update on temporary liquor and beer licenses – Alison 
Ordinance – final subdivision plat for the Red Cloud Subdivision 
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PARK CITY WORK SESSION NOTES 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
SEPTEMBER 9, 2004 
 
Present: Mayor Dana Williams; Council members, Kay Calvert; Marianne 

Cone, Candace Erickson; Jim Hier and Joe Kernan 
 

Tom Bakaly, City Manager; Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Craig 
Sanchez, Director of Golf; Matt Twombly, Trails Coordinator; Ken 
Fisher, Recreation Manager; Kent Cashel, Transportation Director 
 
Charlie Sturgis, White Pine Touring 
 

1. Council questions/comments – Mayor Williams expressed his sympathy to 
Brian Hess’ Family and announced a memorial to be held at Miners Hospital on Friday 
at 6 p.m.  He reported on the wind power bus trip to Evanston, Wyoming organized by 
staff, which was well attended.  Additionally, 135 blocks of wind power were sold on 
Miners Day.  Marianne Cone congratulated staff on receiving the Savvy Award for the 
Citizens Guide, which she believes is a great information tool.  Candace Erickson 
remarked on the progress made by the Historical Society on marketing its new museum 
and the Board requests to be involved in the planning of the downtown plaza.  Joe 
Kernan also expressed his sadness at the passing of Brian Hess.  He continued that he 
enjoyed the wind power tour.   
 
 2. Review of regular meeting. 
 
 White Pine lease – Craig Sanchez explained that an RFP was issued locally and 
nationally and the City received one proposal from Jans/White Pine Touring; the same 
thing occurred seven years ago.   The program includes a lease of portions of Hotel 
Park City, seasonal rental of land to set track, and a contract setting forth grooming 
services performed by the City.  In 1999, the City received restaurant tax monies to 
purchase a groomer.  Staff explored the possibility of the City running the cross-country 
ski concession but concluded that Jans/White Pine Touring does an excellent job.  He 
commented that this year, the trail property at McPolin Farm is better defined by way of 
attaching a trail map and revised language in the lease.  He explained that the City is 
reimbursed $28,000 annually for grooming, a portion of which is allocated toward 
equipment replacement.  There was discussion about the term of the lease coinciding 
with purchase of equipment by White Pine, but Charlie Sturgis didn’t feel that timing is a 
problem.  He suggested issuing an RFP a year before termination of White Pine’s 
operation is anticipated.   
 
 Farm trailhead parking lot and neighborhood parks – Matt Twombly 
explained that this project dates back ten years with the creation of the entryway master 
plan.  The lot is planned for the east side of SR224 and the associated CUP received 
Planning Commission approval in June.  The recommended contractor is DVD Paving 
in the amount of $108,863.  There was discussion about access to the lot positioned 
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south from the median for safety reasons.  The parking lot will not be lit.  Mr. Twombly 
added that there will be a landscape berm about 30 feet from the curb; signage and/or 
turn lanes are not suggested.  
 
 Neighborhood parks – Matt Twombly stated the neighborhood parks project 
emerged in 2003 and RAB identified the vacant lot at the intersection of Comstock and 
Sidewinder as a new park location and recommend enhancements to Prospector Park.  
There was a discussion of earlier surveys supporting certain park amenities in 
Prospector Park like basketball and a subsequent petition filed by members of the 
neighborhood in opposition.  There was positive direction from property owners on both 
the Comstock/Sidewinder park and Racquet Club park and the Planning Commission 
approved associated CUPs.  He added that staff is recommending an award of contract 
to Design Workshop in the amount of $51,000 for the design of the three neighborhood 
parks.   
 
He discussed the impacts of the clean-up work on the wetlands which needs to be 
accomplished to comply with EPA requirements.  It is planned to move structures off of 
the wetland area.  Jim Hier asked about savings associated with the removal of the 
design of the basketball court and Matt Twombly indicated that the cost is minimal.  Mr. 
Hier believed basketball courts should be eliminated as options for neighborhood parks 
and if money can be saved, it should be removed from the design work.  He also felt it 
important to present options to the neighborhood.  In response to a question from Joe 
Kernan, Ken Fisher explained that the original plan and options can be simply illustrated 
through overlays.  These visuals may also help dismiss misconceptions that 
improvements will encroach on green space.  It was emphasized for the benefit of 
Marianne Cone, that the City is complying with all regulations.   
 
 Water projects – Kent Cashel explained that the contracts relate to two major 
water projects including the Boothill pipeline construction and Phase II Spiro Treatment 
Plant upgrade.   The Boothill project contemplates a pipeline from the new Park 
Meadows Well to the Boothill subsurface storage tank and a pipe to Monitor Drive.  This 
is the first of three phases which include the addition of a 2 million gallon subsurface 
storage tank, located west of the current storage tank on Boothill, and the construction 
of a pump station.  The storage is needed to meet demands in Empire Pass and to 
stabilize water pressure problems associated with high consumption periods.  The 
pipeline will provide a redundant water supply for Old Town and Deer Valley.  It will also 
provide a vessel for blending Spiro water with Park Meadows Divide Well and Middle 
School Well Water to address antimony issues.  He stated that staff conducted a 
procurement of pre-qualified contractors and SCI Construction is the successful bidder 
in the amount of $923,930.  In response to a comment from Marianne Cone, Mr. Cashel 
explained that the excavation for the trench will have a visual impact on the hillside and 
the neighborhoods will be contacted.  It will be vegetated, but it will take a couple of 
years to fill in.  Because the Boothill project is very technical, Stantec Consulting is 
recommended for award of a construction management services contract in the amount 
of $46,744.   
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Spiro Phase II consists of the installation of a 2 million gallon subsurface clear well and 
the construction of an additional 510 square feet of storage space at the plant.  The 
construction of a clear well is a requirement of the Utah Division of Drinking Water.  This 
will also provide a vessel for blending Spiro and Theriot Springs water and add 
efficiency to water operations.  Staff conducted a procurement with four pre-qualified 
contractors and the successful bidder is Weyer Construction in the amount of 
$1,495,275.  This is the same company who completed Phase I on time and on budget.  
Mr. Cashel continued that the construction management contract for Spiro is 
recommended to be awarded to Montgomery Watson Harza who designed the plant.   
 
See regular meeting minutes. 
 
Prepared by Janet M. Scott, City Recorder 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
SEPTEMBER 9, 2004 
 
I ROLL CALL 
         
Mayor Dana Williams called the regular meeting of the City Council to order at 
approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, September 9, 
2004.  Members in attendance were Dana Williams, Kay Calvert, Marianne Cone, 
Candace Erickson, Jim Hier, and Joe Kernan.  Staff present was Tom Bakaly, City 
Manager; Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Ray Milliner, Planner; Kirsten Whetstone, 
Planner; and Brooks Robinson, Planner. 
 
II COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 
 1. Memorial service for Brian Hess – The Mayor announced that a service will be 
held at City Park on Friday at 6 p.m. 
 
 2. Utah Humanities Award – Mel and Peggy Fletcher – Dana Williams stated that 
making nominations for this award is one of his favorite things as Mayor and there will 
be a more formal presentation in Salt Lake next week by the Utah Humanities Council.  
He thanked Mel and Peggy Fletcher for being great ambassadors of the City.   John 
Wiseberg of the Utah Humanities Council explained that the Fletchers are being 
recognized for their work in restoring the Glenwood Cemetery.  He also thanked Zions 
Bank for its contributions in supporting this program.   
 
 3. Summit County Solid Waste Committee update – Kevin Callahan, Summit 
County Public Works Director, explained that the Solid Waste Committee consists of 
elected officials from each city in the county and six citizens.  The charge is to complete 
a comprehensive review of solid waste collection and disposal in the County.  The main 
landfill cell, constructed in 1986, probably has about 10 to 12 years left.  Participation in 
recycling programs have reduced volumes coming to the landfill to a small degree.  The 
committee is looking at alternatives, including shutting the landfill down and becoming 
part of a consortium or using the landfill for only residential waste and hauling 
commercial out of the County.  Mr. Callahan noted that the tentative recommendation of 
the committee is that the landfill property, consisting of 115 acres, should be retained as 
a resource and another cell should be developed meeting higher standards.  This would 
take about three to four years and cost about $3 million and the Commission will review 
financing options.  He added that now there are scales at the landfills so exact tonnages 
can be measured and reported to the state.   
 
He spoke about BFI’s exclusive rights to haul all residential and commercial waste until 
2006 and as mentioned earlier, the renewal may just address residential collection.  He 
discussed the challenges with commercial recycling programs and expanding the 
residential program.  Committee recommendations should be available for Commission 
review by late October in preparation of the 2005 budget and the challenge is financing 
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a different system in the future.  Mr. Callahan explained that currently the landfill is 
largely supported by the County’s general fund and it may be more appropriate to treat 
it as an enterprise fund.    
 
Joe Kernan clarified that constructing a new landfill and capping the old one are 
established projects and getting feedback from Council on options like expanding 
recycling, or establishing an electronic and/or hazardous waste program would be 
helpful.  He also asked for comments on equity issues and pointed out that single family 
units receive free trash pick-up and curb-side recycling while multi-family and 
commercial structures are charged.  It is likely that programs will be funded with new 
fees.  Jim Hier felt it would be appropriate for Council to individually render comments to 
Council member Kernan by the end of September, before the next meeting of the 
committee.  The City Manager suggested that a work session be held the end of 
September so a consensus opinion is presented to the committee.   
 
 4. Savvy Award – Myles Rademan discussed the improvements made to the citizen 
guide which won the 3CMA award for the 2004 best citizen guide for communities of 
7,500 – 65,000.  There were over 700 entrants and this is quite an honor.   
 
III PUBLIC INPUT (any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda) 
 
Elizabeth Swank, Arts Council, relayed that Brian Hess truly enjoyed working with City 
staff and stated that the group is committed to his memory and vision.  Peter Roberts 
assured Council that they would carry on his work.   
 
IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF AUGUST 26, 2004 
 
Jim Hier, “I move approval of the work session notes and minutes of the meeting of 
August 26, 2004”.  Kay Calvert seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.   
 
V PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
1. Amendment to the 1999 Flagstaff Development Agreement relating to access, 
parking and modification to Pod D Empire Day Lodge, located at 9200 Marsac Avenue 
(motion to continue to September 23, 2004) – The Mayor requested a motion to 
continue this matter to September 23.  Jim Hier, “I so move”.  Kay Calvert seconded.  
Motion unanimously carried.   
 
2. Ordinance to combine all of Lot 28 and portions of Lot 29, 30 and 31 of Block 32 
of the Park City Survey into one lot of record, located at 52 King Road, Park City, Utah – 
Ray Milliner explained that the combination of lots will accommodate the construction of 
a single family home and the Planning Commission forwarded a positive 
recommendation.  The Mayor opened the public hearing.  Hearing none, the public 
hearing was closed. 
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 3. Ordinance to combine Lots 1 – 3 in Block 30 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park 
City Survey into one lot of record, located at 819 Empire Avenue, Park City, Utah – Ray 
Milliner relayed that the applicant requested that this hearing be continued to 
September 30, 2004.  Hearing no comments or questions from the City Council or the 
audience, the public hearing was continued to the 30th of September.  Candace 
Erickson, “I so move”.  Marianne Cone seconded.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
 4. Amendments to the Land Management Code regarding definitions and zoning 
districts for timeshare, fractional ownership, and private residence club ownership units 
and projects – Kirsten Whetstone explained that currently the Land Management Code 
does not differentiate between fractionally owned units and defines them as timeshares.  
On August 11, 2004, the Planning Commission held a work session, public hearing, and 
voted to forward a positive recommendation on the amendments.  The Commission 
requested an additional amendment requiring 24 hour reservation and property 
management services.  It also requested Council direction on whether conversions 
should be processed as a conditional use or master planned development.  She 
reviewed the definitions section and explained in detail the addition of a private 
residence club, which is not a timeshare.  The ownership configuration consists of four 
to 12 owners and would be allowed in the RD, RDM, RC, GC, LI, RCO, HRC, and HCB 
with conditional use permit approval.  She emphasized that staff is not recommending 
that timeshares be allowed in other zones.  Councilman Hier brought up the popularity 
of corporate ownership.  Mark Harrington advised that if it is structured for interval 
ownership, it would require registration with the state and compliance with the City’s 
zoning laws with regard to timeshares.  Mr. Hier believed some applicants avoid 
meeting state regulations and the City should be cognizant of these situations.  Kirsten 
Whetstone emphasized that timeshares are not allowed in the RD zone.  Joe Kernan 
agreed with Mr.  Hier’s comments and felt it prudent to be ahead of the curve with 
regard to the market.  The Mayor opened the public hearing. 
 
Bob Wells, Deer Valley Resort, stated that he participated in a task force with staff to 
formulate the amendments with the goal to keep it simple.  It is important to address 
residence clubs because of their success in resort areas and currently, the RD zone is 
prohibited from this use.  Deer Valley is in support of the ordinance.  Mark Harrington 
disclosed that there have been concerns raised by the Building and Engineering 
Departments, which will be addressed in the next round of amendments. 
 
With no further comments or questions from Council or the audience, the Mayor 
requested a motion to continue the public hearing.  Marianne Cone, “I move to continue 
the public hearing to September 23. 2004”.  Kay Calvert seconded.  Motion 
unanimously carried. 
  
VI CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Joe Kernan disclosed that he has a small contract with White Pine Touring.  Candace 
Erickson stated that her husband is employed by Stantec Engineering, Item 4, but she 
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does not perceive a conflict.  Jim Hier, “I move approval of Consent Agenda Items 1, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 7”.  Marianne Cone seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.   
 
 1. Ordinance to combine all of Lot 28 and portions of Lot 29, 30 and 31 of Block 32 
of the Park City Survey into one lot of record, located at 52 King Road, Park City, Utah – 
See staff report and public hearing.   
 
 2. Ordinance to combine Lots 1 – 3 in Block 30 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park 
City Survey into one lot of record, located at 819 Empire Avenue, Park City, Utah – See 
staff report.  Item continued. 
 
 3. Authorization to the City Manager to execute contracts, in a form approved by the 
Legal Department, with Jans/White Pine Touring for lease of City property and for the 
performance of grooming operations – See staff report and work session notes. 
 
  4. Authorization to the City Manager to execute a professional services contract, in 
a form approved by the Legal Department, for construction management services on 
the Boothill Pipeline project with Stantec Consulting in the amount of $46,744 – See 
staff report and work session notes. 
 
  5. Authorization to the City Manager to enter into professional services contract with 
Design Workshop, in a form approved by the Legal Department, for the neighborhood 
parks projects in the amount of $51,000 – See staff report and work session notes. 
 
  6. Authorization to the City Manager to execute a construction contract, in a form 
approved by the Legal Department, for the McPolin Farm trail head parking lot, in the 
amount of $108,863 – See staff report and work session notes. 
 
  7. Resolution declaring the week of September 6 – 11, 2004 as Wind Power Week 
in Park City, Utah – See Resolution. 
 
VII NEW BUSINESS 
 
 1. Authorization to the City Manager to execute a construction contract, in a form 
approved by the Legal Department, to SCI for the construction of Boothill vault and 
pipeline in the amount of $923,930 – See staff report and work session notes.  Kent 
Cashel stated that staff completed procurement in compliance with all state and local 
regulations.  Kay Calvert, “I move to authorize the City Manager to execute a 
construction contract, in a form approved by the Legal Department, to SCI for the 
construction of Boothill vault and pipeline in the amount of $923,930”.  Candace 
Erickson seconded.  Motion unanimously carried. 
 
