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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
AUGUST 13, 1998

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of Park City, Utah will
hold its regularly scheduled meeting at the Marsac Municipal Building, 445 Marsac Avenue, Park
City, Utah for the purposes and at the times as described below on Thursday, August 13, 1998.

AGENDA

Closed Session - City Council Work Session Room - Main Level

2:00 p.m. Personnel Matter
3:30 p.m. Property Acquisition

Work Session - City Council Chambers - Lower Level
4:00 p.m. Council questions/comments
4:15 p.m. Review of regular meeting
4:30 p.m. Flagstaff Development
Regular Meeting - City Council Chambers - Lower Level
6:00 p.m.
I ROLL CALL
II PUBLIC INPUT
III COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF
IV PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. Ordinance approving amendment to the Park City Survey, known as the Queens Plat
Amendment, located at 527 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah

2. Ordinance approving an amendment to the Park City Survey, known as the 201 Norfolk
Avenue Plat Amendment, located at 201 Norfolk, Park City, Utah
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Lot 9 Snow Creek Subdivision
CONSENT AGENDA

Ordinance approving amendment to the Park City Survey, known as the Queens Plat
Amendment, located at 527 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah

Ordinance approving an amendment to the Park City Survey, known as the 201 Norfolk
Avenue Plat Amendment, located at 201 Norfolk, Park City, Utah

Contract with Cache Valley Electric for fiber optics project in an amount not to exceed
$62,000

OLD BUSINESS

Ordinance approving amendment to the Anchor Development Plat, a plat amendment to the
Millsite Reservation Subdivision No. 1, located at 81 King Road, Park City, Utah

Award of contract to Concrete Concepts for Deer Valley Drive South Trail Phase 2 in an
amount not to exceed $70,930

NEW BUSINESS
Appeal of Planning Commission’s approval on July 22, 1998 for a conditional use permit

for temporary skateboard facility at Park City Mountain Resort (PCMR); Appellants:
Snowflower Condominium Owners Association and Three Kings Owners Association

VIII ADJOURNMENT

Work Session - City Council Chambers - Lower Level

Continuation of discussions on Flagstaff Development.

Posted: 8/10/98
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PARK CITY WORK SESSION NOTES

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
AUGUST 13,1998

Present: Mayor Brad Olch; Council members Hugh Daniels; Shauna Kerr; Chuck
Klingenstein; and Paul Sincock

Toby Ross, City Manager; Myles Rademan, Public Affairs Director; Rod Daughtee,
Technical Services; Alison Kuhlow, Planner; and Nora Shepard, Special Projects
Manager

Hank Rothwell, UPCM; Karri Walzer, Planning Commissioner; George Hanson,
Midway resident; Dave Stahley, CARG member

Absent: City Councilman Roger Harlan

1. Council questions and comments. Myles Rademan reported on the Leadership 2000
forum on September 28 and encouraged Council to attend.

2. Review of regular meeting.

Fiber optics project. In response to a question from Chuck Klingenstein regarding
vendors for the fiber optics project, Rod Daughtee indicated that staff is still negotiating with U S
West. He added that the project is under budget.

Anchor Development Plat. With regard to the vacation involved with the Anchor
Development plat, Mr. Klingenstein understood that the Planning Commission made
recommendations on the plat amendment and the Council would consider the fair market value of
the right-of-way being vacated and other considerations. Staff’s recommendation seems to be a
reversal of past practice. Ms. Kuhlow explained that the reason staff looked at open space ratios for
fair market value is because this land could not be developed separately. The City Manager added
that a square foot price on a residential parcel can not be converted and applied to this vacation
because it doesn’t result in any additional development potential which is calculated by the land
already owned by the applicant. The other question is the value of what the City is obtaining. Chuck
Klingenstein again asked if this is consistent with past practice. Toby Ross indicated that past
practice has been circumstantial and in earlier days when it was desired to induce development on
Main Street, property was given away or at a nominal price. In other circumstances the City has
charged a lot for property; more recently staff has looked at market value which is the case now. Ms.
Kuhlow explained that the applicant is aware of the $17,000 recommendation, but he questioned
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why a listing price was used. Since that time, Ms. Kuhlow has obtained sales information in Old
Town and has additional figures, reflecting $12,000. These sales occurred in the last year. Chuck
Klingenstein pointed out the inflated real estate market and there could be up to a 30% increase in
real estate values in the past year. He felt that $12,000 sounds low and the listing price is
ambiguous. Ms. Kerr suggested $15,000.

See regular meeting minutes. The work session on Flagstaff Development occurred
after the regular meeting.

Flagstaff Development. Nora Shepard explained that this is a continuation of the
work session last week. She explained that she revised Resolution No. 10-97 according to Council
discussions. This is conceptual at this point, and there are things that the Planning Commission must
review through a small scale MPD application. She urged consensus on the broad parameters of the
project and a potential annexation so the Planning Commission can move forward with the details.
She also solicited specific concerns from Council which would eventually be translated into a
development agreement as a part of the large scale MPD approval. Council discussed density,
development configuration, and limitations on density last week. Chuck Klingenstein indicated his
desire to again review density and development configuration. Hugh Daniels stated that there are
many identical features with this and the prior application and key components are density and
location. There are a few new items and changes including Pods D and C, Bonanza, Iron Mountain,
the gondola, and Richardson Flats. He expressed interest in a public hearing on a potential
annexation agreement and is not interested in rehashing old issues. Paul Sincock relayed that he has
received criticism about the lack of public process on this application, but viewed this as a
negotiation which has gone on for five years. Council needs to reconsider the present proposal but
it is all part of the same project and the Council has accepted public input at every work session. He
emphasized that he receives calls and talks to people and is chagrined to hear there is no process.
Mr. Sincock stated he would like to hear input, but it should be specific and there should be
suggestions to mitigate concerns. Ms. Kerr stated that she is uncomfortable with the process until
the Council talks with Wasatch County. She believes there are variables that both parties can resolve
or this process can be bifurcated now, similar to The Canyons, where everything is open space except
for Pods A and B and then Council can work on what happens in Wasatch County. Right now, the
City has solved as much as it can on this side of the mountain. She disclosed that she has spoken
with one of the Wasatch County Commissioners and believes there is an opportunity to meet.
Bonanza is a “wild card” right now.

Chuck Klingenstein recalled that last year, there were 16 single family homes on
Prospect Ridge and was confused if the location is at 7,900 feet or 7,800 feet. Nora Shepard
indicated that Resolution No. 10-97 reads 7,800 feet but is unsure about the Planning Commission
recommendation. Ms. Kerr believed that there is a land feature like a road that identified the
elevation. With regard to Pods A and B, Chuck Klingenstein suggested that rather than determining
types of units would prefer to discuss development in terms of unit equivalents and allow the
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Planning Commission at the small scale MPD to decide the best mix for a village. He emphasized
the importance of a mountain village that is transit and ski oriented with density as tight and
concentric as possible. Around the day lodge there is some multi-family which can not be served
by mass transit. The Planning Commission process should also determine the transit options. There
was discussion about housing and access to the day lodge area. Nora Shepard clarified that the
Planning Commission indicated that Pod A (Prospect Ridge portion) could contain single family
units not to extend below the 7,900 foot elevation and Council moved forward with 7,800. The
Commission recommended that the size of the single family units be evaluated at master plan
approval. Ms. Shepard recalled there was a presentation by the applicant regarding the delineation.
Hank Rothwell pointed out there is a road at 7,800 feet used by the City to service its water tank,
providing access to UP&L to a substation and for the City and the mine to access the Judge Tunnel.
He noted that the Planning Commission felt the heights needed to be restricted but there would be
some use of that road. The 7,800 foot level accommodated the prior plan for 24 lots above the road
which eliminated about one-third of the density in that proposal. There would be a subdivision road,
and restricted access for the City and utilities to the Judge Tunnel. In keeping with direction from
both the City Council and the Planning Commission for on-site employee housing, they looked at
a site at the mouth of that canyon as potential seasonal housing for employees.

Hank Rothwell continued that they believed that multi-family is appropriate resort
support housing in the day lodge area and a bridge and/or tunnel for skier access from the new
expansion down Empire Canyon to lifts that are proposed in the future would be needed. Chuck
Klingenstein reiterated his recommendation for a tightly clustered transit-oriented mountain village.
Councilman Sincock agreed. Ms. Kerr also supported efforts to make Pods A and B a village; it
could support more density to increase the likelihood for mass transit to work and may also cut
infrastructure costs. Hank Rothwell agreed with the concept and felt that a 35,000 square foot, 750
seat restaurant is a significant anchor and opportunity to site on the top of a reclaimed 100 year old
mine site, with a residential component that is resort support and multi-family in nature. They would
welcome City transit service there, as is done at Silver Lake and if a gondola is not approved, UPCM
has made a commitment to supporting the bus system to meet the demand of public access. Hugh
Daniels asked what was originally envisioned in Pods A and B. Hank Rothwell explained that the
Planning Commission approval provided for a range of 650 to 750 units of which 100 units were
single family in Pod D in exchange for a Bonanza Flats commitment. The residential component,
in their minds, was in excess of 500 residential units which was a mix. After many discussions in
the last few months, UPCM has made an effort to cluster density around anchors. Chuck
Klingenstein suggested that perhaps the day lodge is in the wrong location as there are day lodges
around the country that sit alone. There was discussion about the location’s proximity to ski lifts.
Mr. Rothwell stated they want to motivate skiers not to rely on cars or mass transit a good portion
of the day. Paul Sincock agreed with the suggestion at arriving with a density number and having
the Planning Commission determine the mix. Ms. Kerr expressed Council consensus as not having
a Pod A and Pod B, but a concept of a village that makes mass transportation work as well as the
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skiing component. The Mayor felt that the village concept works well in Pod A, but there are
challenges in Pod B.