 2. Authorization to staff to execute a construction contract for construction of Phase 
II of the Spiro Treatment Plat upgrade with Weyher Construction in the amount of 
$1,495,275 – See staff report and work session notes.  Candace Erickson, “I move to 
authorize staff to execute a construction contract, in a form approved by the City 
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Attorney, for construction of Phase II of the Spiro Treatment Plat upgrade with Weyher 
Construction in the amount of $1,495,275 for the construction of a 200,000 gallon clear 
well and 510 square feet of additional storage space at the Spiro treatment plant”.  Kay 
Calvert seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.   
 
 3. Authorization to staff to execute a professional services contract for construction 
management services on the Spiro Phase II upgrade project with Montgomery Harza 
Watson in the amount of $125,213 – See staff report and work session notes.  Jim Hier, 
“I move to authorize staff to execute a professional services contract with Montgomery 
Harza Watson, in a form approved by the City Attorney, in the amount of $125,213”.  
Candace Erickson seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.   
 
 4. Appeal of Planning Commission approval of The Red Cloud Pod D Master 
Planned Development – Mayflower Mountain Fonds – Mark Harrington advised that 
appeals are quasi judicial in nature and Council is charged to determine whether the 
Planning Commission erred as a matter of law in its application of the Land 
Management Code and the applicable Development Agreement to the master planned 
development approval.  This is the scope of the appeal unless the Council votes 
otherwise.  This is not a public hearing and comments should be limited to staff and the 
Mayflower group.  He pointed out minor corrections to the staff report, specifically the 
Conclusions of Law and advised that No. 4 should be removed from this section and 
identified as Order and a new No. 4 should read The Planning Commission did not err 
in approving the Red Cloud MPD.   
 
Brooks Robinson, Planner, acknowledged the voluminous amount of material submitted 
by Attorney Craig Smay, but the matter before Council is quite simple and that is 
whether the Planning Commission erred in approving the Red Cloud MPD.  This area is 
also known as Pod D and/or the Northside Neighborhood in the Development 
Agreement.  Staff contends that the Planning Commission did not err and that the 
appellant’s rights have not been diminished in any manner.  On June 24, 1999, the City 
Council adopted Ordnance No. 99-30, which approved the annexation and 
Development Agreement for 1,655 acres of the Flagstaff Mountain Resort.  United Park 
City Mines Company was and is the primary land owner, but not the only one.  
However, United Park, Deer Valley, and Park City Municipal Corporation were the only 
signatories on the Development Agreement.  He continued that the Agreement set forth 
the types and locations of land use, maximum densities, the timing of development, and 
the development approval process, as well as development conditions and amenities.  
Within the Development Agreement, Pod D, was defined as 63 acres of property owned 
by five different property owners:  United Park, Deer Valley, Park Star, Bransford, and 
Mayflower.  Pod D may receive approval for a maximum of 38 single family homes, if 
and only if, all land owners provide written acceptance of the Development Agreement.  
Without such acceptance, United Park and Deer Valley could apply for a maximum of 
30 single family homes.  Consistent with this section of the Agreement, an MPD for 30 
singly family homes was applied for to be constructed on 49.7 acres of the 63 acres, 
which meets an average of density of 38 units:63 acres.   
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Mr. Robinson continued that after several hearings, the Planning Commission approved 
the Red Cloud master planned development on August 11, 2004.  An appeal of this 
action was received on August 20, 2004 from Mayflower Mountain Fonds asking for 
consideration of five points which staff analyzed.  Mr. Robinson stated that most of 
these are irrelevant and have no bearing on the appeal.  The criteria of the appeal is 
quite specific as to a finding of error in approving the MPD.  With regard to one of the 
points, he acknowledged that there are differing configurations of pods in various 
exhibits in both the annexation resolution and Development Agreement.  The Planning 
Commission has expressly conditioned the MPD on the action of the Council to amend 
Exhibit A to conform with the Red Cloud MPD.  At this point, no action has been taken 
because it has to be scheduled before the City Council, rendering this aspect of the 
appeal irrelevant.  Mr. Robinson continued that the appellant has chosen not to apply 
for an MPD or boundary change.  The point about density allocation for Mayflower is 
also irrelevant; an application with the City needs to be submitted and reviewed before 
density allocation is determined.  The fact that United Park applied for an MPD does not 
diminish Mayflower’s rights at all.  This is also true with Point 3, the configuration and 
location of the Mayflower density can not be determined without an application.   
 
Mr. Robinson stated that one relevant point is Footnote 9 on Page 12 which granted the 
City the right to connect utility lines and grants limited access to the roads to serve the 
remaining property owners, which include Mayflower and Bransford.  However, the 
specifics of the utility and access points have not yet been determined through a 
subdivision action, and this issue is not ripe for an appeal.  Finally, with regard to the 
dedication of the road, the City recognizes Marsac Avenue as SR224, and will continue 
to do so unless determined otherwise.  He concluded that staff has prepared findings of 
fact and conclusions of law affirming the Planning Commission’s decision.   
 
Craig Smay, attorney representing Mayflower Stichting, introduced Bob Theobald who 
distributed copies of drawings and maps appended to the Development Agreement.  He 
referred to Exhibit A of the Development Agreement, Flagstaff Mountain Resort, 
delineating annexation boundaries and pods.  Mayflower owns a substantial amount of 
acreage in the outside boundary of the annexation, within the Northside Neighborhood 
(Pod D), and within the Village.  However, only one owner negotiated and executed the 
Development Agreement and the Code clearly provides that all signatures of the owners 
are required.  Mr. Smay added that the reason Mayflower didn’t sign was because they 
were not treated the same way as United Park at the time.  The deal with United Park 
was “we’ll fix your densities and make you a representation of what you’ll get out of this 
Agreement, if you’ll sign up to it”.  That accommodation was not offered to the 
Mayflower people, who were simply expected to sign and come in later to make an 
application.  Mr. Smay continued to explain that Mayflower didn’t sign and it became 
clear to them that the Planning Commission seemed to believe that they were 
represented by United Park.  Mayflower then sent written statements to the City that 
they were not part of this and were ignored.  The Development Agreement was entered 
into and Mayflower is bound by it as their land is down-zoned to non-development.  All 
of the development credits, except for eight lots in Pod D, are assigned to United Park 
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and if Mayflower wishes to protest or obtain development rights, they must first sign the 
Development Agreement waiving their objections.   
 
With regard to the staff’s objection that it is inappropriate at this point for Mayflower to 
appeal, Mr. Smay argued that approvals are being obtained under the large scale MPD 
and if the large scale MPD is simply invalid for failure to obtain the proper consents, 
then the approvals are invalid.  For example, Mr. Smay pointed out that the approval of 
the Planning Commission recites that the Red Cloud MPD is satisfactory because it 
complies with the open space requirement by providing 88%, but this is Mayflower’s 
property.  The MPD specifies a road requirement, but the private road from Red Cloud 
to SR224 has been illegally reconstructed across land belonging to the Mayflower 
people without their consent.  There is in excess of 200 feet of the new SR224 in 
trespass.  He stated that it seems appropriate at this point to present Mayflower’s 
concerns, rather than waiting for an amendment to Pod D.  Before the City Council or 
Planning Commission proceed with approvals, it should be recognized that the 
appropriate consents were never obtained.  Furthermore the imposed zoning is a result 
of the Development Agreement and there were not regular zoning proceedings held.  
United Park made it perfectly clear that unless they got what they wanted, they wouldn’t 
submit an annexation petition.   
 
Mayor Williams interjected that he attended almost all meetings relating to Flagstaff and 
doesn’t find Mr. Smay’s testimony germane to the appeal as annexations are 
negotiated.  The City Attorney agreed and added that the opportunities to appeal the 
zoning and annexation have both long passed and from a due process sense, the City 
Council has no ability to adjudicate and proclaim those actions invalid.  Without defining 
time lines for due process, any sense of finality of land use decisions relied upon by the 
public, would be eviscerated.   Mr. Harrington continued that parties rely on actions and 
to use this fairly administrative approach to contest a legislative act in 1999, in staff’s 
opinion, is beyond the scope of Council’s jurisdiction.  The City Council has a very 
limited reconsideration window which has long passed by virtue of the LMC.  He 
emphasized that the City believes the Development Agreement, LMC, and zoning map 
are valid.   
 
Craig Smay countered that there is no provision for individual land owners to appeal 
annexations.  If the Agreement is void in the first place, it doesn’t gain status by the 
passage of time if the appropriate authority to enter the Agreement never existed.  This 
is true of the zoning as well.  The City made an agreement with United Park to zone the 
property in a particular way.  It had no authority to make such an agreement and the 
passage of time simply doesn’t work.  Mr. Smay stated that the City set up a reciprocal 
zoning system so that if you’re not in a development pod, you’re in open space.  Every 
time there is a proposal under the Development Agreement, the validity issue is raised 
again.  Changing the boundaries of the development pod can only be done, according 
to the Code, with Mayflower’s consent now.  The pre-application stage dictates consent 
from all owners of land affected, which has not been obtained from the Mayflower 
people.  Each approval affects Mayflower’s rights because their land is used as open 
space and the road.  Mr. Smay stated that Mayflower should have been accorded the 
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same rights as United Park by way of knowing what they are going to get.  Mayflower 
made a proposal for seven of the eight lots in Pod D which United Park objects to as 
well as interest in the Village.  Mayor Williams requested that Mr. Smay keep to the 
parameters of the appeal.  Craig Smay continued that there is an essential road in the 
area which is discontinuous because several hundred feet of it is in trespass.  Mr. Smay 
suggested that if we want to force the Mayflower people into some sort of injunctive 
action against use of the road, there will be a combination action with UDOT.  He 
suggested that it seems much more sensible to go back to where, as the staff 
acknowledges, the City has always assumed United Park would obtain consent of the 
other owners.  This was represented to the City before the Development Agreement 
was signed, but it never happened and Mr. Smay asked why United Park approvals 
move forward.  The reciprocal zoning scheme was put into place for the purpose of 
maintaining an overall development “person” in the area.  If the other areas are down-
zoned to mountain development so that the number provided to United Park is 
maintained, the City runs the risk that there will be further proceedings for substantially 
more development on property contemplated as open space.  He relayed that there is a 
quick and simple solution to this which is to negotiate with Mayflower who is not asking 
for anything outside the parameters of the Agreement.  The City excluded Mayflower’s 
land from Pod D and down-zoned it to open space and he alleged that submitting an 
application puts them at tremendous risk.  If the City is willing to go forward with 
approvals under a large scale MPD and enforce zoning imposed as a result of the 
Agreement between the land owner and the City, against the rights of other land owners 
who have nothing, Mayflower is prepared to assert its rights, including taking action with 
respect to the road, the zoning, and the Development Agreement.  Mr. Smay 
recommended that Council intervene now and conduct negotiations with Mayflower.   
 
Kay Calvert asked why Mayflower waited so long.  Craig Smay stated that they haven’t 
waited long; the approvals are just happening.  They are in a lawsuit with United Park 
and a judgment has been issued giving some of the lots to Mayflower, but no final order 
has been issued.  Ms. Calvert stated that she doesn’t see the role of the Council to 
mitigate problems between two private land owners.  Mr. Smay responded that the 
Code requires consent from all land owners before a large scale MPD is imposed.  
Mayor Williams indicated that obviously this is a debatable point.  Mr. Smay objected 
and Mr. Harrington clarified that Mayflower is not part of the MPD in terms of the 
Development Agreement.  Mayflower assumes none of the benefits or obligations of the 
Agreement and the zoning and annexation are two separate actions.  Mr. Smay 
reiterated his opinion on reciprocal zoning and Kay Calvert expressed that she didn’t 
feel the City entered into a devil’s agreement with United Park.  At this point in the 
meeting, Mayor Williams excused himself to attend another community function, and 
Mayor Pro Tem Jim Hier presided.  He relayed for the benefit of Mr. Smay, that as 
Mayor, he is not able to vote.   
 
Jim Hier understood that the reconfiguration of the pod of the Red Cloud MPD being 
challenged differed from a prior depiction of the boundary.  Brooks Robinson agreed 
this is an issue and explained that the reconfiguration is approximately 50 acres while 
the Development Agreement allowed up to 63 acres of development in Pod D.  There 
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are still about 14 acres that could become a part of the Pod D development.  Mr. 
Robinson emphasized that final action has not been taken yet by the City Council on the 
amendment to Pod D.  The Mayor Pro Tem asked if any of Mayflower’s property was 
excluded as a part of realigning the boundaries.  Planner Robinson explained that it 
refines the boundary to 49.7 acres and Mayflower could apply to rezone it.  This was 
done with the Treasure Hill Subdivision which was rezoned in tandem with processing 
the application so that locations of development are planned.  Mark Harrington 
reiterated that Council has not taken final action so the issue is not ripe for appeal.  With 
regard to questions from Council member Hier about initial renderings, Brooks 
Robinson explained that some of Mayflower’s property appeared in the initial Pod D 
outlines relating to 38 units on 63 acres.  He again explained that this application 
proportionately reflects 30 units on 49 acres.  Ms. Cone asked if Mayflower has the 
ability to develop eight units.  Mark Harrington responded not at this time, and 
emphasized that there has been no density determination for Mayflower because there 
has been no application.  He explained the provision of an eight unit maximum, viewed 
as a density bonus, available if all of the owners cooperated to apply for approval of a 
coherent development plan.  Absent that, property owners are entitled to apply for their 
own MPD and receive a density determination based on review of the application, but 
until that occurs, Mayflower has no vested rights to density and any discussion about 
density would be premature.   
 
Craig Smay again referred to Exhibit A where an extension of Mayflower’s land is 
shown in Pod D but the property was eliminated on the annexation map in July 1999.  
Mark Harrington stated that this is irrelevant because a second sheet governs Exhibit A 
for the purpose of amending the map by the Council by adding Mayflower, for example.  
This is also incorporated in the zoning and density provisions in the Development 
Agreement.  The City Attorney continued that pods were shown on the annexation plat 
for illustrative purposes and Exhibits A through P have varying discrepancies, but the 
provisions that incorporate each one for each particular purpose are very clear.  Mr. 
Smay countered that the annexation resolution says it will be zoned according to the 
drawing which cuts off Mayflower’s land.  The Mayor Pro Tem invited the Talisker group 
to comment.   
 
Doug Clyde introduced Mandy Scully and Dave Smith, Vice President and General 
Counsel for Talisker.  Mr. Smith stated that Talisker acquired United Park last year and 
indicated he did not have much to add to staff’s presentation or his written response.  It 
is true that Mayflower is not a part of the Development Agreement and the devils 
bargain comment is interesting because there are enormous exactions demanded of 
United Park at great cost.  Because they don’t have the other signatories to the 
Development Agreement, United Park has only applied for 30 lots and has been very 
careful that the application complies with the Development Agreement.  The eight bonus 
lots were offered to the other property owners, if and when they signed the Agreement.  
Those are still available and Mayflower has made no submittal to obtain anything at this 
point.  Talisker is concerned that this is an effort to circumvent the process by getting 
the City to agree and establish density and development rights without having to go 
through the process.  Mr. Smith clarified that Red Cloud by way of careful design, has 
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no Mayflower property.  Mayflower had concerns with the project at the time, but chose 
not to appeal or contest it.  From Talisker’s perspective, their biggest concern is the 
settlement discussions with Mayflower which have occurred over a very long time, and 
as recently as a couple of days ago.  He explained that the common thread of most of 
Mayflower’s submittals is to stop Talisker’s development until some density and 
development rights are determined for them.  He continued that there is concern that 
Mayflower is not willing to engage in the municipal process and is attempting to halt 
Talisker from developing its own lands on Red Cloud.  There is fear that this is an effort 
to leverage even higher settlement payments and other considerations on the table.  Mr. 
Smith felt this is the only explanation because Mayflower is not a party to the 
Development Agreement and has made no submittal.  Until they make application and 
have development rights determined, it is hard to claim that Mayflower is damaged or 
has standing.  Mr. Smith explained that the lawsuit between United Park and Mayflower, 
which Mr. Smay referred to, was an action to divide jointly owned property.  It is not 
located in Red Cloud but near it.  Last month, the court split the property and with 
regard to the same issues raised here by Mayflower about the enforceability of the 
Development Agreement, determined that Mayflower’s claims are without merit.  What 
Mayflower gets is four bonus lots in the Northside Neighborhood if it subjects its land to 
the Development Agreement.  The final findings have not been prepared but this is the 
direction of the court and the ruling has been provided to the City Attorney.  Again, Mr. 
Smith emphasized that they fear that Mayflower is using this forum to acquire rights 
inconsistent with the court ruling and Talisker does not want to do anything afoul of the 
Development Agreement.   
 
Craig Smay contended that the judge stated that he will make no decisions about the 
enforceability of the Development Agreement against Mayflower.  The settlement 
discussions have largely failed because Mayflower will not sell Talisker its property at a 
discounted rate.  With regard to comments made by the City Attorney, Mr. Smay noted 
that the City can not enter into an agreement with United Park which decides zoning for 
other people’s property.  He repeated that the Development Agreement was a bargain 
between United Park and the City for its signature on an annexation document.   
 
Bob Theobald, agent for Mayflower, displayed and discussed at length the differences 
of various maps delineating property ownership, including the annexation plat.  Mr. 
Theobald contended that the area was planned with no regard for ownership 
boundaries.  When Pod D was created, Mayflower had no development on the property 
and received no density.  United Park used all of the land, received the density and told 
the City it would negotiate with other property owners.  Had an accurate map been 
prepared from the onset, mistakes could have been avoided.   
 
Jim Hier stated that it is his belief that the Planning Commission’s approval of Red 
Cloud was based on the City’s position that the Development Agreement is valid and 
the property was zoned in accordance with the LMC.  It is his position that the zoning 
occurred in a lawful manner and he recommended that Council uphold the Planning 
Commission’s decision approving the MPD based on the drafted findings of fact and 
conclusions of law, as modified by the City Attorney earlier this evening.  Candace 
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Erickson, “I move that we deny the appeal of the Planning Commission approval and  
uphold its decision based on the findings of fact and conclusions of law”.  Kay Calvert 
seconded.  Motion carried unanimously.  Mark Harrington noted for the record that the 
Mayor Pro Tem voted.   
 
VIII ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business, the regular meeting of the City Council was adjourned.   
 
MEMORANDUM OF CLOSED SESSION 
 
The City Council met in closed session at approximately 5:15 p.m.  Members in 
attendance were Mayor Dana Williams, Kay Calvert, Marianne Cone, Candace 
Erickson, Jim Hier, and Joe Kernan.  Staff present was Tom Bakaly, City Manager; and 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney. Joe Kernan “I move to close the meeting to discuss 
property“.   Marianne Cone seconded.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
The meeting opened at approximately 6 p.m. 
 
The meeting for which these minutes were prepared was noticed by posting at least 24 
hours in advance and by delivery to the news media two days prior to the meeting. 
 
Prepared by Janet M. Scott 
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WORK SESSION 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Author:  Chief Lloyd D. Evans, Sr. 
Subject:  INCIDENT MAPPING 
Date:  September 20, 2004 
Type of Item: INFORMATIONAL 
 
 
The police department, has for some time, wanted to find a way to provide basic 
incident and crime information to our community in a timely manner and to provide that 
information in such a way to help neighborhoods and community groups identify issues 
that they would like to discuss or create a partnership with the police department to 
address those issues. 
 
Lead by Officer Chris Gebhardt, an incident mapping program has been developed that 
will allow the department to display an area map of Park City on our City/department 
web page that will display the areas of town where police activities, such as traffic stops 
or reported crimes, have been recorded or reported.  It is anticipated that these maps 
will be updated twice a month, in an attempt to provide the most up to date information 
as possible to the community. 
 
In the council work session on September 23, 2004, the police department will give a 
demonstration of the mapping program, showing how it is accessed, the information that 
it will display and what it means to individuals that review it.  As well, department 
members will take comments from City Council and answer questions. 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Subject:  1412 & 1416 PARK AVENUE 
Date:  September 23, 2004 
Type of Item: Condominium Conversion  
 
 
Summary Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed 
condominium conversion, conduct a public hearing, and consider approving according to 
the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval found in this staff report.     
 
Description 
Owner: Sean Hilton 
Location: 1412 & 1416 Park Avenue 
Proposal: Condominium Conversion  
Zoning: Historic Residential – Medium density  (HRM) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential, City Park 
Planner: Jonathan Weidenhamer 
 
Background 
The Planning Commission reviewed this application at their September 8, 2004 
meeting.  A public hearing was held, and a unanimous vote was forwarded to the 
Council to approve the application.   
 
The properties located at 1412 and 1416 Park Avenue were created through a three-lot 
subdivision on July 23, 1998. Lot 1 (1420 Park Avenue) has an existing historic 
structure located on it.  Lot 1 is not a part of this application. Lots 2 and 3 were created 
with sufficient square footage to allow a duplex on each lot, per standards of the 
underlying HRM zoning.   Lot 2 consists of 4,892 square feet and Lot 3 consists of 
6,823 square feet.  The applicant has built duplex buildings on each lot, and at this time 
wishes to convert each unit to private ownership.  This application will combine both lots 
into one condominium project, with four units. 
 
Duplex proposals in the HRM Zone are an allowed use, provided that the structure 
maintains the minimum lot size and complies with setbacks and height requirements for 
the zone. As proposed, each duplex meets the aforementioned minimum standards.  
Each duplex fronts Sullivan Road, but as conditioned per the approved Subdivision, 
access is prohibited off Sullivan Road. Each unit will utilize a non-exclusive access 
easement from Park Avenue.  
 
Analysis 
The Planning Commission reviewed this application at their September 8, 2004 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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meeting.  A public hearing was held, and a unanimous vote was forwarded to the 
Council to approve the application.   
 
This request is to condominiumize the existing duplexes on the lot.  Staff has evaluated the 
overall project against the Land Management Code regulations for the HRM District, and 
determined the proposed application complies as presented with all requisite City codes, 
including setbacks, which are 20’ in the front, 10’ in the rear and 5’ on the sides.    As part 
of this project the City will require to posting of a financial security to ensure all necessary 
public improvements are completed.  A condition of approval will reference this request.  
Units 1 and 2 will have 3184 square feet of private are (both building and yard areas 
(typical)), Unit 3 will have 3159, and Unit 4 will have 3222 square feet. 

 
Notice 
Notice of this hearing was sent to property owners within 300' on August 25, 2004.  No 
formal comments have been filed at the time of this report.   
 
 
Department Review 
The Planning, Building and Planning Departments have reviewed this request.  The City 
Engineer and City Attorney’s Office will review the plat prior to recording.   The request was 
discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on August 24, 2004, where representatives from City 
Staff were in attendance and found it to be in conformance with all current requisite City 
development codes. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed condominium conversion, 
conduct a public hearing, take public input, and consider approving according to the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval found in the attached 
ordinance:     
 
EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A - Proposed Plat 
Exhibit B – Ordinance 
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Ordinance No. 04- 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION FOR 1412 AND 
1416 PARK AVENUE 
  

WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as 1412 and 1416 Park 
Avenue has applied for a Condominium Conversion; and  

WHEREAS, proper notice was sent and the property posted according to 
requirements of the Land Management Code and State Law; and 

WHEREAS, on September 8, 2004 the Planning Commission held a 
public hearing to receive public input on the proposed Condominium Conversion and 
forwarded a positive recommendation of approval to the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed record of survey amendment will allow the sale 
of each unit separately; and 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City Utah to approve the 
amended record of survey. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, 
Utah as follows: 
      

SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.  The above recitals are hereby 
incorporated as findings of fact. The following are also adopted by City Council as 
findings of fact: 

 
1. The Planning Commission reviewed this application at their September 8, 2004 

meeting.  A public hearing was held, and a unanimous vote was forwarded to the 
Council to approve the application.   

2. The properties are located in the HRM District at 1412 and 1416 Park Avenue.  
3. The findings discussed in the analysis section of this report are incorporated 

herein. 
4. A Plat Amendment creating three lots of record on the subject property was 

approved by the City Council on July 23, 1998.  This application will combine 
both lots into one condominium project, with four units. 

5. Lot 2 consists of 4,892 square feet. Lot 3 consists of 6,823 square feet.  The 
minimum lot size in the HRM zone for a duplex is 3,750 square feet. Each lot 
meets the lot size requirement. 

6. The allowable building height in the HRM Zone is 27 feet.   The duplexes meet 
the height requirement. 

7. The minimum allowed setbacks for these lots are: front 20', rear 10’, sides 5’. 
8. There is an existing historic structure at 1420 Park Avenue. 
9. There is a non-exclusive access agreement for the duplexes from Park Avenue. 

Vehicular access is prohibited from Sullivan Road.    
10. Units 1 and 2 will have 3184 square feet of private area, Unit 3 will have 3159, 

and Unit 4 will have 3222 square feet.  Both interior buildings and exterior yard 
areas are considered Private area. 

11. The condominium plat will allow the applicant to sell each unit separately. 
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SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts 
the following Conclusions of Law: 

1. There is good cause for this condominium plat. 
2. This approval as conditioned is consistent with the Park City Land Management 

Code and applicable state law governing condominium plats.  
3. This approval as conditioned does not adversely affect the health, safety, or 

welfare of the citizens of Park City.  
4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by this plat 

amendment. 
 

SECTION 3. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. The City Council hereby 
adopts the following Conditions of Approval: 

1. City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the plat amendment for 
compliance with the Land Management Code and conditions of approval is a 
condition precedent to plat recording  

2. This approval shall expire one year from the date of City Council approval, unless 
this plat amendment is recorded at the Summit County Recorder’s office prior to 
that date. 

3. The applicant is required to provide a financial guarantee in an amount approved 
by the City Engineer and in a form satisfactory to the City Attorney.. 

 
 SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23th day of September, 2004. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

     
 
 
 
 
 
Author: Kirsten Whetstone 
Subject: Land Management Code Amendments  
  Private Residence Club 
Date:  September 23, 2004 
Type of Item: Legislative 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Conduct a public hearing, consider any input, and adopt an ordinance amending the 
Land Management Code regarding Private Residence Clubs.      
 
Description 
Topic 
Project Name:   LMC Amendments 
Applicant: Planning Department  
Proposal: Revisions to the Land Management Code for Private Residence Clubs 

     
Background 
On August 11, 2004, the Planning Commission discussed amendments to the Land 
Management Code (LMC) to address adding definitions for private residence clubs, 
conversions, and projects.  The Commission also identified zoning districts where this 
type of condominium unit ownership is appropriate.  The Commission held a public 
hearing, and voted to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council. On 
September 9, 2004 the City Council held a public hearing and discussed these 
proposed LMC amendments and continued the public hearing to September 23, 2004.  

 
At both the Planning Commission and City Council hearings on these amendments, Mr. 
Wells, from Deer Valley spoke in favor. He stated that “the primary motivation is to 
acknowledge the emergence of this type of ownership and its popularity and to be able 
to achieve it on a conditional use basis within the Deer Valley Master Plan.”  

 
Mr. Pat Sweeney also spoke in favor of the amendments and asked the Commission to 
consider adding the Estate-MPD zone to this consideration, stating “that it is a good 
opportunity to provide active bed base for Main Street with appropriate (pedestrian) 
connections… and this would provide a vehicle for ownership of the land that makes it 
economically feasible to create an active bed base.” The Treasure Hill CUP, currently 
under review by the Planning Commission, is in the E-MPD zoning district. The 
Commission did not recommend that private residence clubs be included in the E- 
Estate district (the MPD designation in this case refers to the Sweeney Properties 
Master Plan).  

 

Planning 
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Proposed Revisions 
Staff has drafted the following LMC amendments for City Council discussion and public 
input:  

 
1) Additions to the Definition Section (Section 15-15-1) to include revised 
definitions of Timeshare Unit, Timeshare Project, and Timeshare Estate;  
2) Additions to the Definition Section (Section 15-15-1) to include definitions 
for Private Residence Club, Private Residence Club Project, and Private 
Residence Club Conversion; and  
3) Revisions to the Residential Development (RD), Residential Development 
Medium Density (RDM), Resort Commercial (RC), General Commercial (GC), 
Limited Industrial (LI), Resort Commercial Overlay (RCO), Historic Commercial 
Business (HCB), and Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC), to include Private 
Residence Club Units and Projects as uses in these zones subject to a 
Conditional Use Permit. 

 
Currently timeshare units, projects, and conversions are conditional uses in the above 
listed zoning districts, with the exception of the RD,, RDM, RCO, and LI, where they are 
prohibited.  Multi-unit dwellings, hotels and condominium projects are conditional uses in 
all of the districts recommended for Private Residence Club units and projects. A typical 
timeshare project in Park City is the Marriott Mountain Resort or Marriott Summit Watch 
Resort. An example of a Private Residence Club is the Deer Valley Club at Silver Lake, 
which was built before the LMC Timeshare definition became an all-encompassing 
definition for any type of fractional ownership use.   

 
Staff proposes the following revisions to the Timeshare Unit, Timeshare Use, and 
Timeshare Estate (changes shaded or strike out): 

 
Timeshare Unit. That unit of Property and time where possession and Use are allowed 
under a contract from seller to purchaser, eexxcclluuddiinngg  PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  uunniittss..  

  
Timeshare Use. Any contractual right of exclusive occupancy created by a Timeshare 
Instrument which does not fall within the definition of a “Timeshare Estate”, including 
without limitation, a vacation license, club membership, general partnership interest, 
limited partnership interest, vacation bond, or beneficial interest in a trust, and the 
documents by which the right of exclusive occupancy is transferred, eexxcclluuddiinngg  PPrriivvaattee  
RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  uussee..  

 
Timeshare Estate. An ownership or leasehold estate in Property devoted to a 
timeshare fee, including without limitation, tenants in common, time span ownership, 
interval ownership, and cooperative timeshare ownership, created by a Timeshare 
Instrument and the documents by which it is granted AA  TTiimmeesshhaarree  EEssttaattee  sshhaallll  bbee  
ddeeffiinneedd  iinn  aaccccoorrddaannccee  wwiitthh  UUttaahh  CCooddee  SSeeccttiioonn  5577--1199--22,,  aass  aammeennddeedd..,,  eexxcclluuddiinngg  PPrriivvaattee  
RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  oowwnneerrsshhiipp..  