Nora Shepard understood that Council wants the Planning Commission to deal with
the configuration, the mix, and the boundaries of the mountain village and asked if Council desires
to determine densities. Paul Sincock reported that on March 2, 1997, the Planning Commission
approved 750 units, 582 multi-family, 130 single family, together with hotel, commercial and
employee housing units. The City Council also approved 750 units, but reduced the square footage
per unit which affected the amount of construction. Council approved 500 multi-family and 42
single family with none in Pod, and the same amount for hotel rooms. The latest proposal includes
524 units, 350 multi-family, 60 PUD units, and 54 single family houses. Hotel units are reduced.
Paul Sincock suggested taking out the 16 single family on Prospect Ridge and change them to PUD
units, resulting in 350 multi-family, 76 PUD units, and hotel units which could be located in the
mountain village. He walked the site and reviewed the plans, and prefers no housing in Pods C and
D, however in light of this new proposal, the 32 and six units are okay because UPCM has carefully
planned open space areas. Limits of disturbance should not be within 50 feet of a ski run. He could
also support moving the six homes in Pod C to Pod D. What is being proposed is about 14% to 15%
less than the Planning Commission recommendation. He suggested reducing parking requirements
for visitors to encourage mass transit or gondola use, and reduce car trips. Mr. Sincock pointed out
that he total development acres in this proposal are about the same approved by the Planning
Commission. In the context of Empire Canyon, this is not that much different than what was
approved by the Commission.

The Mayor asked why Mr. Sincock suggested changing the single family on Prospect
Ridge to PUDs. Paul Sincock believed this to be more consistent with resort support. PUDs are
3,900 square feet instead of up to 10,000 square feet and the structures would be less intrusive and
more in keeping with the mountain village atmosphere. The Mayor discussed the Telluride mountain
village. He felt that the gondola is a wonderful concept but the $5 to $6 million required to build
a gondola may be better served by buying down density somewhere in the project. Hank Rothwell
relayed that he has information on the Telluride mountain village which is about five times larger
than their proposal and understands concerns about attempting to make a gondola functional and
long-term. He agreed there is a point where it doesn’t make good economic sense if there isn’t
enough critical bed base, but if the gondola makes sense, UPCM will cluster and tighten density to
whatever extent reasonable. Paul Sincock felt it appropriate to leave this issue as an option in the
approval which requires more study. The Mayor again referred to the flexibility of using those
dollars for something else.

Hugh Daniels stated that he was the only member of Council who supported
development in Pod D earlier and still does and would prefer Pod C in Pod D to reduce sprawl and
additional infrastructure. He felt that the City and the applicant agree on many things. With regard
to the gondola, he would hate to see something built that won’t work and it might not be an easy



Page 5
City Council Work Session Notes
August 13, 1998

approval through the Historic District Commission. Mr. Sincock’s numbers seem in line, and he
could live with single family on Prospect Ridge, but would prefer it somewhere else like Pod D. All
this is negotiated and it’s not just one thing, but relates to access to Bonanza Flats, improvements
to SR224, and Brighton Estates development. Mr. Daniels stated that he has concerns about traffic
and controlling it is a benefit to the community. He is pleased with the recreation options on
Richardson Flats which has value to him. Iron Canyon is sort of land-locked and doesn’t have as
much value to him. There is going to be development and it should occur within the City. He
concurred that Wasatch County be involved in discussions and would prefer that Bonanza and
Empire Canyon are dealt with together. He supports ski improvements on 10-420 which has always
been in the master plan.

Shauna Kerr stated that she still is opposed to development of Pod D, because of road
cuts and infrastructure and would prefer to have these houses on Prospect Ridge which is close to
development. She believes the PUD units in the mountain village should not be detached and
clustered so the likelihood of using mass transportation increases. There are less utility cuts when
units are built closer to each other and it is less invasive to the environment. She felt Mr. Sincock’s
numbers were reasonable but would like to see the single family in the upper area omitted and could
support transferring those to the canyon. However, she stated Mr. Rothwell informed her that single
family homes couldn’t convert into multi-family. Without more multi-family in the mountain village
and Deer Valley participating in service in the Silver Lake area, she is skeptical that the gondola will
be functional. There needs to be a transportation connection into an area where parking is already
at a premium. If the gondola does not get built, there should be an exchange of a similar amount that
will compensate for the transportation component in a meaningful way or reduce density. She
continued that the phasing is important to her, and extension of services and utilities should be
logical from bottom to top and from the top to Bonanza. The mountain village and Prospect Ridge
should develop first and utilities on Pod D not be expanded until there are meaningful results in the
mountain village. Bonanza should not come on line until the other phases are significantly
completed.

Hugh Daniels pointed out that much of this information is still conceptual but would
like to move forward. Mr. Sincock discussed the possibility of Wasatch County not approving an
acceptable project within a reasonable time. If this occurs, the applicant may seek additional density
for exchange of Bonanza Flats and felt this new idea was something worth exploring. Chuck
Klingenstein felt that the six single family homes in Pod C should be clustered so that Pod D is the
only north side neighborhood. He pointed out that Wasatch County may make a determination on
a multi-family tightly clustered configuration in Pod D in a golf course concept. The gondola should
be linked into Silver Lake and bed base. And although it is faster to drive into town, it is not
necessarily a safe ride and there is paid parking. The Mayor suggested incorporating Pod C into Pod
D and if the amount of density in Bonanza is challenged by Council, the City may have to look at
increased density in Pod D. Chuck Klingenstein agreed with Ms. Kerr about phasing, and the
mountain village and north side neighborhood could be Phase 1. Hugh Daniels noted this has merit,
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but Wasatch County may have feelings about this. It was clarified for the benefit of Ms. Shepard
that phasing in Bonanza would include the golf course. Nora Shepard felt that Council has rendered
good direction. Ms. Kerr clarified that she has initiated discussions and will be hearing back from
the Wasatch Commissioner regarding a joint meeting.

The Mayor invited comments from the public.

Planning Commissioner Karri Walzer felt this application is a different project than
the Commission reviewed over the past three years. She can’t imagine a gondola in Old Town
impacting residences and no one has been noticed about the gondola. This is a Planning
Commission issue and the Mayor stated earlier that he didn’t want to serve as a “super Planning
Commission” but that is what the Council is essentially doing, because this is a different project.
At this point, she doesn’t understand all of the components and as a citizen she believes this needs
to go back through the process and that there needs to be public input again. She questioned the
reality and exclusivity of gated communities. It has been well over a years since the Planning
Commission approval and project approvals are only valid for one year. She doesn’t understand why
this is different; there will be repercussions if the process isn’t followed.

George Hanson, Midway resident, felt that the public has been involved. He urged
the Council to pursue discussions with the Wasatch County Commissioners. He commented on the
City obtaining an easement to protect its borders on the south side. If Council is considering buying
property, it should look at the entire area including Bonanza. He encouraged Council not to solve
Brighton Estates’ problems. Construction mitigation could be handled by having on-site materials,
van pooling workers, limiting the hours of deliveries to 6 a.m. to 9 am. and 6 p.m. and 9 p.m., and
watering the road. He questioned if the City really wants Brighton Ski Resort to access ski
improvements on 10-420 and there was discussion that the lift would be located in Wasatch County
and the City is not contemplating annexation at this point in time. Mr. Hanson countered that the
Council needs to look at this holistically because it is part of the plan. One hundred and sixty homes
in Bonanza Flats is preferable to any ancillary development alternative that the City has the power
to stop.

Dave Stahley, CARG member, pointed out the difference in accepting public
comment and soliciting public comment. A meeting should be noticed to provide an opportunity for
public input. With regard to the 7,800 foot level road on Prospect Ridge, access to the Judge Tunnel
occurs through Daly (Empire) Canyon. CARG has discussed purchasing a portion of the project or
the entire project with UPCM and encouraged that negotiation to continue. Shauna Kerr felt that
realistically the City doesn’t have enough money to buy the project. Mr. Stahley understood there
was a discussion last year, but the City’s offer didn’t get the attention of UPCM. A purchase can be
pursued if UPCM can relay what Pods C and D and Bonanza Flats are worth as there will be a huge
time frame to realize a return. He felt it possible to add $10 to $15 million of private funds. Chuck
Klingenstein felt it would take all open space funds and may prohibit the acquisition of open space
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parcels in the future to save this project. Ms. Kerr agreed that a $30 million bond would probably
be the maximum the City could ask from the public. Paul Sincock added that the option to purchase
or buy down density is not out of the realm of possibility. The City Manager recognized that CARG
would like the City to purchase the entire project, and asked if there are areas that are priorities for
consideration. Mr. Stahley felt that the upper potions are prime space, Pods C and D, Bonanza Flats,
and Pod A. He asked for more time for CARG to formulate a recommendation on a purchase.
UPCM has experience with tunnels and an option could be a subway from Old Town to Silver Lake
and to Pod A rather than a gondola.

Nora Shepard distributed a memo on employee housing prepared by Mountainlands
Community Housing and staff for Council review. The City Manager indicated that staff will meet
with Mr. Rothwell about the suggestions made tonight and a work session can be held next week to
finalize language and determine a public hearing date.

Prepared by Janet M. Scott
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I ROLL CALL

Mayor Brad Olch called the regular meeting of the City Council to order at
approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, August 13, 1998. Members
in attendance were Brad Olch, Hugh Daniels, Shauna Kerr, Chuck Klingenstein, and Paul Sincock.
Roger Harlan was excused. Staff present were Toby Ross, City Manager; Kurt von Puttkammer,
Planner; Meg Ryan, Planner; Alison Kuhlow, Planner; Kevin LoPiccolo, Planner; and Jodi Hoffman,
City Attorney.

I PUBLIC INPUT
The Mayor invited the public to comment on any matter not scheduled on the agenda.
Flagstaff Development Project:

Ed Brophy, resident, admitted that he doesn’t have all the facts on the Flagstaff
annexation but felt that the Planning Commission, staff, Council and CARG members all have
differing opinions. He felt that Planning Commissioners Jones and Larson are diametrically opposed
to Council’s position. He hoped that people would get closer to consensus.

Liz Hoey, CARG member, read a letter she wrote to the Park Record Editor. There
was record breaking public attendance last year on Flagstaff which was a mandate. She believed the
Council is avoiding a formal public process and the only direction being given to the planning staff
is from the developer. She asked what Council’s platform is on this issue and emphasized that a “no
comment little advertised” work session is not enough. The Council should publicly clearly state
the tracks of its logic on this matter. If the public states nothing new it is because the answer is still
no and because there has been no proper process to gather meaningful input. Ms. Hoey continued
that they have been told to look at the big picture and acknowledged the development in and around
the area. If Wasatch County is that stupid to ruin the most beautiful area in the country, then what
has the City done but to let them do it and they can take the burden of responsibility for it. We are
sacrificing what we can control to grasp at something we will never entirely control, Wasatch
County. She continued that controlling the road is no guarantee that they will never develop. The
City can only stick to its own principles, do what is right according to our rules, and try to convince
Wasatch County why we believe their way to be detrimental. The City has the ability to create our
own buffer in an area contiguous to us if we would just realize that Summit County might not bend
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over as far as Park City. She stated not only does it seem that Council doesn’t believe that, but it is
not doing much to address it.

Rich Wyman, resident, explained that five years ago, he and others formed a coalition
of residential renters which evolved into CARG as the focus changed to growth issues, particularly
with Flagstaff. CARG and worked hard and has been influential in getting people out to public
hearings over the years. Last year, the public input was huge and it wasn’t just CARG. Mr. Wyman
stated that this is not a public hearing and this project is sliding through too fast. The project is now
back and it’s bigger.

Mary Martin, resident, stated that she lived in Aspen for 24 years and the only answer
to growth problems is to form a political organization of residents. People need to raise money to
buy property. She explained her involvement in an Aspen organization. She would be glad to
support anyone who will organize a people’s rights organization. Government can become arbitrary
and give into the developer. She reiterated that in order to preserve property, money has to be raised

HI COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF
None.

IV PUBLIC HEARINGS

MMKWQM@L&_&M 7 Kurt von Puttkammer explamed that th1s

is a combination of three lots into two lots. A sewer easement will run down the center; there are
two existing structures on the property. With no questions or comments from the public or the
Council, the public hearing was closed. -

A at A ; tah - Kurt von Puttkammer
pointed out that the property is steep and thls appllcatlon is mtended to consolidate 13 parcels into
one lot. The Planning Commission and Historic District Commission have approved the design of
four single family homes over a nine stall parking structure. This will allow the applicant to proceed
to obtain a building permit and there will be a condominium plat at a future date. With no questions
or comments from the public or the Council, the public hearing was closed.

3. Lot 9 Snow Creek Subdivision - Meg Ryan explained that this is a ten acre site and
the proposal divides the property into two parcels; one being Lot A which is approximately two
acres. This is part of the large scale master planned development for the Snowcreek Project of which
the commercial portion is 90% completed. There were previous discussions two years ago about
hotel development and residential but there was no general consensus. She explained that the
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subdivision on the two acre piece house a postal center. There are special considerations for access,
circulation, wetland mitigation, and trail realignment, which are draft recommendations.

Chuck Klingenstein stated that he looking for integrated uses on the site and is
concerned that this proposal is not for a local post office but a regional distribution center which
really belongs in an industrial location. He doesn’t see how this fits into the entry corridor. Post
Office Regional Director Steve Johnson responded that this is not a regional postal center, but a new
main post office for Park City. The reason for the size of the deck is to plan for Park City’s growth
in the future. The operations housed in the building include replacement for the Emporium Post
Office and services are solely for Park City (Zip Codes 84060 and 84068). Summit County, Jeremy
Ranch or Kimball Junction services are handled at Kimball Junction. In response to a question from
Paul Sincock, Mr. Johnson stated that this facility will be four times larger than the Main Street Post
Office. He explained the letter carriers for 84060 and 84068 were relocated to Kimball Junction and
will be moved back to the new facility; additionally there is a need for new post office boxes.

Post Office Representative Ed Bavouset explained that the need for more space did
not occur overnight and this project has been on their priority planning schedule for over five years
and competes with 11 other western states. He emphasized that there are no plans to close down the
existing Main Street Post Office, which will be reclassified as the Park City Downtown Station. The
interior will be renovated, there will be a postal store, and the level of service will be increased. The
new facility will only serve Park City. Postmaster Sandy Trout explained current truck traffic and
added that one major concern is the lack of a dock at the Emporium Station which is a safety hazard,
especially in the winter-time.

With regard to concerns about the traffic generation associated with a post office,
Chuck Klingenstein reported that a shopping center generates about 80 trips per day per 1,000 square
feet; a convenience market 577 per 1,000; and a government building (post office) 70 per 1,000
square feet. Mr. Klingenstein pointed out that the community has prided itself in a level of character
and feared allowing an interior design to drive an exterior design, and trying to “hang things” on it
to make it look better. The building needs to become integrated into the site and entry corridor and
meet the intention of the Land Management Code and General Plan. Ed Bavouset clarified that the
postal service standardizes its designs, however, it has flexibility to accommodate designs so that
they are architecturally compatible with the community. He understood that federal government
doesn’t have to subject itself to local ordinances, but it is the postal service’s philosophy to comply
wherever possible to all local requirements. Mr. Bavouset noted that he has stated to staff that they
will accommodate the exterior design as the District is looking at the design as a flagship for the
2002 Olympics. Steve Johnson added that their architect has been working with the planning staff
and Planning Commission and this rendering is the third iteration. Paul Sincock discussed a
preliminary concept of integrating the post office with a transit center/parking structure. Mr.
Johnson believed that their architect met on this issue and there is flexibility in the design as it relates
to the parking structure. The Mayor invited the public to comment.
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George Hanson, Midway resident, stated that there is an aesthetically well designed
post office building in Midway.

Meg Ryan understood that the post office would begin construction next spring and
there will be further discussion when the City has more direction on the parcel. She illustrated a site
plan received this afternoon and oriented the public to features of the parcel. Fred Murdock, postal
service architect, stated there isn’t an architect on board for the remainder of the site and they have
made assumptions about where to tie the two facilities together. He pointed out a possible bridge-
way location. He explained access for trucks, the parking deck, and the layout of the building.
Chuck Klingenstein felt there would be two boxy buildings side-by-side; Mr. Murdock explained
that the intent is to have two facilities that are complimentary and one massive building would be
detrimental. Ms. Kerr suggested having parking between the buildings. Mr. Murdock stated that
they considered this but they wanted to avoid having the main entrance to the post office facing the
parking structure. He added that it is proposed to use sandstone for a rustic feel. The main level is
visible from SR224 and the only time the basement level can be seen is from the east side. He
reiterated that the intent is to work closely with the staff and the planning staff, and there isn’t an
architect for the balance of the property.

The Mayor thanked representatives from the post office for attending, and closed the
public hearing.

\% CONSENT AGENDA

Chuck Klingenstein, “] move approval of the Consent Agenda with three items”.
Shauna Kerr seconded. Motion carried.

Hugh Daniels Aye
Roger Harlan Absent
Shauna Kerr Aye
Chuck Klingenstein Aye
Paul Sincock Aye

staff report.