   
Staff is proposing the addition of the following three definitions to LMC Section 15-15-1. 
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Private Residence Club.  Residential use real estate, within a single Condominium 
project, in which ownership or use of a Condominium Dwelling Unit or group of 
Condominium Dwelling Units is shared by not less than four (4) or more than twelve 
(12) owners or members per Dwelling Unit and whose use is established by a 
reservation system and is managed with 24 hour reservation and property 
management, seven days a week, providing reservation, registration, and management 
capabilities.  Membership in a Private Residence Club may be evidenced by: (i) a 
deeded interest in real property; (ii) an interest or membership in a partnership, limited 
partnership, limited liability company, non-profit corporation or other business entity; (iii) 
a non-equity membership in a non-profit corporation, non-incorporated association or 
other entity; (iv) beneficial interest in a trust; or (iv) other arrangement providing for such 
use and occupancy rights.  

 
Private Residence Club Conversion. The conversion of Condominium Units and 
associated Common areas within an existing Condominium project to the exclusive use 
as a Private Residence Club. 

 
Private Residence Club Project.  Any Condominium Property that is subject to a 
Private Residence Club deed, interest, trust, or other arrangement for providing for use 
and ownership as a Private Residence Club and contains at least 4 units.  

 
LMC USE TABLE REVISIONS 
Staff proposes that a Private Residence Club use and associated uses be considered 
an Administrative Conditional Use in a Condominium Project that has already obtained 
a Conditional Use Permit or is in and of itself a Master Planned Development during the 
project entitlement and design review approval process.  Any Residence Club 
Conversion shall be subject to an Administrative Conditional Use Permit, including 
noticing to affected property owners and review for compliance with LMC Section 15-1-
10- Conditional Use Permit review. See Exhibits for revised Land Use Tables in each 
applicable district. 

 
Analysis 
The purpose of these LMC amendments is to better define the types of fractional 
ownership, specifically “private residence club” ownership, sometimes referred to as 
“fractional fee club ownership”, and to identify zoning districts where these fractional 
ownership units and projects would be appropriate, as either allowed or conditional 
uses. Currently, the LMC does not differentiate between different types of fractional 
ownership units and projects and considers any fractional ownership to be a timeshare 
unit.  

 
These proposed amendments do not change the zoning districts where traditional 
timeshare units or projects are allowed (or not allowed). 

 
The amendments allow private residence club ownership of units to occur in all districts 
where timeshares are currently allowed (or subject to a conditional use permit) as well 
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as in the following districts: the RD (Residential Development), RDM (Residential 
Medium Density), RCO (Regional Commercial Overlay), and LI (Limited Industrial) 
Districts, subject to a conditional use permit. These districts have been identified as 
appropriate districts for private residence club ownership of condominium units.  

 
 
 
 
 
Zoning 
District 

Timeshares 
currently 
allowed 

Timeshares 
allowed with 
proposed LMC 
amendment 

Private 
Residence 
Club currently 
allowed 
(considered 
timeshares) 

Private 
Residence 
Club allowed 
with proposed  
LMC 
amendments 

RD NO NO NO YES 
RDM NO NO NO YES 
RCO NO NO NO YES 
LI NO NO NO YES 
RC YES YES YES YES 
GC YES YES YES YES 
HCB YES YES YES YES 
HRC YES YES YES YES 

 
 

The proposed amendments do not change the process by which nightly rental of units 
to a third party (regardless of ownership) are regulated and licensed. The proposed 
amendments also do not change the process by which multi-unit dwellings or 
condominium projects are regulated or approved, ie. by Conditional Use review, MPD 
review, condominium plat review, etc.  

 
Upon review, Staff finds that the revisions 1) are consistent with the Park City General 
Plan and the goals and objectives of the City Council, 2) are not harmful to the health, 
safety, and welfare of the residents of Park City, and 3) are consistent with the purpose 
statements of the proposed zoning districts and overall purposes of the Land 
Management Code. 

 
Department Review 
These amendments have been reviewed by the Planning, Building, Engineering, Legal, 
and Finance Departments. Comments from these departments are reflected in the final 
staff report.  Concerns were raised by many of the professional staffers that our code 
enforcement capabilities would be diluted by allowing additional fractional ownership 
programs.  It is hoped that by defining all private residence clubs as being part of a 
single condominium project, will still make code enforcement possible.   

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Council conduct a public hearing, consider public input, and 
adopt an ordinance approving the LMC amendments as drafted.  
 
Exhibits (Attached to Ordinance under separate cover) 
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A. Redlines to LMC Section 15-15-1 Defined Terms 
B. Redlines to RD Zoning District Section 15- 2.13-2 
C. Redlines to RDM Zoning District Section 15- 2.14-2 
D. Redlines to RC Zoning District Section 15- 2.16-2 
E. Redlines to GC Zoning District Section 15-2.18-2 
F. Redlines to LI Zoning District Section 15-2.19-2 
G. Redlines to RCO Zoning District Section 15-2.17-2 
H. Redlines to HCB Zoning District Section 15- 2.6-2 
I. Redlines to HRC Zoning District Section 15- 2.5-2 
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Ordinance No. 04- 
 
AMENDMENTS TO THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE 
REGARDING DEFINITIONS AND ZONING DISTRICTS FOR 
TIMESHRE, FRACTIONAL OWNERSHIP, AND PRIVATE RESIDENCE CLUB 
OWNERSHIP UNITS AND PROJECTS 
 

WHEREAS, the Land Management Code was adopted by the City Council of 
Park City, Utah to promote the health, safety and welfare of the residents of Park City; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the community to periodically amend the 
Land Management Code to reflect the goals and objectives of the City Council and to 
align the Code with the Park City General Plan; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the proposed changes to the Land 

Management Code are necessary to supplement existing zoning regulations to clarify 
definitions regarding various forms of fractional ownership, including Timeshare and 
Private Residence Club ownership of condominium units and to enhance the resort 
nature of Park City; to facilitate economically viable developments; and to enable 
development of private residence club ownership properties in zoning districts where 
traditional timeshare ownership is not allowed; and   

 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the City to maintain Park City as a world 

class resort and amend the Land Management Code to encourage a variety of housing 
types and ownership including private homes, condominiums, timeshare properties, and 
private residence club properties in appropriate zoning districts; and  

 
WHEREAS, the proposed amendments are consistent with the Park City General 

Plan and the goals and objectives of the City Council; are not harmful to the health, 
safety and welfare of the residents of Park City; and are consistent with the purpose 
statements of the zoning districts and overall purposes of the Land Management Code. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah, 

that: 
 
SECTION 1.  AMENDMENT TO TITLE 15- Land Management Code, Chapter 15- 
Defined Terms. The recitals above are incorporated herein as findings of fact.  Chapter 
15 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby amended as redlined (see 
Exhibit A).  
 
SECTION 2.  AMENDMENT TO TITLE 15- Land Management Code, Chapter 2.13-2, 
RD, Residential Development, Zoning District. The recitals above are incorporated 
herein as findings of fact.  Chapter 2.13-2 of the Land Management Code of Park 
City is hereby amended as redlined (see Exhibit B). 
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SECTION 3.  AMENDMENT TO TITLE 15- Land Management Code, Chapter 2.14-2, 
RDM, Residential Development Medium Density, Zoning District. The recitals above are 
incorporated herein as findings of fact. Chapter 2.14-2 of the Land Management Code 
of Park City is hereby amended as redlined (see Exhibit C).  
 
SECTION 4. AMENDMENT TO TITLE 15- Land Management Code, Chapter 2.16-2, 
RC, Recreation Commercial, Zoning District. The recitals above are incorporated herein 
as findings of fact.  Chapter 2.16-2 of the Land Management Code of Park City is 
hereby amended as redlined (see Exhibit D). 
 
SECTION 5. AMENDMENT TO TITLE 15- Land Management Code, Chapter 2.18-2, 
GC, General Commercial, Zoning District. The recitals above are incorporated herein as 
findings of fact.  Chapter 2.18-2 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby 
amended as redlined (see Exhibit E). 
 
SECTION 6. AMENDMENT TO TITLE 15- Land Management Code, Chapter 2.19-2, LI, 
Limited Industrial, Zoning District. The recitals above are incorporated herein as findings 
of fact.  Chapter 2.19-2 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby amended 
as redlined (see Exhibit F). 
 
SECTION 7.  AMENDMENT TO TITLE 15- Land Management Code, Chapter 2.17-2, 
RCO, Regional Commercial Overlay, Zoning District. The recitals above are 
incorporated herein as findings of fact.  Chapter 2.17-2 of the Land Management Code 
of Park City is hereby amended as redlined (see Exhibit G). 
 
SECTION 8.  AMENDMENT TO TITLE 15- Land Management Code, Chapter 2.6-2, 
HCB, Historic Commercial Business, Zoning District. The recitals above are 
incorporated herein as findings of fact.  Chapter 2.6-2 of the Land Management Code of 
Park City is hereby amended as redlined (see Exhibit H). 
 
SECTION 9.  AMENDMENT TO TITLE 15- Land Management Code, Chapter 2.5-2, 
HRC, Historic Recreation Commercial, Zoning District. The recitals above are 
incorporated herein as findings of fact.  Chapter 2.5-2 of the Land Management Code of 
Park City is hereby amended as redlined (see Exhibit I). 
 
 
SECTION 10. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of September 2004. 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION      
 
 

_____________________________________ 
Mayor Dana Williams 
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Attest: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Janet M. Scott, City Recorder 
 
 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Mark D. Harrington, City Attorney 

36



EXHIBIT A 
 
5-15-1.220. Temporary Improvement.  A Structure built and maintained during 
construction of a Development, activity or special event and then removed prior to 
release of the performance Guarantee. 
 
15-15-1.221. Timeshare Conversion.  The conversion into a Timeshare Project of any 
Property and the existing Structure(s) attached thereto. 
 
15-15-1.222. Timeshare Estate.  An ownership or leasehold estate in Property devoted 
to a timeshare fee, including  without limitation, tenants in common, time span 
ownership, interval ownership, and cooperative timeshare ownership, created by a 
Timeshare Instrument and the documents by which it is granted. AA  TTiimmeesshhaarree  EEssttaattee  
sshhaallll  bbee  ddeeffiinneedd  iinn  aaccccoorrddaannccee  wwiitthh  UUttaahh  CCooddee  SSeeccttiioonn  5577--1199--22,,  aass  aammeennddeedd,,  eexxcclluuddiinngg  
PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  oowwnneerrsshhiipp..  
 
 
15-15-1.223. Timeshare Instrument.  Any instrument whereby the Use, occupancy, or 
possession of real Property has been made subject to either a Timeshare Estate or 
Timeshare Use, and whereby such Use, occupancy, or possession circulates among 
three (3) or more purchasers of the Timeshare Intervals according to a fixed or floating 
time schedule on a periodic basis occurring annually over a period of time in excess of 
three (3) years in duration. 
 
15-15-1.224. Timeshare Interval.  A Timeshare Estate or a Timeshare Use. 
 
15-15-1.225. Timeshare Off-Premises Contacting Activity.  Activity occurring outside 
of a Timeshare Project that is engaged in by off-premises timeshare contacting 
personnel in an effort to induce Persons to attend a Timeshare Sales Presentation.  Off-
Premises Timeshare Contacting Activity must be confined to a fully enclosed Building. 
 
15-15-1.226. Timeshare Off-Premises Sales Activity.  Original timeshare sales and 
resale activity occurring outside of a Timeshare Project.  Off-Premises Timeshare Sales 
shall be confined to a fully enclosed Building and is subject to business license 
regulation. 
 
15-15-1.227. Timeshare Off-Premises Sales Office.  An office outside of a Timeshare 
Project, wherein Timeshare Sales Presentations are made and other marketing related 
activities are conducted in an effort to generate Timeshare Interval sales or resales. 
 
15-15-1.228. Timeshare On-Site Sales Activity.  Timeshare sales activity occurring 
within a Timeshare Project. 
 
15-15-1.229. Timeshare On-Site Sales Office.  An office located within a Timeshare 
Project wherein Timeshare Sales Presentations are made and other marketing related 
activities are conducted in an effort to generate Timeshare Interval sales. 
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15-15-1.230. Timeshare Project.  Any Property that is subject to a Timeshare 
Instrument, including a Timeshare Conversion. 
 
15-15-1.231. Timeshare Sales Presentation. 
 
 (A) An offer to sell or reserve a Timeshare Interval; 
 
 (B) An offer to sell an option to purchase a Timeshare Interval; 
 
 (C) The sale of a Timeshare Interval, or an option to purchase a Timeshare 
Interval; or 
 
 (D) The reservation of a Timeshare Interval, whether the Timeshare Interval is 
located within or without the State of Utah. 
 
15-15-1.232. Timeshare Unit.  That unit of Property and time where possession and 
Use are allowed under a contract from seller to purchaser, eexxcclluuddiinngg  PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  
CClluubb  uunniittss..  
 
 
15-15-1.233. Timeshare Use.  Any contractual right of exclusive occupancy created by 
a Timeshare Instrument which does not fall within the definition of “Timeshare Estate”, 
including, without limitation, a vacation license, club membership, general partnership 
interest, limited partnership interest, vacation bond, or beneficial interest in a trust, and 
the documents by which the right of exclusive occupancy is transferred, eexxcclluuddiinngg  
PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  uussee. 
 
15-15-1.234. Transferred Development Right (TDR) Open Space.  See Section 15- 
15-15-1.235. 15-1.151(C) Open Space, TDR. 
 
15-15-1.164. Porous Paving. A substantial surfacing material designed and intended to 
support light vehicular movement. Porous Paving includes paving systems such as 
modular pavers which provide at least fifty percent (50%) surface exposure suitable for 
the establishment of plant materials and which substantially abates surface water runoff. 
Gravel and/or compacted soil are not Porous Paving.  
 
15-15-1.165. Preliminary Plat. The preliminary drawings of a proposed Subdivision, 
specifying the layout, Uses, and restrictions.  
 
15-15-1.166. Preservation Easement. An easement that includes, as minimum 
stipulations, a conveyance of design approval for exterior changes, and a program 
whereby the Owner commits to restore and maintain a Structure following the Secretary 
of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, in a form approved by the City. A time frame 
for completion of the restoration program may be specified in the easement agreement.  
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15-15-1.167. Private Club. See 15-15-1.44. Club, Private.  
 