3. Contract with Cache Valley Electric for fiber optics project in an amount not to
exceed $62.000 - See public hearing and staff report.
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VI  OLD BUSINESS

report and work session notes. Alison Kuhlow explamed that in 1996 the Clty Counc1l adopted an
ordinance approving the Anchor Development Plat. In 1998, applicants Mike Watts and Rudy Reit
submitted an amendment to the plat to add two addition lots to accommodate two single family
homes and requested the vacation of a portion of Ridge Avenue right-of-way. She urged Council
to consider compensation and approval of the plat amendment. Hugh Daniels stated that he could
support moving ahead with $6,980 for Lot 1, $9,782 for Lot 3, and $1,072 for Lot 4. Mike Watts
explained that the staff report contains an average listing price and sales information for the past
year. He felt that some of the listings are skewed and aren’t relative to the market; appraisers base
their information on what has sold, reflecting of the market. Mr. Watts believed there is
compensation being given to the City through conditions as there is a reduction of density and height,
and increased setbacks and suggested an average sale prices. He pointed out that the City would not
purchase property at a listing price without obtaining an appraisal which is based on sale
information. Ms. Kuhlow indicated that the sales prices are within a year. Chuck Klingenstein felt
that the sales prices are too old. There was a suggestion of averaging the high and low ends resulting

at $15 000 to $16,000. Ms. Kerr, “I move to approve this at the sum of $1 Q,QOQ, with a condition
t 4 900 because e f: Chuck Klingenstein

seconded recognizing that other consideration was a part of this apphcatlon Motion carried.

Hugh Daniels Aye

Roger Harlan Absent

Shauna Kerr Aye

Chuck Klingenstein Aye

Paul Sincock Aye

2. ward o t t Vall il P

in an amount not to exceed $70.930 - See staff report. Hearing no questions or comments the Mayor
requested a motion for approval. Chuck Klingenstein, “l so move”. Shauna Kerr seconded. Motion

carried.

Hugh Daniels Aye
Roger Harlan Absent
Shauna Kerr Aye
Chuck Klingenstein Aye
Paul Sincock Aye

VII NEW BUSINESS
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LoPiccolo dlscussed the dlstnbutlon of a noise analy51s which was sent to the appellants This
proposal is located at 1310 Lowell Avenue at the north end of the Resort’s lower First Time parking
lot. Snowflower is approximately 120 feet away; Three Kings to the north is approximately 120 feet.
The noise ordinance is based on 110 feet. The Snowflower appeal is based on the impacts of the
proposed skateboard park to their long term visitors, decrease in property values, increase in noise,
loitering, utilization of bathrooms and locker rooms, and potential vandalism. The grounds for the
Three Kings appeal include failure to notice property owners within 300 feet for a conditional use
permit, disregard of residents, inappropriate location, and an incomplete CUP because of unknown
noise levels and capacity. He continued that as a part of the conditions of approval of July 22, noise
was addressed and approval was conditioned with compliance with the City’s noise ordinance and
during the Planning Commission hearing, music was eliminated to make sure that the facility would
comply with the noise ordinance. The Three Kings Home Owners Association was listed as a
property owner and notices were given.

It was pointed out that the noise ordinance applies regardless of conditions of a CUP.
Jodi Hoffman stated that the Council sits as a quasi-judicial body, and not as a legislative body. The
Council’s rules of conduct on an appeal are to determine whether or not the Planning Commission
erred as a matter of law; whether it failed to consider a Land Management Code requirements or
criteria in arriving at its decision. She emphasized that the Council does not sit as a super Planning
Commission or substitute its judgment for the Planning Commission. This is relatively formal
process; the Council will first hear from the appellants and any non-duplicative testimony that the
appellants would like to solicit from the audience, and the Council may ask questions of the
appellant and that part of the appeal will close. Next, the respondent will testify and the Council will
deliberate in open or closed session and render a decision which will be put into writing by the next
Council meeting. There is no general public input unless the appellant or respondent assign others
to testify. Hugh Daniels disclosed that he received information from Tom and Louise Fox regarding
the appeal and has distributed a copies to the Council.

Appellant Teri Whitney, representing Snowflower Condominiums, stated that the
owners are not against the facility itself but the location. They feel it is inappropriate to be so close
to any residential complex and have concerns about noise. She felt the fence will help but the are
three and four levels and is uncertain how sound will travel beyond the fence. Individual owners
were not notified but the Association received notice. All other concerns have been addressed and
overall, the Snowflower Condominium owners hope that the City and the Mountain Resort can find
a good location for the skateboard park, because they feel it could be a successful facility.

Chuck Klingenstein read an excerpt from the LMC regarding courtesy notice which
indicates that it is not a legal requirement and any defect in courtesy notice shall not affect or
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invalidate any hearing or action by the City Council or any board or commission. He asked for
clarification regarding noticing home owners associations. Ms. Hoffman explained there is a policy
of notifying condominium associations through their registered agents. It is the responsibility of the
associations to register with the City. Jodi Hoffman explained that a courtesy notice is not a legal
requirement because it is not determining the use of any property other than the property at question.
A plat amendment, however, requires that every property owner who is part of a plat be notified as
they have property rights. This is an adjacent property and all three types of notice have been sent.

Appellant Dick Weber inquired if the findings are available from the Planning
Commission’s meetings. Ms. Hoffman indicated they are a part of the staff report. He felt there was
failure to notice property owners as the last notice they received was with regard to grading the hill;
there was no notice regarding this application. The staff report from the July 9 meeting did not
mention the Three Kings Association, even though they are within 300 feet. He asked if the
applicant prepared pre-addressed stamped envelopes for a mailing to adjacent property owners.
Kevin LoPiccolo explained that when the staff report was written, the majority of the 72 letters
received were from the Snowflower Condominiums property owners. He added that the applicant
provided envelopes which were mailed; Mr. Weber insisted they did not receive notice. Shauna Kerr
interjected that this was already addressed; the notice was sent to the home owners associations. Mr.
Weber insisted he did not receive notice. Chuck Klingenstein pointed out that courtesy notice is not
a legal requirement and lack thereof would not invalidate Council or board actions. Mr. LoPiccolo
stated that as part of the CUP process, he believes that Three Kings was notified as a letter from Mr.
and Mrs. Fox was received from Three Kings opposing the skateboard park. He added that
applicants often use a title company to research owners within 300 feet and seven or eight properties
were identified within the radius. Mr. Weber insisted the Fox’s didn’t learn about the project
through mailed notice. He just happened to attend the Planning Commission hearing and was
surprised at the progress of the project. Mr. Weber stated that the size of the project increased to
24,000 square feet from 16,000 square feet and there is no capacity limitation. It was not prudent
of the Planning Commission to hold the noise ordinance at bay without capacity numbers. Paul
Sincock explained that a conditional use permit can not exempt the noise ordinance in any event.
He added that he visited a skateboard park in Steamboat Springs and the activity could not be heard
100 feet away. Mr. Weber emphasized there is not enough information to make a decision and there
was bias on the part of staff and the Planning Commission. The neighborhood has voiced that it
doesn’t want a skateboard park at this location and at the July 8, 1998 meeting, the majority of the
Planning Commission questioned whether the location was the best site for a skateboard facility.
He felt that the skateboard facility could be moved to a less intrusive location, at least 300 feet from
a residential area. Because he has to report back to the Board, he would like to hear Council
member’s reasons for upholding or denying the appeal and feelings on a skateboard facility.

Doug Clyde, Park City Mountain Resort, stated that when this application was filed
they contacted the property managers for Snowflower, Three Kings, and Silver King Condominiums,
held a meeting on the site and presented the plans. Because this is a temporary facility, it was
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desired to locate it on existing asphalt which needs to be relatively flat, and this site was selected.
It was also felt that the site has fairly generous setbacks from other surrounding properties, and
because of the construction, their options were limited. Mr. Clyde noted that as a part of discussion
with the Planning Commission, they conducted noise measurements at a skateboard park in Salt
Lake City. They felt comfortable that they would be able to comply with the noise ordinance and
understood that there would be no exception. As a condition of approval, the Commission requested
a noise study and that was provided. Music is also prohibited as a condition of approval. Doug
Clyde indicated that this is a temporary approval but would like to monitor it and receive feedback
from adjacent property owners as the skateboard facility requires a fairly flat platform which this site
provides. It was clear to Mr. Clyde that if there is a noise violation that the facility will be forced
to close.

Jodi Hoffman stated that members of the Snowflower Condominiums and Three
Kings Condominiums were present at the Planning Commission hearings, and regardless of whether
notice was sent properly, presence waives a complaint about notice.

Hugh Daniels pointed out that Council must determine whether the Planning
Commission acted correctly under the LMC and its decision is not based on personal opinions about
skateboard parks, but based on Council’s error of law philosophy for quasi-judicial matters. In
reading through the appellants’ letters and receiving testimony, he understood that noise levels are
not part of a CUP, this appears to be a location which is zoned appropriately as long as it receives
a CUP, and it appears that the Planning Commission properly reviewed this CUP according to the
LMC. Mr. Daniels felt there was a phenomenal response to this application through any number of
means and in reading through the Planning Commission minutes, he couldn’t find where it regarded
one section of the community and disregarded another part. He felt the explanation for notice for
CUPs has been covered, and there has been input from many people. Mr. Daniels stated he will be
upholding the Planning Commission’s decision.

Ms. Kerr did not believe that the appellants have met their burden of proof that there
was some error committed at the Planning Commission level and would vote to uphold the Planning
Commission’s approval. Chuck Klingenstein concurred with Council’s comments; he understood
the concerns expressed at the hearing and in correspondence, but believed that the Commission
reviewed all issues adequately. Paul Sincock agreed with Mr. Daniels’ comments and can find no
evidence that would merit overturning the Planning Commission’s decision. He expressed that he
was amazed at the opposition to a skateboard park near residential areas and felt it is an expression
of fear of delinquency. He does not believe that to be the case and has personally observed
skateboard parks and discussed the success of a facility in Helen, Montana. He is uncertain if this
is the best location, but this will be a good experiment which he personally supports. The Mayor
indicated that he agrees with his colleagues. He emphasized to the public that in order to make a
difference on planning issues, opinions need to be expressed at the Planning Commission level,
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rather than appealing to the City Council, expecting it will act as a “super Planning Commission”.