1155--1155--11..116688..  PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb..  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  uussee  rreeaall  eessttaattee,,  wwiitthhiinn  aa  ssiinnggllee  
CCoonnddoommiinniiuumm  pprroojjeecctt,,  iinn  wwhhiicchh  oowwnneerrsshhiipp  oorr  uussee  ooff  aa  CCoonnddoommiinniiuumm  DDwweelllliinngg  UUnniitt  oorr  
ggrroouupp  ooff  CCoonnddoommiinniiuumm  DDwweelllliinngg  UUnniittss  iiss  sshhaarreedd  bbyy  nnoott  lleessss  tthhaann  ffoouurr  ((44))  oorr  mmoorree  tthhaann  
ttwweellvvee  ((1122))  oowwnneerrss  oorr  mmeemmbbeerrss  ppeerr  CCoonnddoommiinniiuumm  DDwweelllliinngg  UUnniitt  aanndd  wwhhoossee  uussee  iiss  
eessttaabblliisshheedd  bbyy  aa  rreesseerrvvaattiioonn  ssyysstteemm  aanndd  iiss  mmaannaaggeedd  wwiitthh    2244  hhoouurr  rreesseerrvvaattiioonn  aanndd  
pprrooppeerrttyy  mmaannaaggeemmeenntt,,  sseevveenn  ddaayyss  aa  wweeeekk,,  pprroovviiddiinngg  rreesseerrvvaattiioonn,,  rreeggiissttrraattiioonn,,  aanndd  
mmaannaaggeemmeenntt  ccaappaabbiilliittiieess..    MMeemmbbeerrsshhiipp  iinn  aa  PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  mmaayy  bbee  eevviiddeenncceedd  
bbyy::  ((ii))  aa  ddeeeeddeedd  iinntteerreesstt  iinn  rreeaall  pprrooppeerrttyy;;  ((iiii))  aann  iinntteerreesstt  oorr  mmeemmbbeerrsshhiipp  iinn  aa  ppaarrttnneerrsshhiipp,,  
lliimmiitteedd  ppaarrttnneerrsshhiipp,,  lliimmiitteedd  lliiaabbiilliittyy  ccoommppaannyy,,  nnoonn--pprrooffiitt  ccoorrppoorraattiioonn  oorr  ootthheerr  bbuussiinneessss  
eennttiittyy;;  ((iiiiii))  aa  nnoonn--eeqquuiittyy  mmeemmbbeerrsshhiipp  iinn  aa  nnoonn--pprrooffiitt  ccoorrppoorraattiioonn,,  nnoonn--iinnccoorrppoorraatteedd  
aassssoocciiaattiioonn  oorr  ootthheerr  eennttiittyy;;  ((iivv))  bbeenneeffiicciiaall  iinntteerreesstt  iinn  aa  ttrruusstt;;  oorr  ((iivv))  ootthheerr  aarrrraannggeemmeenntt  
pprroovviiddiinngg  ffoorr  ssuucchh  uussee  aanndd  ooccccuuppaannccyy  rriigghhttss..    
  
1155--1155--11..116699..  PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  CCoonnvveerrssiioonn..  TThhee  ccoonnvveerrssiioonn  ooff  CCoonnddoommiinniiuumm  
UUnniittss  aanndd  aassssoocciiaatteedd  CCoommmmoonn  aarreeaass  wwiitthhiinn  aann  eexxiissttiinngg  CCoonnddoommiinniiuumm  pprroojjeecctt  ttoo  tthhee  
eexxcclluussiivvee  uussee  aass  aa  PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb..    
  
1155--1155--11..117700..  PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  PPrroojjeecctt..  AAnnyy  CCoonnddoommiinniiuumm  PPrrooppeerrttyy  tthhaatt  iiss  
ssuubbjjeecctt  ttoo  aa  PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  ddeeeedd,,  iinntteerreesstt,,  ttrruusstt,,  oorr  ootthheerr  aarrrraannggeemmeenntt  ffoorr  
pprroovviiddiinngg  ffoorr  uussee  aanndd  oowwnneerrsshhiipp  aass  aa  PPrriivvaattee  RReessiiddeennccee  CClluubb  aanndd  ccoonnttaaiinnss  aatt  lleeaasstt  44  
uunniittss..  
 
15-15-1.168. Property. Any Parcel, Lot, or tract of land, including improvements 
thereon, in the possession of or owned by, or recorded as the real Property of, the same 
Person or Persons.  
 
15-15-1.169. Property Line. The boundary line of a Parcel or Lot.  
 
(A) Property Line, Front. That part of a Parcel or Lot which abuts a Street.  
 
EXHIBIT B 
 
Chapter adopted by Ordinance No. 00-51 
 
15-2.13-1. PURPOSE.    
 
The purpose of the Residential Development RD District is to:  
 
(A) allow a variety of residential Uses that are Compatible with the City=s 
Development objectives, design standards, and growth capabilities, 
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(B) encourage the clustering of residential units to preserve natural Open Space, 
minimize Site disturbance and impacts of Development, and minimize the cost of 
municipal services, 
 
(C) allow commercial and recreational activities that are in harmony with residential 
neighborhoods, 
 
(D) minimize impacts of the automobile on architectural design, 
 
(E) promote pedestrian connections within Developments and between adjacent 
Areas; and 
 
(F) provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing types. 
 
15-2.13-2. USES.  
 
Uses in the RD District are limited to the following: 
 
(A) ALLOWED USES. 
 
(1) Single-Family Dwelling 
(2) Duplex Dwelling 
(3) Secondary Living Quarters 
(4) Lockout Unit 1 
(5) Accessory Apartment 2 
(6) Nightly Rental 3 
(7) Home Occupation 
(8) Child Care, In-Home Babysitting 
(9) Child Care, Family 
(10) Child Care, Family Group 4  
(11) Accessory Building and Use 
(12) Conservation Activity 
Agriculture 
Parking Area or Structure with four (4) or fewer spaces 
Recreation Facility, Private 
Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games Olympic Legacy Displays 5 

                                            
1Nightly rental of Lockout Units requires a Conditional Use permit 
 
2See LMC Chapter 15-4, Supplemental Regulations for Accessory Apartments 
 
3Nightly Rentals do not include the Use of dwellings for Commercial Uses 
 
4 See LMC Chapter 15-4-9 for Child Care Regulations 
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 (B) CONDITIONAL USES. 
 
(1) Triplex Dwelling 6 
(2) Multi-Unit Dwelling6 
(3) Guest House 
(4) Group Care Facility 
(5) Child Care Center 
(6) Public and Quasi-Public  Institution, Church, and School 
(7) Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service, and Structure 
(8) Telecommunication Antenna 7 
(9) Satellite Dish Antenna, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter 8 
(10) Raising, grazing of horses 
(11) Cemetery 
(12) Bed and Breakfast Inn 
(13) Hotel, Minor6 
(14) Hotel, Major6 
(15) Private Residence Club Project and Conversion10 

(156) Office, General6, 9 
(167) Office, Moderate Intensive6,8 
(178) Office, Medical6,8 
(18) Financial Institution without drive-up window6,8 
(19) Commercial Retail and Service, Minor6,8 
(20) Commercial Retail and Service, personal improvement6,8 
(21) Commercial, Resort Support6,8 
(22) Café or Deli6,8 

                                                                                                                                             
5Olympic Legacy Displays limited to those specific Structures approved under the 
SLOC/Park City Municipal Corporation Olympic Services Agreement and/or Olympic 
Master Festival License and placed on the original Property set forth in the services 
agreement and/or Master Festival License 
 
6Subject to provisions of LMC Chapter 15-6, Master Planned Development  
 
7 See LMC Chapter 15-4-14, Supplemental Regulations for Telecommunications 
Facilities 
 
8See LMC Chapter 15-4-13, Supplemental Regulations for Satellite Receiving Antennas 
 
9Allowed only as a secondary or support Use to the primary development or Use and 
intended as a convenience for residents or occupants of adjacent or adjoining 
residential developments. 
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(23) Restaurant, Standard6,8 
(24) Restaurant, Outdoor Dining 10 
(25) Outdoor Event9 
(26) Bar6,8 
(27) Hospital, Limited Care Facility6,8 
(28) Parking Area or Structure  with five (5) or more spaces 
(29) Temporary Improvement9 
 

                                            
10 Requires an Administrative Conditional Use permit. 
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(30) Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility 11 
(31) Ski Tow, Ski Lift, Ski Run, and Ski Bridge11 
(32) Recreation Facility, Public      
(33) Recreation Facility, Commercial6 
(34) Entertainment Facility, Indoor6,8 
(35) Commercial Stables, Riding Academy 12 
(36) Master Planned Development with moderate income housing density bonus12 
(37) Master Planned Development with residential and transient lodging Uses only 12 
(38) Master Planned Development with Support Retail and Minor Service Commercial 
Uses12 
  (39) Heliport12 
(40) Vehicle Control Gate13 

(41) Fences greater than six feet (6') in height from Final Grade 
Salt Lake City 2002 Winter 
Olympic Games Olympic 

            Legacy Displays 14 

                                            
11As part of an approved Ski Area Master Plan 
 
12Subject to provisions of LMC Chapter 15-6, Master Planned Development 
 
13  See Section 15-4-19 for specific review criteria for gates 
 
14Olympic Legacy Displays limited to those specific Structures approved under the 
SLOC/ Park City Municipal Corporation Olympic Services Agreement and/or Olympic 
Master Festival License and placed in an Area other than the original location set forth 
in the services agreement and/or Master Festival License 
 
 
EXHIBIT C 
 
15-2.14-1. PURPOSE.  
 
The purpose of the Residential Development Medium Density (RDM) District is to: 
 
(A) allow continuation of medium 
Density residential and  resort related 
housing in the newer residential Areas of 
Park City; 
 
(B) encourage the clustering of 
residential units to preserve Open Space, 
minimize Site disturbance and impacts of 
Development, and minimize the cost of 
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construction and municipal services; 
 
(C) allow limited generated businesses and recreational activities that are 
Compatible with residential neighborhoods; 
 
(D) allow Development in accordance 
with the Sensitive Lands Ordinance; 
 
(E) provide opportunities for variation in 
architectural design and housing types, 
 
(F) promote pedestrian connections 
within Developments and between adjacent 
Areas; and 
 
(G) minimize impacts of the automobile 
on architectural design. 
 
(Amended by Ordinance No. 02-24) 
 
15-2.14-2. USES.  
 
Uses in the RDM District are limited to the 
following: 
 
(A) ALLOWED  USES. 
 
(1) Single Family Dwelling 
(2) Duplex Dwelling 
(3) Triplex Dwelling 
(4) Secondary Living Quarters 
(5) Lockout Unit 1  
(6) Accessory Apartment 2 
(7) Nightly Rental 3 
(8) Home Occupation 
 

(9) Child Care, In-Home Babysitting 
(10) Child Care, Family 
(11) Child Care, Family Group 4 
(12) Accessory Building and Use 
(13) Conservation Activity 
(14) Agriculture 
(15) Parking Area or Structure with four (4) or fewer spaces 
(16) Recreation Facility, Private 
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Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games Olympic Legacy Displays 5 
 

(B) CONDITIONAL USES. 
 
(1) Multi-Unit Dwelling  6 
(2) Guest House 
(3) Group Care Facility 
(4) Child Care Center 
(5) Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church, and School 
(6) Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service, and Structure 
(7) Telecommunication Antenna 7 
(8) Satellite Dish, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter 8 
(9) Raising grazing of horses 
(10) Cemetery 
(11) Bed and Breakfast Inn 
(12) Boarding House, Hotel 
(13) Hotel, Minor6 
(14) Hotel, Major6 
(15) Private Residence Club Project and Conversion11 

(156) Office, General6, 9 
 

(16) Office, Moderate Intensive6, 10 
(17) Office and Clinic, Medical6,10 
(18) Financial Institution, without drive-up window6,10 
(19) Commercial Retail and Service, Minor6,10 
(20) Commercial Retail and Service, personal improvement6,10 
(21) Commercial, Resort Support6,10 
(22) Cafe or Deli6,10 
(23) Restaurant, Standard6,10 
(24) Restaurant, Outdoor Dining 11 
(25) Outdoor Event 
(26) Bar6,10 
(27) Hospital, Limited Care Facility6,9 
(28) Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or fewer spaces 
  (29) Temporary Improvement11 
(30) Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility 12 
(31) Ski Tow, Ski Lift, Ski Run, and Ski Bridge12 
(32) Recreation Facility, Public 
(33) Recreation Facility, Commercial6 
(34) Entertainment Facility, Indoor6,9  
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(35) Commercial Stables, Riding Academy6,9 
(36) Master Planned Development with moderate income housing Density bonus6 
(37) Master Planned Development with residential and transient lodging Uses only6 
(38) Master Planned Development with Support Retail and Minor Service 
Commercial6 
(39) Fences greater than six feet (6') in height from Final Grade  

Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games Olympic Legacy Displays 13 
 

(C) PROHIBITED USES.  Any Use not 
listed above as an Allowed or Conditional 
Use is a prohibited Use. 
 
(Amended by Ord. No. 02-24; 02-38) 
 
 
EXHIBIT D 
 
Chapter adopted by Ordinance No. 00-51 
 
15-2.16-1. PURPOSE.  
 
The purpose of the Recreation Commercial RC District is to: 
 
(A) allow for the Development of hotel and convention accommodations in close 
proximity to major recreation facilities, 
 
(B) allow for resort-related transient housing with appropriate supporting commercial 
and service activities, 
 
(C) encourage the clustering of Development to preserve Open Space, minimize Site 
disturbance and impacts of Development, and minimize the cost of construction and 
municipal services, 
 
(D) limit new Development on visible hillsides and sensitive view Areas, 
 
(E) provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing types, 
 
(F) promote pedestrian connections within Developments and to adjacent Areas, 
 
(G) minimize architectural impacts of the automobile, 
 
(H) promote the Development of Buildings with designs that reflect traditional Park 
City architectural patterns, character, and Site designs, 
 

46



                                                                                                                                             
(I) promote Park City=s mountain and Historic character by designing projects that 
relate to the mining and Historic architectural heritage of the City, and 
 
(J) promote the preservation and rehabilitation of Historic Buildings. 
 
15-2.16-2. USES.   
 
Uses in the RC District are limited to the following: 
 
(A) ALLOWED  USES. 
 
(1) Single Family Dwelling 
(2) Duplex Dwelling 
(3) Triplex Dwelling  
(4) Secondary Living Quarters 
(5) Lockout Unit 1 
 

(6) Accessory Apartment 2 
(7) Nightly Rental 3 
(8) Home Occupation 
(9) Child Care, In-Home 
Babysitting 
(10) Child Care, Family  
(11) Child Care, Family Group 4  
(12) Child Care Center 
(13) Accessory Building and Use 
(14) Conservation Activity 
(15) Agriculture 
(16) Bed & Breakfast Inn 
(17) Boarding House,  Hostel 
(18) Hotel, Minor 
(19) Parking Area or Structure  with four (4) or fewer spaces 
     Salt Lake City 2002 

 WinterOlympic Games  
 Olympic Legacy Displays 5  
 

(B)  CONDITIONAL USES. 
 
(1) Multi-Unit Dwelling  
(2) Group Care Facility 
(3) Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church, and School  
(4) Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service, and Structure 
(5) Telecommunications Antenna 6 
(6) Satellite Dish Antenna, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter 7 
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(7) Raising, grazing of horses 
(8) Cemetery 
(9) Hotel, Major 
(10) Timeshare Project and Conversion 
(11) Timeshare Sales Office 
(12) Private Residence Club Project and Conversion9 

(123) Office, General 8 
(134) Office, Moderate8 
(145) Office and Clinic, Medical8 
(156) Financial Institution without drive-up window8 
(167) Minor Retail and Service Commercial8 
(17) Retail and Service Commercial, personal improvement8 
(18) Transportation Service8 
 
(19) Neighborhood Market, without gasoline sales8 
(20) Café or Deli8 
(21) Restaurant, General8 
(22) Restaurant, Outdoor Dining8, 9 
(23) Bar8 
(24) Hospital, Limited Care Facility8  
(25) Parking Area or Structure  with five (5) or more spaces 
(26) Temporary Improvement 10 
(27) Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility 11 
(28) Ski Tow Rope, Ski Lift, Ski Run, and Ski Bridge11 
(29) Outdoor Event10 
(30) Recreation Facility, Public and Private 12 
(31) Recreation Facility, Commercial12 
(32) Entertainment Facility, Indoor12 
(33) Commercial Stables, Riding Academy12 
(34) Master Planned Developments 
(35) Heliport12 
Fences greater than six feet (6') in height from Final Grade 
Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games Olympic Legacy Displays 13 
 
(C) PROHIBITED USES.  Any Use not listed above as an Allowed or Conditional 
Use is a prohibited Use.  
 
(Amended by Ord. No. 02-38) 
 
 
EXHIBIT E 
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Chapter adopted by Ordinance No. 00-51 
 
15-2.18-1. PURPOSE.  
 
The purpose of the General Commercial (GC) District is to: 
 
(A) allow a wide range of commercial and retail trades and Uses, as well as offices, 
Business and personal services, and limited residential Uses in an Area that is 
convenient to transit, employment centers, resort centers, and permanent residential 
Areas, 
 
(B) allow Commercial Uses that orient away from major traffic thoroughfares to avoid 
strip commercial Development and traffic congestion, 
 
(C) protect views along the City=s entry corridors, 
 
(D) encourage commercial Development that contributes to the positive character of 
the City, buffers adjacent residential neighborhoods, and maintains pedestrian Access 
with links to neighborhoods, and other commercial Developments, 
 
(E) allow new commercial Development that is Compatible with and contributes to 
the distinctive character of Park City, through Building materials, architectural details, 
color range, massing, lighting, landscaping and the relationship to Streets and 
pedestrian ways, 
   
(F) encourage architectural design that is distinct, diverse, reflects the mountain 
resort character of Park City,  and is not repetitive of what may be found in other 
communities, and 
 
(G) encourage commercial Development that incorporates design elements related 
to public outdoor space including pedestrian circulation and trails, transit facilities, 
plazas, pocket parks, sitting Areas, play Areas, and public art. 
 
15-2.18-2. USES.  
 
Uses in the GC District are limited to the following: 
 
(A) ALLOWED USES. 
 
(1) Secondary Living Quarters 
Lockout Unit 1  
Accessory Apartment 2 
(4) Nightly Rental 
(5) Home Occupation 
(6) Child Care, In-Home Babysitting 
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(7) Child Care, Family  
(8) Child Care, Family Group 3 
(9) Child Care Center 
(10) Accessory Building and Use 
(11) Conservation Activity 
(12) Agriculture 
(13) Plant and Nursery Stock production and sales 
(14) Bed & Breakfast Inn 
(15) Boarding House, Hostel 
(16) Hotel, Minor 
(17) Hotel, Major 
(18) Office, General 
(19) Office, Moderate Intensive 
(20) Office, Intensive  
(21) Office and Clinic, Medical 
(22) Financial Institution without a drive-up window 
(23) Commercial, Resort Support 
(24) Retail and Service Commercial, Minor             
Retail and Service Commercial, Personal Improvement 
(26) Retail and Service Commercial, Major 
(27) Cafe or Deli 
(28) Restaurant, General 
(29) Hospital, Limited Care Facility 
(30) Parking Area or Structure  with four (4) or fewer spaces 
(31) Parking Area or Structure  with five (5) or more spaces 
(32) Recreation Facility, Private 
 
(B) CONDITIONAL USES. 
 
(1) Single Family Dwelling 
(2) Duplex Dwelling 
(3) Triplex Dwelling 
(4) Multi-Unit Dwelling  
(5) Group Care Facility 
(6) Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church, and School  
(7) Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service, and Structure 
(8) Telecommunication Antenna 4 
(9) Satellite Dish Antenna, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter 5 
(10) Timeshare Project and Conversion 
(11) Timeshare Sales Office, off-site within an enclosed Building 
(12) Private Residence Club Project and Conversion8 

(123) Financial Institution with a Drive-up Window 6 
(13) Retail and Service Commercial with Outdoor Storage 
(14) Retail and Service Commercial, Auto Related 
(15) Transportation Service 
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(C) PROHIBITED USES.  Any Use not listed above as an Allowed or Conditional 
Use is a prohibited Use. 
 
(Amended by Ord. No. 02-38; 04-08) 
 
EXHIBIT F 
 
Chapter adopted by Ordinance No. 00-51 
 
15-2.19-1. PURPOSE.  
 
The purpose of the Light Industrial (LI) District is to: 
 
(A) allow light industrial and manufacturing Uses that will not create traffic hazard, 
noise, dust, fumes, odors, smoke, vapor, vibration, glare, or industrial waste disposal 
problems, 
 

                                                                                                                                             
(16) Retail Drive-Up Window 7 
(17) Gasoline Service Station 
(18) Restaurant and Cafe, Outdoor Dining 8 
(19) Restaurant, Drive-up Window7 
(20) Outdoor Event8 
(21) Bar 
(22) Sexually Oriented Businesses 9 
(23) Hospital, General 
(24) Light Industrial Manufacturing and Assembly 
(25) Temporary Improvement8  
(26) Passenger Tramway and Ski Base Facility 
Ski tow rope, ski lift, ski run, and ski bridge 
Commercial Parking Lot or Structure 
(29) Recreation Facility, Public 
(30) Recreation Facility, Commercial 

Indoor Entertainment Facility 
(32) Master Planned Development with moderate housing density bonus 10 
(33) Master Planned Developments10 
(34) Heliport 
(35) Temporary Sales Trailer in conjunction with an active Building permit for the 
Site.8 
(36) Fences greater than six feet (6') in Height from Final Grade 
 
(C) PROHIBITED USES.  Any Use not listed above as an Allowed or Conditional 
Use is a prohibited Use. 
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(B) allow Conditional Uses to mitigate potential impacts,      
 
(C) accommodate complementary and supporting Uses such as parking, child care, 
retail, offices, group care, and recreation facilities, and 
 
(D) allow new light industrial Development that is Compatible with and contributes to 
the distinctive character of Park City, through Building materials, architectural design 
and details, color range, massing, lighting, landscaping, and the relationship to Streets 
and pedestrian ways. 
 
15-2.19-2. USES.  
 
Uses in the LI District are limited to the following: 
 
(A) ALLOWED USES. 
 
(1) Secondary Living Quarters 
(2) Accessory Apartment 1 
(3) Nightly Rental 
(4) Home Occupation 
(5) Child Care, In-Home Babysitting 
(6) Child Care, Family  
(7) Child Care, Family Group 2 
Child Care Center 
Agriculture 
Plant and Nursery Stock 
Office, General 
(12) Office, Moderate Intensive 
(13) Office, Intensive 
(14) Financial Institution without drive-up window 
(15) Retail and Service Commercial, Minor 
 
(16) Retail and Service Commercial, Personal Improvement 
(17) Retail and Service Commercial, Major 
(18) Commercial, Resort Support 
(19) Hospital, Limited Care 
(20) Parking Area or Structure with four (4) or fewer spaces 
(21) Recreation Facility, Private 
 
(B) CONDITIONAL USES. 
 

                                            
1See LMC Chapter 15-4, Supplemental Regulations for Accessory Apartments 
 
2See LMC Chapter 15-4-9 for Child Care Regulations 
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(1) Multi-Unit Dwelling  
(2) Group Care Facility 
(3) Child Care Center 
(4) Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church, and School  
(5) Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service, and Structure 
(6) Telecommunication Antenna 3 
(7) Satellite Dish Antenna, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter 4 
(8) Accessory Building and Use 
(9) Raising, grazing of horses  
(10) Bed and Breakfast Inn 
(11) Boarding House, Hostel 
(12) Hotel, Minor 
(13) Private Residence Club Project and Conversion6 

(134) Office and Clinic, Medical 
(145) Financial Institutions with Drive-Up Window 5 
(156) Retail and Service Commercial with Outdoor Storage 
(16) Retail and Service Commercial, Auto-Related 
(17) Transportation Services 
(18) Retail Drive-Up Window5 
(19) Gasoline Service Station 
(20) Café or Deli 
(21) Restaurant, General 
(22) Restaurant, Outdoor Dining   
(23) Restaurant, Drive-Up Window 
(24) Outdoor Event 6 
(25) Bar 
(26) Hospital, General 
(27) Light Industrial Manufacturing and Assembly Facility 
(28) Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or more spaces 
(29) Temporary Improvement6 
(30) Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility 
(31) Ski tow rope, ski lift, ski run, and ski bridge 
(32) Recreation Facility, Public 
(33) Recreation Facility, Commercial 
(34) Entertainment Facility, Indoor 

                                            
3 See LMC Chapter 15-4-14, Supplemental Regulations for Telecommunication 
Facilities 
 
4See LMC Chapter 15-4-13, Supplemental Regulations for Satellite Receiving Antennas 
 
5See Section 2.19-8 for Drive-Up Window review criteria 
 
6Subject to Administrative Conditional Use permit. 
 

53



(35) Commercial Stables, Riding Academy 
 
(36) Master Planned Developments 7 
(37) Heliports 
(38) Commercial Parking Lot or Structure 
(39) Temporary Sales Office, in conjunction with an active Building permit. 
(40) Fences greater than six feet (6') in height from Final Grade. 
 
(C) PROHIBITED USES.  Any Use not listed above as an Allowed or Conditional 
Use is a prohibited Use. 
 
EXHIBIT G 
 
Chapter adopted by Ordinance No. 00-51 
 
15-2.17-1. PURPOSE.  
 
To allow for regional Commercial Uses on Properties not otherwise zoned for 
Commercial Uses.  This overlay zone affords the Owner the option to apply for 
commercial Development and Use on lands affected by the overlay zone.  In the event 
the Application for Commercial Use is denied, the underlying zoning governs 
permissible Development of the Property. 
 
15-2.17-2. USES.  
 
Uses in the RCO District are limited to the following: 
 
(A) ALLOWED USES. 
 
(1) Secondary Living Quarters 
(2) Lockout Unit 1 
(3) Accessory Apartment 2 
(4) Nightly Rental 
(5) Home Occupation 
(6) Child Care, In-Home Babysitting 
(7) Child Care, Family 
(8) Child Care, Family Group 3 
                                            
7Subject to provisions of LMC Chapter 15-6, Master Planned Development. 
 
1Nightly Rental of Lockout Units requires a Conditional Use permit 
 
2See LMC Chapter 15-4, Supplemental Regulations for Accessory Apartments 
 
3See LMC Chapter 15-4-9 for Child Care Regulations 
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(9) Accessory Building and Use 
(10) Conservation Activity 
(11) Agriculture 
(12) Parking Area or Structure with four (4) or fewer spaces 
(13) Recreation Facility, Private 
(14) Allowed Uses in the Underlying Zoning District 
Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games Olympic Legacy Displays 4 
 
 
 

                                            
4Olympic Legacy Displays limited to those specific Structures approved under the 
SLOC/Park City Municipal Corporation Olympic Services Agreement and/or Olympic 
Master Festival License and placed on the original Property set forth in the services 
agreement and/or Master Festival License. 
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(B) CONDITIONAL USES. 
 
(1) Multi-Unit Dwelling 5 
(2) Group Care Facility5 
(3) Child Care Center5 
(4) Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church and School5 
(5) Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service, and Structure5 
(6) Telecommunication Antenna 6 
(7) Satellite Dish Antenna, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter 7 
(8) Plant and Nursery stock products and sales5 
(9) Bed and Breakfast Inn5 
(10) Boarding House,  Hostel5 
(11) Hotel, Minor5 
(12) Hotel, Major5 
(13) Private Residence Club Project and Conversion9 

(134) Timeshare Sales Office, off-site5 
(145) Office, General5 
(156) Office, Moderate Intensive5 
(16) Office, Intensive5 
(17) Office and Clinic, Medical5 
(18) Financial Institution, with and without drive-up window5, 8 
(19) Retail and Service Commercial, Minor5 
(20) Retail and Service Commercial, personal improvement5 
(21) Retail and Service Commercial, Major5 
(22) Transportation Service5 
(23) Retail Drive-Up Window8 
(24) Neighborhood Convenience Commercial5 
(25) Commercial, Resort Support5 
(26) Gasoline Service Station5 
(27) Cafe, Deli5 

                                            
5Subject to provisions of Chapter 15-6, Master Planned Developments 
 
6 See LMC Chapter 15-4-14, Supplemental Regulations for Telecommunication 
Facilities 
 
7See LMC Chapter 15-4-13, Supplemental Regulations for Satellite Receiving Antennas 
 
8See Section 15-2.18-5 criteria for drive-up windows 
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(28) Restaurant, General5 
(29) Restaurant, Outdoor Dining 9 
(30) Outdoor Event9 
(31) Restaurant, Drive-up window8 
(32) Bar5 
(33) Hospital, Limited Care Facility5 
(34) Hospital, General5 
(35) Parking Area or Garage with five (5) or more spaces8 
(36) Temporary Improvement9 
(37) Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility5 
(38) Ski tow rope, ski lift, ski run, and ski bridge5 
(39) Recreation Facility, Public5 
(40) Recreation Facility, Commercial5 
 

                                            
9 Requires an Administrative Conditional Use permit 
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(41) Entertainment, Indoor5 
(42) Master Planned Developments5  
(43) Heliport5 

Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games Olympic Legacy Displays 10 
 

(C) PROHIBITED USES.  Any Use not listed above as an Allowed or Conditional 
Use is a prohibited Use. 
 
(Amended by Ord. No. 02-38) 
 
EXHIBIT H 
 
15-2.6-1. PURPOSE.  
 
The purpose of the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District is to: 
 
(A) preserve the cultural heritage of the City=s original Business, governmental and 
residential center, 
 
(B) allow the Use of land for retail, commercial, residential, recreational, and 
institutional purposes to enhance and foster the economic and cultural vitality of the 
City, 
 
(C) facilitate the continuation of the visual character, scale, and Streetscape of the 
original Park City Historical District, 
 
(D) encourage the preservation of Historic Structures within the district, 
 
(E) encourage pedestrian-oriented, pedestrian-scale Development, 
 
(F) minimize the impacts of new Development on parking constraints of Old Town, 
 
(G) minimize the impacts of commercial Uses and business activities including 
parking, Access, deliveries, service, mechanical equipment, and traffic, on surrounding 
residential neighborhoods, 
 
(H) minimize visual impacts of automobiles and parking on Historic Buildings and 
Streetscapes, and 
 

                                            
10Olympic Legacy Displays limited to those specific Structures approved under the 
SLOC/Park City Municipal Corporation Olympic Services Agreement and/or Olympic 
Master Festival License and placed in an Area other than the original location set forth 
in the services agreement and/or Master Festival License. 
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(I) support Development on Swede Alley which maintains existing parking and 
service/delivery operations while providing Areas for public plazas and spaces. 
 
15-2.6-2. USES.  
 
Uses in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District are limited to the following: 
 
(A) ALLOWED USES. 
 