Ms. Kerr explained to Mr. Weber that she would feel uncomfortable expressing her
personal feelings about the facility site because her role tonight is whether the Planning Commission

comm1tted an error m ]udgment She then made a motlon “WMMM

Chuck Khngensteln seconded 7

Hugh Daniels Aye
Roger Harlan Absent
Shauna Kerr Aye
Chuck Klingenstein Aye
Paul Sincock Aye

Ms. Kerr pointed out the intense construction noise in the area involving the Resort
and Snowflower and felt the noise from a skateboard park would be nominal in comparison. This
may not be the perfect site, but this is an opportunity the Planning Commission considered in terms
of our youth’s needs. She hoped there will be a permanent facility in the future. Chuck Klingenstein
understood the fear of the unknown, and success is dependent on the management of the site. The
Resort has tremendous experience and he hoped there could be an additional public facility. Hugh
Daniels added that he is also not sure this is the long-term site but is convinced there is a need for
some sort of a facility. Kids are also citizens in our community and he hoped they would police
themselves and help make the skateboard park successful. This is a starting point and a good
experiment.

VIII ADJOURNMENT

r

With no further business, the regular meeting of the WCaun.cﬂ was adJoumed
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MEMORANDUM OF CLOSED SESSION

The City Council met in closed session at approximately 2 p.m. Members in
attendance were Mayor Brad Olch, Hugh Daniels, Shauna Kerr, Chuck Klingenstein, and Paul
Sincock. Roger Harlan was excused. Staff present were Toby BosswChty Manager; Mark
Harrington, Deputy City Attorney; and Jodi Hoffman, Clty Attom “y Isaul Smcock,”l move to close
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The meeting opened at approximately 5:15 p.m.
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STATE OF UTAH )
SS.
COUNTY OF SUMMIT )

CERTIFICATE OF CLOSED SESSION
CITY COUNCIL OF PARK CITY, UTAH

As presiding officer of the City Council of Park City, Utah, I hereby certify that the
closed session meeting held by the City Council on August 13, 1998, was held pursuant to Section
52-4-5(1)(a)(I) to discuss the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an
individual.

DATED this L} day of SsPEMBER. , 1998.

ayor B y A. Olch

Subscribed and sworn before me this W day of SExpMEa, 1998.

%4»&(77,%&#)
Jafiet M. Scott, Notary Public

* %k ok ok ok ok ok ok

The meeting for which these minutes were prepared as noticed by posting 24 hours
in advance and by delivery to the news media two days prior to the meeting.

JZ;_ et M. Scott, City Recorder
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CITY COUNCIL REPORT

DATE: August 10, 1998
DEPARTMENT: Community Development
AUTHOR: Nora Shepard Neo
TITLE: Flagstaff Development

TYPE OF ITEM: Annexation

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:
Review the attached working document.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic:

United Park City Mines Company (UPCMC) is requesting that the City Council amend the
terms of the Resolution 10-97, Resolution of Intent to Annex.

B. Background:

The City Council and Planning Commission have held several work sessions on proposed
amendments to the terms of annexation. The work session on August 13, 1998 is a continued
discussion of the proposal. A working paper is attached for use in this review.

C. Analysis:

At the last work session, the City Council discussed and provided direction on
Density and Configuration (Section 1)

Employee Housing (Section 5)

Open Space Protection (Section 6)

Construction Mitigation (Section 4)

Phasing (Section 7)

Parking and Traffic Mitigation (Section 3)

Water (Section 2)




The staff is requesting that the City Council continue discussion of the issues which include:

. Proposed development in Bonanza and the offer to limit that development (Sections 1B;
2)

. Proposed public amenities in Richardson Flat (Section 8B)

. Project design, road width (Sections 2,3)

. Gondola (Section 3D)

. Fiscal Impacts (separate document)

The attached working document is fairly conceptual. Once the major issues are agreed to, it is
anticipated that the staff will prepare a development agreement for review and action by the City
Council.

As was discussed last week, many of the specifics of the development will be reviewed and
determined after a development agreement has been approved and as a part of Small Scale
Master Plan review for each piece of the project. At this time, it is important to set forth the
general parameters and identify specific direction for further review.

D. Department Review:

The Planning Department has had an opportunity to discuss the proposal and has the following
comments:

. Mountian Village - the configuration and location of units in Mountain Village should be
looked at in much more detail with an effort to screen development and preserve
significant natural areas.

The single family homes on Prospect Ridge should be carefully reviewed and limited in
size and height based upon detailed visual analysis.

. Gondola - the planning staff is very concerned with a proposed Gondola and its impact on
the Historic District. A thorough public process is necessary and the Gondola should be
considered only if it can mitigate traffic.

. Skiing in 10420 pod - The Park City General Plan recommends creating an open space
buffer around Park City. The preference, from a staff standpoint, has always been that the
buffer be undeveloped. Introducing a skiing pod in the location of 10420 eliminates a
significant backcounty opportunity and increases pressure to interconnect with Big
Cottonwood Canyon.

. Employee Housing - Employee housing should be required to offset the demand
generated by the project. Mountainlands Community Housing Trust should be consulted
to provide this direction.

. Northside Neighborhood - The location and configuration of homes in the Northside
Neighborhood is critical and the Planning Commission should have review authority at
the Small Scale MPD stage.




RECOMMENDATION:
The staff requests that the City Council continue reviewing the proposed development and
provide direction for further negotiation.




WORKING DOCUMENT - FLAGSTAFF DEVELOPMENT

AUGUST 10, 1998 DRAFT

SECTION 1. Devel

A.

Flagstaff:

Limitations and Maximum Densi

1. Mountain Village (Pods A and B) shall consist of a maximum of:

16 single family homes on Prospect Ridge, above the 7800 foot elevation.
The applicant shall limit the height and size of single-family development
on Prospect Ridge north of the proposed road with the precise limitation to
be established at the MPD stage based on a visual analysis.

60 detached, PUD type units (averaging 3900 sq. ft.)

350 multifamily units (average size 3,000 sq ft)

240 Hotel Rooms or condominium bedrooms

A maximum of 75,000 sq. ft. of resort related commercial uses which shall
include neighborhood commercial uses for residents and visitors, such as
groceries.

Northside Neighborhood (Pods C and D) shall consist of a maximum of:

32 single family homes (10,000 sq. ft. maximum) in the vicinity of the
former Pod D (27 +5; see development agreement)
6 single family homes (8,000 sq. ft. maximum) along the private road in
the vicinity of the former Pod C.
A Chapel will be allowed under the following conditions:
-No utility extension will be allowed (power may be allowed if it is
readily accessible).
-The Chapel will not be accessed by an improved road.
-The siting and construction will comply with the provisions of the
Sensitive Lands Ordinance.

3. UPCMC has agreed to preserve the headframe at the Daly West site.

4. The applicant agrees to limit wood-burning to one fireplace or wood-burning
device per single family unit. The multifamily units will be allowed to have only
one common woodburning fireplace per project.

5. The applicant intends to formulate and incorporate detailed design guidelines for



the development. It is the intent that the Empire Canyon development have a
strong common architectural theme. These guidelines would have to be approved
by the Planning Commission prior to any building permit issuance in Empire
Canyon.

6. Existing improvements to the Ontario Mine Site (Silver Mine Adventure) shall be
permitted and will be allowed to be improved or replaced. Any expansion would
require review by the City.

7. Building heights are anticipated to be those allowed in the RD zone. Projects in
Flagstaff would be subject to the height provisions of the Land Management
Code, which includes a process for consideration of height variation.

8. Interval methods of ownership are not prohibited in the Flagstaff area and will be
considered according to the provisions of the Land Management Code as a part of
the Small Scale MPD process.

B. Bonanza Flats.

UPCMC agrees, as a condition of annexation, to restrict the residential development in the
Bonanza Flats area to a maximum of 250-260 Unit Equivalents, of which no more than 160
would be single family. The commercial development would be limited to 75,000 sq ft of resort
related support commercial, a private 18 hole golf course and alpine and nordic skiing. This
would require an amendment of the development application which UPCMC currently has on file
with Wasatch County. The areas which are not to be developed will be appropriately zoned and
restricted through a third party so that they remain permanently only for recreational and open
space uses.

If Wasatch County does not approve an acceptable project within a reasonable time, the applicant
could seek approval of additional density in Park City for exchange for designating Bonanza as
open space. In such case, Park City would anticipate an interlocal agreement with Wasatch
County to address fiscal issues.

SECTION 2. Access and Utilities
A. UPCMC agrees to the following restrictions on access:

1. Some realignment to existing U224 would be necessary. The road would be to a
similar standard as existing U224 with an asphalt surface for dust and erosion
control. Access over U224 would remain seasonal (see attached exhibit).