(1) Single Family Dwelling 
(2) Multi-Unit Dwelling  
(3) Secondary Living Quarters 
(4) Lockout Unit 1   
 

                                            
1Nightly Rental of Lock Units requires a Conditional Use permit 
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(5) Accessory Apartment 2 
(6) Nightly Rental 3 
(7) Home Occupation 
(8) Child Care, In-Home Babysitting 
(9) Child Care, Family  
(10) Child Care, Family Group 4 
(11) Child Care Center 
(12) Accessory Building and Use 
(13) Conservation Activity  
(14) Agriculture 
(15) Bed and Breakfast Inn 5 
(16) Boarding House, Hostel  
(17) Hotel, Minor, fewer than 16 rooms 
(18) Office, General 
(19) Office, Moderate Intensive 
(20) Office and Clinic, Medical 
(21) Financial Institution, without drive-up window 
(22) Commercial Retail and Service, Minor 
(23) Commercial Retail and Service, personal improvement 
(24) Commercial Neighborhood Convenience, without gasoline sales 
(25) Restaurant, Cafe or Deli  
(26) Restaurant, General 
(27) Bar 
(28) Parking Lot, Public or Private with four (4) or fewer spaces  
(29) Entertainment Facility, Indoor 
(30) Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games Legacy Displays 6 

 
(B) CONDITIONAL USES. 
 
(1)  Group Care Facility  

                                            
2See LMC Chapter 15-4, Supplementary Regulations for Accessory Apartments 
 
3Nightly Rental of residential dwellings does not include the Use of dwellings for 
Commercial Uses 
 
4 See LMC Chapter 15-4-9 for Child Care Regulations 
 
5 Requires an Administrative Conditional Use permit 
 
6Olympic Legacy Displays limited to those specific Structures approved under the 
SLOC/Park City Municipal Corporation Olympic Services Agreement and/or Olympic 
Master Festival License and placed on the original Property set forth in the services 
agreement and/or Master Festival License. 
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(2) Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church, School 
(3) Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service, and Structure 
(4) Telecommunication Antenna 7 
(5) Satellite Dish, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter 8 
(6) Plant and Nursery stock products and sales 
(7) Hotel, Major 
 

                                            
7 See LMC Chapter 15-4-14, Supplemental Regulations for Telecommunication 
Facilities 
 
8See LMC Chapter 15-4-13, Supplemental Regulations for Satellite Receiving Antennas 
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(8) Timeshare Projects and Conversions 
(9) Timeshare Sales Office, Off-Site within an enclosed Building 
(10)  Private Residence Club Project and Conversion5 

(1011) Commercial Retail and Service, Major 
(1112) Office, Intensive 
(12) Restaurant, Outdoor Dining5 
(13) Outdoor Events 
(14) Hospital, Limited Care Facility 
  (15) Parking Area or Structure for five (5) or more cars 
(16) Temporary Improvement 
(17) Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility 
(18) Ski Tow, Ski Lift, Ski Run, and Ski Bridge 
(19) Recreation Facility, Public or Private   
(20) Recreation Facility, Commercial 
(21) Fences greater than six feet (6') in height from Final Grade 

Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games Olympic Legacy Displays 9  
 

(C) PROHIBITED USES.  Any Use not listed above as an Allowed or Conditional 
Use is a prohibited Use. 
 
(Amended by Ord. No. 02-38) 
 
EXHIBIT I 
 
Chapter adopted by Ordinance No. 00-51 
 
15-2.5-1. PURPOSE. 
 
The purpose of the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) District is to: 
 
(A) maintain and enhance characteristics of Historic Streetscape elements such as 
yards, trees, vegetation, and porches, 
 
(B) encourage pedestrian oriented, pedestrian-scale Development, 
 
(C) minimize the visual impacts of automobiles and parking, 
 
(D) preserve and enhance landscaping and public spaces adjacent to Streets and 
thoroughfares, 
 

                                            
9Olympic Legacy Displays limited to those specific Structures approved under the 
SLOC/ Park City Municipal Corporation Olympic Services Agreement and/or Olympic 
Master Festival License and placed in an Area other than the original location set forth 
in the services agreement and/or Master Festival License. 
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(E) provide a transition in scale and land Uses between the HR-1 and HCB Districts 
that retains the character of Historic Buildings in the Area, 
 
(F) provide a moderate density bed base at the Town Lift, 
 
(G) allow for limited retail and Commercial Uses consistent with resort bed base and 
the needs of the local community, 
 
(H) encourage preservation and rehabilitation of Historic Buildings and resources. 
 
15-2.5-2. USES. 
 
Uses in the HRC are limited to the following: 
 
(A) ALLOWED USES. 
 
(1) Single Family Dwelling 
(2) Duplex Dwelling 
(3) Secondary Living Quarters 
(4) Lockout Unit 1 
(5) Accessory Apartment 2 
(6) Nightly Rental 
(7) Home Occupation 
(8) Child Care, In-Home Babysitting 
(9) Child Care, Family 
(10) Child Care, Family Group 3 
(11) Child Care Center 
Accessory Building and Use 
Conservation Activity 
(14) Agriculture 
(15) Bed and Breakfast Inn 4 
(16) Boarding House, Hostel 
(17) Hotel, Minor, fewer than 16 rooms 
(18) Office, General 
(19) Parking Area or Structure, with four (4) or fewer spaces 
 
(B) CONDITIONAL USES. 
                                            
1Nightly rental of Lockout Units requires a Conditional Use permit 
 
2See LMC Chapter 15-4, Supplementary Regulations for Accessory Apartments 
 
3See LMC Chapter 15-4-9 for Child Care Regulations 
 
4Requires an Administrative Conditional Use permit 
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(1) Triplex Dwelling 
(2) Multi-Unit Dwelling 
(3) Guest House, on Lots �one acre 
(4) Group Care Facility 
(5) Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church, School 
(6) Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service and Structure 
(7) Telecommunication Antenna 5 
(8) Satellite Dish, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter 6 
(9) Plant and Nursery stock products and sales 
(10) Hotel, Major 
(11) Timeshare Projects and Conversions 
(12) Private Residence Club Project and Conversion4 

(123) Office, Intensive 
(134) Office and Clinic, Medical 
(14) Financial Institution, without drive-up window 7 
(15) Commercial Retail and Service, Minor7 
(16) Commercial Retail and Service, personal improvement7 
(17) Neighborhood Convenience Commercial, without gasoline sales 
(18) Café or Deli7 
(19) Restaurant, General7 
(20) Restaurant and café, Outdoor Dining4 
(21) Outdoor Events4 
(22) Bar 
(23) Parking Area or Structure, with five (5) or more spaces 
(24) Temporary Improvement  
(25) Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility 
(26) Ski Tow, Ski Lift, Ski Run, and Ski Bridge 
(27) Recreation Facility, Commercial, Public, and Private 
(28) Entertainment Facility, Indoor 
(29) Fences greater than six feet (6') in height from Final Grade 
 
(C) PROHIBITED USES.  Any Use not listed above as an Allowed or Conditional 
Use is a prohibited Use.  
 
                                            
5See LMC Chapter 15-4-14, Supplemental Regulations For Telecommunication 
Facilities 
 
6See LMC Chapter 15-4-13, Supplemental Regulations For Satellite Receiving 
Antennas 
 
7If Gross Floor Area is less than 2,000 sq. ft., the Use shall be considered an Allowed 
Use 
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City Council  
Staff Report 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT

 
  
 
 
Author:  Brooks T. Robinson 
Subject:  Amendment to Flagstaff Mountain  
Development  Agreement – Exhibit “A”/Pod D Boundary 
Date:  September 23, 2004 
Type of Item: Legislative 
 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
The Planning Staff requests that the City Council approve the applicant’s request to 
amend “Exhibit A” of the Development Agreement for Flagstaff Mountain, relating to the 
Pod D boundary, in a form to be approved by the City Attorney. 
  
Topic 

Applicant    United Park City Mines / Talisker Corp. 
Location   Empire Pass (formerly known as Flagstaff 

Mountain Resort), top of Northside ski lift 
Zoning   Estate (E) as part of the Flagstaff Master Planned 

Development (MPD) 
Adjacent Land Uses Deer Valley Resort ski terrain, undeveloped land 

 
Background: 
On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 approving the annexation and 
development agreement for the 1,655 acre Flagstaff Mountain area. Ordinance 99-30 
granted the equivalent of a “large-scale” master planned development (MPD) and set 
forth the types and locations of land use; maximum densities; timing of development; 
development approval process; as well as development conditions and amenities for 
each parcel. The Development Agreement (DA) specifies that only 147 acres of the 
1,655-acre annexation may be developed. The remainder of the annexation area is to 
be retained as passive and recreational open space.   
 
The DA defines the Northside Neighborhood, or Pod D, as 63-acres composed of 
property owned by five separate property owners: United Park City Mines, Deer Valley, 
Park Star Mining Company, Bransford Land Company, Stichting Beheer Mayflower 
Project. Pod D may contain a maximum of 38 detached single-family homes if all 
landowners provide written acceptance of the Development Agreement. Without 
acceptance by all property owners, United Park and Deer Valley may apply for a 
maximum of 30 detached single-family homes on lands owned by them. Section 2.4 of 
the DA further limits development:  
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• out of the meadows;  
• disturbance to a minimum of 50 feet from a ski run;   
• structures, roads, and utilities to minimize visual impacts; 
• development out of the “Enchanted Forest”;  

 
The boundary of Pod D is illustrated in Exhibit “A” of the Development Agreement (see 
attached exhibit). 
 
All property owners of the Northside neighborhood, Pod D, have not provided written 
acceptance of the Development Agreement. Therefore, on September 26, 2003 United 
Park City Mines Company submitted a Master Planned Development application for a  
a 30-lot subdivision consistent with the DA allocation. The Planning Commission 
reviewed the project and held work sessions and/or public hearings on the application 
on July 14, July 28, and August 11, 2004.   
 
Pod D Boundary and Planning Commission MPD Review: 
 
As part of its review of the MPD, the Planning Commission was presented with a layout 
for the Red Cloud MPD/subdivisoin that goes outside of the development pod as shown 
on Exhibit A of the DA. The DA clearly defines the “Northside Neighborhood” as “that 
63-acre portion of Flagstaff Mountain descried and depicted as the Northside 
Neighborhood in Exhibit A attached hereto an limited to the maximum density, unit 
equivalency, and configuration more fully described herein”. United Park City Mines 
asked consideration that because the various exhibits of the Annexation Plat (Exhibit A), 
and the Development Agreement (Exhibits A, J, and P) have different configurations of 
Pod D, there should be flexibility to formally establish the boundary as part of the MPD 
approval.   
 
The applicant submitted an exhibit (Exhibit B) showing the previously approved 
boundary with the proposed boundary. The applicant also provided two alternative site 
plans, one showing general conformance with the pod boundaries, and a second with 
several lots further to the south near the western extent of the pod. The applicant 
sought approval of the second alternative as it provides more spacing between the 
building pads, better visual sensitivity, and a better winter skiing experience without 
houses crowding near the ski trails. 
 
In reviewing the applicants’ preferred alternative, the Planning Commission determined  
that greater separation between houses is achieved, larger stands of forest are 
preserved between building pads and the location of the lots currently outside of the 
mapped pod boundary are not visually sensitive. 
 
The Planning Comission found the Red Cloud MPD to be in substantial compliance with 
the design requirements set forth in the DA. The building pads are located outside of the 
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meadow areas and within locations that minimize significant tree removal. Building sites 
generally comply with the 50 ft. setback from adjacent ski runs. Access will be provided 
via a private road. Preliminary road plans indicate that the alignment is designed to 
minimize cut/fill slopes and maximize vegetation buffer areas. 
 
On August 11, 2004 the Planning Commission approved the 30-lot Red Cloud Master 
Planned Development. The approval of the MPD is contingent upon City Council 
approval of an amendment to the Development Agreement Exhibit A for the boundary of 
Pod D prior to the review of the subdivision plat, and/or issuance of any Building Permit. 
The City Council has total legislative discretion to approve or deny an amendment to the 
Development Agreement. 
 
Analysis:   
Consistent with the analysis and Planning Commission MPD discussion, Staff finds the 
the proposed reconfiguration of the Pod D/ Red Cloud boundary (Exhibit A) is consistent 
with the intent of the 1999 Development Agreement. Staff also finds that the proposal 
results in an equal or better subdivision layout. Both Staff and the Planning Comission 
have determined that: 
 
greater separation between houses is achieved; 
larger stands of forest are preserved between building pads; and  
the location of the lots currently outside of the mapped pod boundary are not visually 
sensitive. 
 
In addition the proposed modification will result in a subdivision plan in which: 
 
the building pads are located outside of the meadow areas;  
building pad locations minimize significant tree removal; 
building sites generally comply with the 50 ft. setback from adjacent ski runs; and 
retains sufficient area in which to provide road and utility access to the land(s) which (if 
the remaining property owners sign the DA) may be developed with up 8 lots per the 
Development Agreement, Section 2.4. 
 
Recommendation: 
The Planning Staff requests that the City Council approve the applicant’s request to 
amend “Exhibit A” of the Development Agreement for Flagstaff Mountain, relating to the 
Pod D boundary, in a form to be approved by the City Attorney. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Proposed Pod D Boundary 
Exhibit B – Existing and proposed boundary  
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AN ADENDUM TO THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR FLAGSTAFF 
MOUNTAIN, BONANZA FLATS, THE 20-ACRE QUINN’S JUNCTION PARCEL AND 
IRON MOUNTAIN AMENDING SECTION 2.5  
 
Whereas, the former owner of United Park City Mines Company and Park City 
Municipal Corporation executed a development agreement for Flagstaff Mountain, 
Bonanza Flats, the 20-Acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel and Iron Mountain on June 24, 
1999; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Owner of the property, Deer Valley Resort, has petitioned the City 
Council for approval of an amendment to Section 2.5 of the development agreement for 
Flagstaff Mountain, Bonanza Flats, the 20-Acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel and Iron 
Mountain; and 
  

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

 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 11, 2004, 

to receive input on the proposed amendment; and   
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on August 11, 2004, forwarded a positive 

recommendation on the proposed amendment to the City Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, on September 23, 2004, the City Council held public hearings to 

receive input on the proposed annexation and zoning; and 
 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve this amendment to 
Section 2.5 of the development agreement for Flagstaff Mountain, Bonanza Flats, the 
20-Acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel and Iron Mountain. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, THE PARTIES HEREBY AGREE TO AMEND SECTION 2.5 OF 
THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR FLAGSTAFF MOUNTAIN BONANZA 
FLATS, RICHARDSON FLATS, THE 20-ACRE QUINN’S JUNCTION PARCEL AND 
IRON MOUNTAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 

“Subject to conditional use review, Deer Valley may construct a skier day lodge 
of a maximum of 35,000 square feet, in the approximate location depicted in 
exhibit A.  The day lodge shall have no public road access and no day skier 
parking, and must have adequate emergency vehicle access.  and shall have 
only limited  Any parking lot for the Lodge shall be for the purpose of to meeting 
temporary event, service and administrative requirements, and shall be reviewed 
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by the Planning Commission as a conditional use.  Pursuant to a conditional use 
permit, said temporary parking area may be located on adjacent properties.  
Permanent non-skier parking for the Empire Day Lodge will be considered part of 
the POD B-2 Master Planned Development. DEER VALLEY shall provide deed-
restricted employee/affordable housing units as defined by the City’s affordable 
housing policy in an amount equal to 20% of the commercial Unit Equivalents 
approved by the City for the day lodge prior to issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy for the day lodge.” 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTD this 23rd day of September, 2004.  
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CITY COUNCIL  
STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:   September 23, 2004 
DEPARTMENT: Planning Department 
TITLE:  9200 Marsac Empire Day Lodge CUP  
TYPE OF ITEM: Modification to Flagstaff Development Agreement  
 
RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing, 
review the proposed modification to the Flagstaff Development Agreement, and 
consider approving the modification via addendum in a form to be approved by the 
Legal Department.   
 