2. Restricted snowmobile access to Brighton Estates would be maintained, but the
current recreational snowmobile operation in Empire Canyon would be
discontinued.



3. A secondary, private road would serve the Empire Canyon project. Access would
be limited to project use at the two intersections with U224, not at the County line
(see attached exhibit). Operational procedures to control access would be refined
prior to any small scale Master Plan approval.

4, Only minimal improvements of Pine Creek Canyon Road would be permitted.
The limited use, seasonal character of the road would be maintained.

5. Construction access for the infrastructure for Bonanza will be restricted to Pine
Creek Canyon Road, but construction of structures would likely come from the
Park City side. UPCMC will require 3rd party construction access through
Wasatch County when seasonally available.

6. The project would seasonal secondary access through Deer Valley.

7. A comprehensive emergency response plan would be required. The proposal
includes a public safety facility site. The final public safety and emergency access
plan would be determined prior to any permit issuance.

8. Recreation access for the public must be maintained.
B. Utilities shall be provided in the following manner:

1. Bonanza and Empire Canyon would be served by Snyderville Basin Sewer
Improvement District (SBSID) rather than construction of a new sewer facility.

2. Water for both Bonanza and Empire Canyon would be a part of the Park City
water system. UPCMC would be responsible for developing the distribution
system and UPCMC and the City for developing the source. UPCMC agrees to
cooperate with the City in developing sources including, but not limited to,
making well sites, water rights and easements available to the City.

3. UPCMC agrees that Provo River water rights in excess of those necessary for this
project (including Bonanza) will not be used in the Bonanza area, but may be used
elsewhere in the Provo River watershed.

SECTION 3. Transit, Traffic and Parking.
A. Transportation and Traffic Mitigation. The developer has agreed to provide the following

to reduce the traffic generated by the project:

1. Provide a base level of van and shuttle service including, but not limited to,
circulator service within Mountain Village and a designated City transit
connection; and guest shuttles to key destinations such as Main Street, Silver
Lake and recreational trail heads.
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B.

D.

Construct road and intersection improvements of Highway 224 and the
intersection of Marsac and Deer Valley Drive to remedy existing deficiencies
including:

. Some financial participation by UPCMC on the reconstruction on the
intersection of Marsac and Deer Valley Drive. UPCMC would be
responsible for its proportional share of the cost not to exceed $150,000.

. Dedication of land and construction of a run-away truck lane

. Widening and passing lane on Mine Road

. Drainage Improvements

. Landscape improvements uphill from the intersection with Hillside to act

as a project entry

Parking.

Reduce the parking provided and provide offsetting mitigations in the multifamily
components of project by at least 25% as compared to the requirement in the Land
Management Code.

Provide shared parking in all commercial, short-term residential and mixed use
buildings (assigned or reserved spaces prohibited).

The majority of parking will be fully enclosed. This precise requirement will be
determined at the small scale MPD stage for each development area.

As a part of the Empire Canyon Annexation application, the applicant agrees to:

Construct and maintain a year round (hard surfaced) trail system interconnecting
developments within Mountain Village and connecting those areas to Old Town
provided that the City provides a suitable alignment on the lower portions of
Prospect Ridge (the property owned by PCMC).

Construct and maintain summer trails throughout the property for biking and
hiking.

Provide and regulate trail heads for public access to back country skiing in
Wasatch County. Parking at the trail head would be regulated by a permit system.

Gondola

UPCMC has determined that an 8 person gondola from the base of Swede Alley to Pod A via an
angle station near the bulkhead property is feasible and can be built for about $4.5-5.0 million.
UPCMC is willing to install the gondola if the City determines, through the appropriate public
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process, it is in the City’s best interest.

l.

Operation and maintenance costs would be borne by a variety of beneficiaries to
be negotiated prior to approval of the Gondola.

Total length - about 9,000feet
Trip time - 10 minutes
Capacity - 1200 people per hour

A base facility could be located at the base of Swede Alley (across from Gateway
at or near the proposed transit center) and an angle station would have to be built
on the hillside to the east of the intersection of U224 and Hillside Ave.

Mountain Village would be redesigned to be more clustered and pedestrian
oriented if the Gondola becomes part of this project as follows:

. _ % of the units shall be located within ___feet of the Gondola station.

. The relocation of the Prospect Ridge single family parcels to the Northside
Neighborhood.

. Dedication of the Prospect Ridge to the City.

. Relocation of some of the multifamily units from Bonanza to Mountain
Village.

Transit connectors to and from the top of the Gondola would be critical from other
portions of the project and other areas in Deer Valley.

Park City reserves the right to explore extending the Gondola from Mountain
Village to Silver Lake Village and to Bonanza.

If the Gondola becomes a part of this project, the City and Deer Valley will
evaluate the Deer Valley Master Plan for skiing to determine if modifications are
necessary to integrate the gondola into it.

If the City Council determines that a gondola is not in the public interest, then
UPCMC agrees to contribute $1 million toward other traffic mitigation projects in
the City which are related to the project.

UPCMC would be obligated to secrure agreement from Deer Valley to operate the
Gondola.

SECTION 4. Construction Mitigation. The developer is willing to provide measures to
mitigate the impact of construction. These measures will be reflected in CC&R’s of each
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development parcel. The conditional use review for each development parcel will specify site
&' and development specific mitigation measures.

A.

The applicant agrees to:

Limits of Disturbance and Vegetation Protection for the construction of public
improvements

Provision of a construction staging and stockpile area at the Daly West

A construction traffic routing plan

Dust and soil monitoring and controls

keeping all earthen material on the site

Providing on-site batch plants, material staging and construction material
recycling

Mitigating mining and soils hazards

Developers of individual sites will be required to:

Provide secure storage for tools and equipment on-site
Limits of Disturbance and Vegetation Protection
Traffic routing plan

SECTION 5. Employee Housing

A.

The applicant agrees to provide 10% employee/affordable housing units as defined by
Resolution 8-93 in connection with development in Empire Canyon.. UPCMC agrees to
put 25% of these units on-site. Mountainlands Housing Trust will be consulted to
determine the type and location of housing which would be most effective in offsetting
the demand generated from this project. At the City’s discretion, the balance of the
obligation would be provided as follows:

1.

2.

Developed on the 20 acre “corner parcel” by the developer; or

by donating the corner parcel to the City and constructing the units on an alternate

parcel provided by the City; or

by paying a fee in lieu of housing, if it results in the construction or dedication of
actual units for affordable/employee housing.

Additionally, the applicant agrees to provide employee/affordable housing units equal to
at least 10% of the residential units eventually approved by Wasatch County

SECTION 6. Ski Expansion and Open Space. Deer Valley will be allowed to expand skiing
consistent with the Empire proposal, subject to administrative review procedures.

A.

Skiing

1.

Pod Z shall be allowed to contain only 2 graded runs. Limited vegetation
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removal may be considered in the balance of the pod.

2. A skier day lodge of about 35,000 square feet at Daly West with no public road
access or public parking.

3. Provision of skiing opportunities for cross-country skiers.

4. A private club cabin for the benefit of property owners.

Open Space

1. Zone all areas not developed as Recreation Open Space.

2. Prohibit development in significant wetland and wildlife areas such as the Lady
Morgan Springs area.

3. Dedicate an open space easement for land not designated for commercial and
residential development to assure that the land is permanently open. Different
sections of this land may have different provisions in the open space easement
(i.e. ski terrain, wildlife habitat, sensitive lands).

4. Dedicate the area below (north of) Prospect Ridge to the City as an addition to and

providing a continuous link with the City’s open space on Prospect Ridge.

SECTION 7. MPD Requirements

A.

The annexation agreement and development agreement constitute Large Scale MPD
approval.

Prior to any construction occurring on the site and prior to or concurrent with the first
small scale MPD approval, the following must be reviewed and approved:

Design Guidelines

Detailed Construction Mitigation Plan
Mine/Soil Hazard Mitigation Plan

Construction and Housing Phasing Plans
Specific transit plan

Specific design of roads and public improvements
Access limitation procedures

Trail locations, specifications and phasing
Detailed Open Space Management Plan

Historic Preservation Plan

Emergency Response Plan

Timing and details of water system development
Sewer alignment

Y



C. Each development parcel will be required to be reviewed and approved as a Small Scale
MPD.

SECTION 8. Additional lic Benefi itigation
A. Iron Mountain Property

UPCMC agrees to deed restrict or transfer to the City 106 acres on Iron Mountain (at the
City’s discretion) with skiing rights reserved.

B. Richardson Flat
As a part of an Empire Canyon project with the City, or the County, UPCMC is offering
the following two options in the Richardson Flat area (total area of about 600 acres),
subject to UPCMC entering into a satisfactory agreement with EPA regarding
reclamation and reuse of the Richardson Flats tailings impoundment area:

Option 1

. Recreation impact fees for Empire Canyon would be earmarked toward development of
this site. The project would pay a negotiated park development impact fee similar to the
rate charged by the Recreation Districts impact fee.

. A private golf course which would have public access to be constructed by UPCMC.

. A 50 acre site which could be used for activities such as an equestrian facility, rodeo
grounds, a special events site, driving range, or other recreational activities.