DESCRIPTION 
Project Name:  Flagstaff Development Agreement Modification    
Project Planner: Ray Milliner 
Applicant:  Deer Valley Resort (Bob Wells Representative) 
Owner of Property: Deer Valley Resort 
Location:  9200 Marsac Avenue 
Zone:   Residential Development in a Master Planned Development (RD-

MPD) 
 
BACKGROUND 
The June 24, 1999 development agreement between Park City Municipal, Deer Valley 
Resort, and United Park City Mines Company provided for a 35,000 square foot day 
lodge to be located in Pod B-2 of the Flagstaff development.  Section 2.5 of the 
agreement reads: 
 

“Subject to conditional use review, Deer Valley may construct a skier day lodge 
of a maximum of 35,000 square feet, in the approximate location depicted in 
exhibit A.  The day lodge shall have no public road access and no day skier 
parking, must have adequate emergency vehicle access, and shall have only 
limited parking to meet service and administrative requirements.  DEER VALLEY 
shall provide deed-restricted employee/affordable housing units as defined by the 
City’s affordable housing policy in an amount equal to 20% of the commercial 
Unit Equivalents approved by the City for the day lodge prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the day lodge.” 

 
On May 12, 2000, Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit for the day 
skier lodge.  During the construction of the Lodge, Deer Valley Resort built a temporary 
asphalt parking lot for use during construction.  Subsequent to completion of the 
building, the applicant discovered that there is a community demand to utilize the 
building for non-skier related activities, such as special events, weddings, and business 
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meetings.  In January of 2002, the applicant applied for a modification of the original 
CUP approval to allow for the use of the structure for community events.  The Planning 
Commission at its March 27, 2002 (see exhibit B) meeting heard the item and generally 
supported the day use of the Lodge and associated parking, however no action was 
taken, as the development agreement had not been modified.  Therefore, the applicant 
has requested that the Planning Commission consider a revision to the Flagstaff 
Development Agreement at this time, to enable the CUP for parking and community-
event (non-skier parking) day use of the Lodge.  The proposed modification was 
reviewed by the Planning Commission at its August 11, 2004 meeting, wherein a public 
hearing was conducted and a positive recommendation forwarded to the City Council.   
 
ANALYSIS 
Central to this application is the relationship between the proposed parking area and the 
future development of the Pod B-2 section of the Flagstaff master plan.  It is understood 
that development will occur on said Pod, however it is still unclear as to when.  It is also 
understood that the parking area in its current form will change when development does 
occur on Pod B-2., once an MPD of the Pod is processed.  The applicant is requesting 
that the development agreement be modified to allow the creation of a temporary 
parking lot as a CUP that would be reviewed by the Planning Commission.  A 
permanent parking lot will be reviewed as part of a subsequent Pod B-2 MPD 
application.  
 
Upon approval of the Day Lodge, the Planning Commission and staff expressed 
concerns regarding the impacts of temporary events would have on Marsac Avenue. 
However, since the time of the original Lodge approval, staff has noted minimal traffic 
impacts, and a positive public response to the facility and its use for community related 
events.  Therefore, as an attempt to draw closure on the temporary event use of the 
Empire Day Lodge, staff recommends that the Development Agreement, Section 2.5, be 
amended in the following manner: 
  

“Subject to conditional use review, Deer Valley may construct a skier day lodge 
of a maximum of 35,000 square feet, in the approximate location depicted in 
exhibit A.  The day lodge shall have no public road access and no day skier 
parking, and must have adequate emergency vehicle access.  and shall have 
only limited  Any parking lot for the Lodge shall be for the purpose of to meeting 
temporary event, service and administrative requirements, and shall be reviewed 
by the Planning Commission as a conditional use.  Pursuant to a conditional use 
permit, said temporary parking area may be located on adjacent properties.  
Permanent non-skier parking for the Empire Day Lodge will be considered part of 
the POD B-2 Master Planned Development. DEER VALLEY shall provide deed-
restricted employee/affordable housing units as defined by the City’s affordable 
housing policy in an amount equal to 20% of the commercial Unit Equivalents 
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approved by the City for the day lodge prior to issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy for the day lodge.” 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing, review the proposed 
modification to the Flagstaff Development Agreement, and consider adopting the 
attached ordinance.  
 
 
EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A – Proposed modification to Flagstaff Development Agreement 
Exhibit B - Section 2.5 and Exhibit A of the Flagstaff Development Agreement. 
Exhibit C – Minutes from March 27, 2002 Planning Commission meeting. 
Exhibit D - Approval from May 10, 2000 Empire Day Lodge.  
Exhibit E – Site Plan 
Exhibit F – Aerial Photo of Site 
Exhibit G – Consent Letter From Talisker Development  
Exhibit H – Letter From Applicant   
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Ordinance No. 04- 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING EXHIBIT A OF THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
FOR FLAGSTAFF MOUNTAIN, BONANZA FLATS, THE 20-ACRE QUINN’S 
JUNCTION PARCEL AND IRON MOUNTAIN  
 
WHEREAS, the Owner of the property, United Park City Mines Company, has 
petitioned the City Council for approval of an amendment to Exhibit A of the 
development agreement for Flagstaff Mountain, Bonanza Flats, the 20-Acre Quinn’s 
Junction Parcel and Iron Mountain; and 
  

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

 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearings on July 14, July 28 

and August 11, 2004, to receive input on the proposed amendment as part of the Red 
Cloud Master Planned Development (Pod D); and   

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on August 11, 2004, forwarded a positive 

recommendation as a Condition of Approval for the Red Cloud MPD on the proposed 
amendment to the City Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, on September 23, 2004, the City Council held a public hearing to 

receive input on the proposed Exhibit A boundary alignment; and 
 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve this amendment to 
Exhibit A of the development agreement for Flagstaff Mountain, Bonanza Flats, the 20-
Acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel and Iron Mountain. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City Of Park City, 
Utah that: 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL.  Exhibit A of the Development Agreement for Flagstaff 
Mountain Bonanza Flats, Richardson Flats, the 20-acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel and 
Iron Mountain is hereby amended in accordance with the attached Exhibit A. 

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

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of September, 2004.  
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City Council 
Staff Report 

     
 
 
 
 
 
Subject:  Lots 2-16 of Block 5 of the Park City Survey 
   Rezone from HR-1 to HRM  
Date:  September 23, 2004 
Type of Item: Legislative 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Hold a public hearing, discuss the proposed revisions to the Park City Zoning Map, and 
consider approving the proposed re-zone of lots 2-16 of Block 5 of the Park City survey 
from HR-1 to HRM, as provided in the attached draft ordinance. 
 
TOPIC 
Project Name:    Re-zone of Lots 2 through 16 of Block 5 of the Snyder’s  
    Addition 
Applicant: Carol Shepard  
Proposal:   Revisions to the Zoning Map 
Project Planner:   Ray Milliner 

     
BACKGROUND 
On May 12, 2004 the Planning Commission reviewed an application for a Special 
Meeting from Carol Shepard to look at the possibility of a re-zone of lots 2 -16 of Block 5 
of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey (1109 - 1161 Park Avenue) from HR-1 
to HRM.   At the meeting, the Planning Commission indicated to staff that it would be 
appropriate for the applicant to submit an application for a re-zone of the subject 
property.  On May 24, 2004 Ms. Shepard submitted a complete re-zone application.  
The Planning Commission reviewed the application for a rezone on June 23, 2004, and 
again on July 14, 2004, at the meeting, they conducted a public hearing and forwarded 
a positive recommendation to the City Council.   
 
The property proposed for re-zone is located one block south of the Park City Library 
and Education center and is bordered on three sides (north, south and east) by small 
sections of the HRM zone.  The property to the west is zoned HR-1.  The HRM property 
on the south is the existing frame shop and jewelry studio at 1101 Park and the HRM 
property on the north is the single-family home at 1201 Park Avenue.   
 
On September 21, 2000 the City Council approved an amendment to the zoning map to 
change the east side of Park Avenue from 10th Street to Silver King Drive from HR-1 to 
HRM.  The Council also changed the west side from 13th street to Silver King Drive from 
HR-1 to HRM.  The reasoning behind the change was to create a better transition 
between the HR-1 and HRC districts, as well as between the HR-1 and RC districts, 
along lower Park Avenue.  The subject property was originally included in the proposal, 
but was removed by the City Council prior to final action due to Council concerns that 
this segment of Park Avenue constituted a relatively intact Block of historic residential 
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structures and commercial uses may have a negative impact on the neighborhood.  The 
creation of the HRM zoning district was intended to allow adaptive reuses of restored 
historic structures into light-neighborhood commercial uses subject to specific LMC 
criteria compliance and the issue of a Conditional Use Permit.   
 
ANALYSIS 
The properties in question are the 15 lots on the west side of Park Avenue between 11th 
and 12th streets, all of which are zoned HR-1 (see attached zone map and photos).  The 
remaining lot, lot 1 at the southern end is already zoned HRM, and houses an existing 
approved minor retail commercial use.  There are 9 historic homes, of which four have 
received grants from the Historic District Commission for rehabilitation, however only 
two of the grants were utilized.   
 
The HR-1 zone is primarily a residential zone, the purpose of which is to encourage the 
preservation of historic homes, and the construction of historically compatible homes 
while maintaining and enhancing the goals of the Park City General Plan.  Commercial 
uses in the HR-1 zone are limited to childcare centers, home occupations, and bed and 
breakfast inns.   
 
The HRM zone is a transitional residential zone, with the purpose of preserving historic 
homes, and the construction of historically compatible homes in context with nearby 
commercial, resort and recreation zones.  As an incentive for the preservation and 
restoration of the historic buildings in the area, the HRM district permits adaptive reuse 
of historic buildings (via a CUP) for neighborhood commercial uses provided parking 
can be accommodated in a site-sensitive manner. 
 
Basic lot LMC requirements HRM and HR-1 zone 
LMC Requirement HRM HR-1 
Minimum Single Family Lot 
Size  

2,812 1,875 

Minimum Single Family Lot 
Width 

37.5’ 25’ 

Height 27’ above existing 27’ above existing 
Setbacks 15’ front 10’ rear 5’ sides 10’ front and rear 3’ sides 
 
Primary among the items discussed by the Planning Commission were the potential 
creation of non-complying structures along Park Avenue, and the potential traffic 
impacts that would be incurred along Park Avenue and 12th street as a result of this 
application.   Staff has researched this issue and found that the proposed re-zone would 
create only one potential non-conforming lot on Block 5, as all other lots are at least 
37.5 feet wide, and all lots meet the required minimum lot area requirements.  Although 
the lot is not wide enough on the Park Avenue side, it has sufficient square footage for 
the HRM zone, and houses an existing historic single-family home, that would retain its 
property rights as a non-complying structure.  
 
The Planning Commission indicated that although the potential impacts of the traffic on 
the neighborhood could be difficult, it felt that potential impacts of the 
commercial/adaptive re-uses can be evaluated through a CUP process on a case by 
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case basis for LMC compliance and impact mitigation.  Therefore, the Commission 
directed staff to move forward with the proposed re-zone.  Although unnecessary for a 
legislative action, such as this rezone, the Planning Commission adopted the following 
findings in support of their recommendation to approve this rezone application.  
 

1. On May 12, 2004 the Planning Commission conducted a Special Meeting to 
review and discern whether a re-zone of the property was appropriate. 

2. The applicant would like to re-zone lots 2-16 of Block 5 of the Snyder’s 
addition to the Park City Survey from HR-1 to the HRM zone.   

3. The proposed properties are located between 1109 and 1161 Park Avenue. 
4. The HR-1 zone is primarily a residential zone, the purpose of which is to 

encourage the preservation of historic homes, and the construction of 
historically compatible homes while maintaining and enhancing the goals of 
the Park City General Plan.    

5. The HRM zone district is intended to allow adaptive reuses of restored 
historic structures into light-neighborhood commercial uses subject to specific 
LMC criteria compliance and the issue of a Conditional Use Permit. 

6. The HR-1 zone and the HRM zone primarily differ in the prohibition of 
commercial uses in the HR-1 zone that are allowed as a conditional use in the 
HRM zone.  

7. There are 9 historic single-family homes within the proposed re-zone area.   
8. The HRM zone requires a minimum lot width of 37.5 feet.   
9. There is one lot within the proposed re-zone area with a lot width less than 

37.5 feet.  
10. There are 8 properties within the proposed re-zone area with a lot width of 

37.5 feet or greater.  
11. The HRM zone requires a minimum lot size of 2,212 square feet.   
12. All lots within the proposed re-zone area have at least 2,212 square feet of lot 

area. 
13. All of the lots within the proposed re-zone area have existing historic single-

family homes. 
14. Impacts of commercial uses (parking, noise, traffic) on Park Avenue may 

increase as a result of this re-zone. 
15. The proposed re-zone lots are bordered on three sides (north, south and 

east) by sections of the HRM zone. 
16. Rezoning lots 2 – 16 of Block 5 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City 

Survey from HR-1 to HRM would not have a significant impact on the City's 
resort economy. 

 
 
PUBLIC INPUT 
A significant amount of public input has been received by staff both for and against the 
proposed rezone.  Minutes from the May 12, June 23 and July 14, 2004 Planning 
Commission public hearings on this application are attached as Exhibit F.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

92



Discuss proposed revisions to the Park City Zoning Map, and consider approving the 
proposed re-zone of lots 2-16 of Block 5 of the Park City survey from HR-1 to HRM 
according to the attached draft ordinance.  
 
EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A – Proposed Ordinance 
Exhibit B - Plat Map of Area 
Exhibit C – Current Zone Map of Area 
Exhibit D – Photograph of Area 
Exhibit E – Letter From Applicant 
Exhibit F – PC Minutes May 12, 2004 and June 23, 2004 
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Ordinance No.  
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE PARK CITY ZONING MAP 
FOR LOTS 2 THROUGH 16 OF BLOCK 5 OF THE SNYDER’S ADDITION TO THE 
PARK CITY SURVEY, ALSO KNOWN AS 1109 – 1161 PARK AVENUE, PARK CITY, 
UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owner, Carol Shepard, has petitioned the City Council for 
approval of a rezone of lots 2 – 16 of Block 5 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City 
Survey; and 

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

requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearings on, May 12, and 

June 23, 2004, to receive public input on the proposed rezone; and   
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on June 23, 2004, forwarded a positive 

recommendation on the proposed rezone to the City Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, on September 23, 2004, the City Council held public hearings to 

receive input on the proposed annexation and zoning; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve this 

amendment to the official Park City Zoning Map. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 

follows: 
 
SECTION 1, ZONING MAP APMENDMENT. The official zoning map of Park 

City, as adopted by Section 15-1-5 of the Park City Land Management Code, is hereby 
amended to include the rezone of lots 2-16 of Block 5 of the Snyder’s Addition to the 
Park City Survey from HR-1 to HRM. 

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

publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of September 2004. 
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