Option 2

. The Richardson Flat area may accommodate 36 holes of golf. If this is the case, 18 holes
would be required to be public and 18 could be for exclusive use. This alternative would
require the acquisition of additional land from Florence Gillmore. The public course will
require public funds for improvement. If 2 courses are achievable, UPCMC and the City
will work to provide water to both courses and cooperatively develop shared facilities
such as a driving range and maintenance shops.

UPCMC is exploring a couple of alternatives for water delivery to Richardson Flats, including
using an Ontario Canyon source conveyed to the site via the existing slurry line, or development
of UPCMC rights in Jordanelle water.

UPCMC does not oppose annexation of this area to the City.

UPCMC would grant to Park City first right of refusal or other such commitment regarding

recreational options on UPCMC Richardson Flats property, subject to satisfactory resolution with
EPA.
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C. Real Estate Transfer Fee

UPCMC has offered a Real Estate Transfer Fee of 1% which is considered an enhancement and
will be used as follows:

. 50% to the Master Property Owners Association to assist in funding transit and open
Space Maintenance
. 50% to Park City Municipal Corporation to assist in funding transit, recreation

improvements and open space acquisition
The Real Estate Transfer Fee would be contributed in addition to usual impact fees.
D. idge Pr
UPCMC agrees to dedicate property owned by UPCMC is the Sandridge area (both parking and

hillside area) to Park City. The applicant would like to retain the option of exploring affordable
housing on the hillside site.

/&
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PARK CITY
1884

DATE: August 13, 1998

DEPARTMENT: Planning Department

AUTHOR: Kurt von Puttkammer, AIA
TITLE: 527 Park Avenue-Plat amendment

TYPE OF ITEM:  Legislative

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:

Staff requests the City Council conduct a public hearing, consider public input, and review the project
within the context of the Land Management Code. Staff recommends the City Council adopt an ordinance
amending the plat at 527 Park Avenue, to combine Lots 7, 8, and 9, Block 5 of the Park City Survey.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic

PROJECT STATISTICS

Applicant: Deffebach Limited Partnership
Location: 527 Park Avenue

Proposal: Plat amendment

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1)
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Project Planner: Kurt von Puttkammer, AIA

B. Background
The owners of Lots 7, 8, and 9, Block 5 of the Park City Survey, Deffebach Limited Partnership,

submitted an application to combine three lots into two (2) 2812.5 square foot lots to accommodate
existing single family structures. The proposed project is located on the west side of Park Avenue with
the Interline Condominiums on the southwest and vacant lots to the north. Lots 7, 8 and 9 are each a
standard 25' x 75' old town lots. The ownership pattern has split Lot 8 into two equal pieces of the lot
owned by the abutting lot owner. The existing structure at 527 Park Avenue sits on Lot 7 and
encroaches onto Lot 6. The structure located at 539 Park Avenue sits entirely on Lot 9. Lot 8 is
currently undeveloped.

Any additions or modifications to the existing structures will need to conform with the Historic District
Design Guidelines and Land Management Code Requirements. The Historic District Commission will
review the design prior to the issuance of a building permit.
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C. Analysis
This request is to combine three lots to create two (2) 2812.5 square foot parcels for one single family

residence each. Staff has evaluated the overall project against the Land Management Code, Section 7.1,
Historic Residential, HR-1 and determined the proposed lot combination complies as presented with all
requisite City codes. Any additions to the existing structures will be limited by the setback, and height
requirements of the Land Management Code for the HR-1 District.

The applicants wish to combine the three (3) lots to accommodate two existing single family homes,
which would reduce the potential density of the area. The proposed lot sizes are compatible with the
current ownership pattern along Park Avenue. Structures in the neighborhood are typically single
family historic and new homes.

D. Notice
The item was advertised in the Park Record on August 8, 1998, as a regular agenda item and no
comments were received at the time of the report.

E. Department Review

The Community Development Department has reviewed this request. The City Attorney’s Office will
review the plat prior to recordation. The request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on March
17, 1998, where representatives from the local utilities and City Staff were in attendance and found it
to be in conformance with all current requisite City development codes of which we are currently
aware.

ALTERNATIVES:
A. Approve the Plat Amendment, thereby, allowing the relocation of the existing lot lines.

B. Deny the Plat Amendment, thereby, retaining the current parcel configuration.
C. Continue the item for further discussion and input.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS:
This proposed amendment will reduce the density in this neighborhood by one.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION:
If the plat amendment is not approved as proposed, the owner may be able to sell the middle 25'-0" x 75'-
0" lot for potential development.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing, consider public input, and approve the
proposed plat amendment of Lots 7, 8, and 9, Block 5 of the Park City Survey, based on the following:

Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located in the HR-1 District.

2. Lot 7 and Lot 9 each currently contain structures.

3. The proposed Plat Amendment will combine three (3) lots to allow for the construction of
an addition to the existing residences.
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7.

The proposed plat amendment reduces the potential density on Park Avenue by creating
two lots for single family homes instead of allowing the development of single family
home on each of the existing lots.

The project is located on Park Avenue with high intensity residential uses and with
minimal construction staging area.

Dedication of a ten (10) foot non-exclusive snow storage easement along Park Avenue is
necessary to provide adequate snow removal services.

The existing structures on Lot 7 and Lot 9 have non-conforming side yard setbacks.

Conclusions of Law:

1.

o

(U5)

There is good cause for the amendment as increased setbacks are provided and overall
density is reduced.

Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat
amendment.

The proposal is consistent with both the Park City Land Management Code Chapter 7 and
Chapter 15 and State subdivision requirements.

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 recordation.

2. A ten (10) foot non-exclusive snow storage easement along Park Avenue shall be
dedicated to the City on the plat.

3. Design of any additions require review and approval by the Historic District Commission
in compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines.

4. A Construction Mitigation Plan will be required from the applicant prior to any
construction on the newly created lots.

5. A sewer easement across Lot B shall be dedicated to the Snyderville Basion Sewer District
on the amended plat.

6. This approval shall expire one year from the date of City Council approval, unless this plat
amendment is recorded prior to that date.

7. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

H. EXHIBITS:

Exhibit A- Proposed Plat
Exhibit B- Location map
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Ordinance No. 98-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE QUEENS PLAT
AT 527 PARK AVENUE, CONSOLIDATING LOTS 7, 8, AND 9,
BLOCK 5 OF THE PARK CITY,
LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 16,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST,
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,
PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owner, Deffebach Limited Partnership, of the property at 527 Park
Avenue, located in the Southeast Quarter of Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Park
City, Utah, has petitioned the City Council for approval of a plat amendment; and

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

WHEREAS, on June 24, 1998 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to
receive public input on the proposed plat amendment and forwarded a positive recommendation
of approval to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, on August 13, 1998, the City Council reviewed the proposed plat
amendment and held a public hearing; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the plat
amendment;

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

as follows:
SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located in the HR-1 District.
2. Lot 7 and Lot 9 each currently contain structures.
3. The proposed Plat Amendment will combine three (3) lots to allow for the
construction of an addition to the existing residences.
4. The proposed plat amendment reduces the potential density on Park Avenue by

creating two lots for single family homes instead of allowing the development of
single family home on each of the existing lots.



The project is located on Park Avenue with high intensity residential uses and with
minimal construction staging area.

Dedication of a ten (10) foot non-exclusive snow storage easement along Park
Avenue is necessary to provide adequate snow removal services.

The existing structures on Lot 7 and Lot 9 have non-conforming side yard setbacks.

ECTION 2 NCLUSIONS OF LAW

The City Council hereby concludes that there is good cause for the above-mentioned plat
amendment and that neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
plat. The plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and applicable State law.

ECTI PLAT APPROVAL.

The plat amendment located at 527 Park Avenue, is hereby approved as shown on Exhibit A, with
the following conditions:

l.

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 recordation.

A ten (10) foot non-exclusive snow storage easement along Park Avenue shall be
dedicated to the City on the plat.

Design of any additions require review and approval by the Historic District
Commission in compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines.

A Construction Mitigation Plan will be required from the applicant prior to any
construction on the newly created lots.

A sewer easement across Lot B shall be dedicated to the Snyderville Basion Sewer
District on the amended plat.

This approval shall expire one year from the date of City Council approval, unless
this plat amendment is recorded prior to that date.

All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.
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SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13 th day of August, 1998.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Bradley A. Olch
Attest:

Janet M. Scott, Deputy City Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark D. Harrington, Deputy City Attorney

M:CDDKVPACC\CCI8\527PARK.ORD



AUTHOR: Kurt von Puttkammer,
TITLE: 201 Norfolk Avenue
TYPE OF ITEM: Plat Amendment

DATE: August 13, 1998
DEPARTMENT: Planning Department
AIA \j

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Staff requests the City Council conduct a public
hearing, consider public input, and review the project within the context of the Land
Management Code. Staff recommends the City Council adopt an ordinance amending the plat
at 201 Norfolk Avenue, to combine Lots 17, 18, 19, 40, 41, 42, 43, and portions of Lots 34, 35,
36, 37, 38, and 39 Block 78 of the Park City Survey as the applicant has requested.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Project Statistics:
Applicant: White/Hurtubise Partnership
Location: 201 Norfolk Avenue
Proposal: Plat amendment
Zoning: HR-1

Adjacent Land Uses: Historic Residential
Date of Application: December 9, 1997

B. Background:
The project consists of two-30' wide lots, five-25' wide lots, and five partial lots totaling 20,509

square feet. The parcel is located on the west side of Upper Norfolk Avenue near the
intersection of Sampson and Norfolk Avenues. The proposal includes the construction of 4
single family residences which would share a common parking facility with 9 spaces and two
exterior spaces. Two of the buildings would be located above a parking garage and the
remaining structures would be located further uphill on the parcel.

The purpose of the proposed plat amendment is to combine the individual lots into a single lot
so that building permits for the residences and parking garage may be issued. The applicant

intends to condominiumize the project prior to certificate of occupancy.

On July 31, 1996, the Planning Commissioners reviewed and approved the Small-Scale Master
Planned Development permit.
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On May 4, 1998, the Historic District Commissioners reviewed and approved the design of the
project.

On July 8, 1998, the Planning Commissioners reviewed and forwarded a positive
recommendation on the Plat amendment.

C. Process:

[f the request to combine the five 25' x 75' lots and seven fragment lots into one 20,509 square
foot lot is approved, the Building Department will then be able to issue building permits for the
project pending review and approval. However, no building permits shall be issued prior to City
Council approval of the Plat Amendment and plat recordation.

D. Analysis:
This is a request to combine the five-25' x 75' lots and seven fragment lots into one 20,509

square foot lot. Staff has evaluated the new drawings against the Land Management Code,

Section 7.1, Historic Residential, HR-1 and Chapter 10, Master Planned Developments, and
determined the proposed project complies with all requisite City codes.

In addition, Staff has evaluated the project against the approved MPD and determined the
proposed project complies with the Conditions of Approval approved by the Planning
Commission on July 31, 1996 and the modifications reviewed on March 11, 1998.

E. Public input
The item was advertised in the Park Record on August 8, 1998, as a regular agenda item. No
comments were received at the time of this report.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends the City Council review the proposed plat amendment and hold a public

hearing. Staff recommends the City Council approve the proposed plat amendment based on the
following:

Findings of Fact

1. The property is located in the Historic Residential District, HR-1.

2. The plat amendment combines approximately five typical 25'-0" x 75'-0" lots and seven
tragment lots into one 20,509 SF lot.

3. The proposed density one unit per 5,000 square feet lot. The HR-1 district allows a
density of one unit per 1,875 square feet.

4. The project is located on Upper Norfolk Avenue. On this street, there is constricted

access and minimal areas for construction staging. A Construction Mitigation Plan is
necessary to mitigate any adverse impacts on the neighboring properties and pedestrians.
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A financial guarantee is necessary to ensure completion of public improvements.

The project is located on a steep corner lot that abuts a public right-of-way, Norfolk
Avenue, which provides limited access to existing residences as a dead-end road.

The conclusions described in this report are based on the preliminary drawings prepared
by AJC Architects and received by the Planning Department on May 4, 1998.

Conclusions of Law:

1.

[\

There is good cause for the amendment in that the parcel combination will result in a lot
size consistent with ownership patterns in this area and a building that will be
compatible in design and scale to the surrounding area.

Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat
amendment.

Conditions of Approval:

1.

I

6.

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

All Standard Project Conditions and Land Management Codes shall apply.

A financial guarantee, for the value of all public improvements (including any road
and/or retaining wall) to be completed, shall be provided to the City prior to plat
recordation. All public improvements shall be completed according to City standards
and accepted by the City Engineer prior to release of this guarantee.

The final plat shall be recorded at Summit County within one year from the date of City
Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within the one year time frame, this
approval and the plat shall be considered null and void.

A Construction Mitigation Plan, approved by the Community Development Department,
will be required from the applicant prior to any construction on the newly created
parcels.

A Soils Report and Shoring Plan, prepared by a licensed engineer and reviewed and
approved by the Community Development Department, will be required from the

applicant prior to any construction on the newly created lot.

Approval and recordation of a Condominium Record of Survey is a condition precedent
to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any building in this project.
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8. Dedication of a ten (10) foot non-exclusive snow storage easement along Norfolk
Avenue is necessary to provide adequate snow removal services.

9. The building project related to this plat amendment shall be constructed in substantial
compliance with the drawings presented to the Historic District Commission on May 4,
1998.

EXHIBITS:

Exhibit A- Proposed plat configuration.
Exhibit B- Vicinity map.

M: CDD KVP CC:CC98'20INORF REP
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Ordinance No. 98-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AMENDMENT TO THE PARK CITY SURVEY,
KNOWN AS THE 201 NORFOLK AVENUE PLAT AMENDMENT, LOCATED AT 201
NORFOLK AVENUE, CONSOLIDATING LOTS 17, 18, 19, 40, 41, 42, 43, AND
PORTIONS OF LOTS 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, AND 39
BLOCK 78 OF THE PARK CITY SURVEY,

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 16,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST,

SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,

PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owner,White/Hurtubise Partnership, of the property at 201 Norfolk
Avenue, located in the Southeast Quarter of Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Park
City, Utah, has petitioned the City Council for approval of a plat amendment; and

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

WHEREAS, on July 8, 1998 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to
receive public input on the proposed plat amendment and forwarded a positive recommendation of
approval to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, on August 13, 1998, the City Council reviewed the proposed plat
amendment and held a public hearing; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the plat

amendment;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah
as follows:
SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.
1. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.
2. The plat amendment combines two-30" wide lots, five-25' wide lots, and five partial
lots into one lot totaling 20,509 square feet.
3. The proposed density one unit per 5,000 square feet lot. The HR-1 district allows a
density of one unit per 1,875 square feet.
4, The project is located on Upper Norfolk Avenue. On this street, there is constricted

access and minimal areas for construction staging. A Construction Mitigation Plan
is necessary to mitigate any adverse impacts on the neighboring properties and
pedestrians.
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A financial guarantee is necessary to ensure completion of public improvements.

SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAV,

The City Council hereby concludes that there is good cause for the above-mentioned plat amendment
and that neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat. The plat
is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and applicable State law.

SECTION 3. PLAT APPROVAL.

The plat amendment located at 201 Norfolk Avenue, is hereby approved as shown on Exhibit A,
with the following conditions:

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

to plat recordation.

2. All Standard Project Conditions and Land Management Codes shall apply.

(OS]

A financial guarantee, for the value of all public improvements (including any road
and/or retaining wall) to be completed, shall be provided to the City prior to plat
recordation. All public improvements shall be completed according to City standards
and accepted by the City Engineer prior to release of this guarantee.

4. The final plat shall be recorded at Summit County within one year from the date of
City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within the one year time
frame, this approval and the plat shall be considered null and void.

5. A Construction Mitigation Plan, approved by the Community Development
Department, will be required from the applicant prior to any construction on the

newly created parcels.

0. Dedication of a ten (10) foot non-exclusive snow storage easement along Norfolk
Avenue is necessary to provide adequate snow removal services.
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SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13 th day of August, 1998.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Bradley A. Olch
Attest:

Janet M. Scott, Deputy City Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark D. Harrington, Deputy City Attorney

M2CDIXKVIPACCCCI8\20INORF.ORD






DATE: August 10, 1998

DEPARTMENT: Planning Depargment

AUTHOR: Megan B. Ryani

TITLE: 1800 Snowcreek Drive, Subdivision Lot 9
TYPE OF ITEM: Legislative

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Conduct a public hearing and discuss the
subdivision plat for Lot 9 and Lot 9a at 1800 Snowcreek Drive as conditioned. Direct
staff to prepare an ordinance for final action at a later meeting.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic.

Applicant: Park City Municipal Corporation for Snow Creek Crossing L.C.

Location: 1800 Snowcreek Drive

Zoning: Residential Medium Development - RDM, Frontage Protection Zone - FPZ and
Sensitive Lands - SLO

Adjacent Land Uses: Office, Gas station

Date of Application: June 29, 1998

B. Background.
Planning Commission Action:

The Planning Commission discussed this item at their work session of July 8, 1998 and
regular meeting of June 22, 1988. At the June 22" meeting the Commission voted to
forward a negative recommendation on the request to the City Council. In summary the
Commission felt that the proposed uses were not compatible with the congested traffic
patterns in the area and that the uses were incompatible for the Residential zone. The
minutes form that meeting are attached as Exhibit C.

The Project:
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In 1992 the Snow Creek Crossing project area was subject to a Large Scale Master Plan
approval process. The project was broken into two small scale MPD components. The
commercial component underwent approvals in 1993 and is substantially complete. One
parcel remains to be developed. The other 10 acre area to the north was envisioned to be
processed as a small scale MPD with residential uses. No application was ever filed for
that parcel.

In 1996 the Planning Commission and City Council held a joint meeting to discuss the
most appropriate use for the site. At that time the general consensus was that residential
uses were not necessarily the most appropriate uses for the site and that commercial or
hotel uses may be more appropriate.

In 1995 the Snowcreek Commercial Development was subdivided into nine lots. The
subject of this application is Lot 9. See Exhibit A,

C. Analyvsis

The City has entered into an option to purchase Lot 9 from the owner, Fred Fairclough.
The option originally included an agreement with the U.S. Postal Service to acquire a
portion of the site. That agreement has expired and the U.S. Postal Service is requesting a
purchase agreement with Park City. The City has not closed on the property but has
received the authorization to process the subdivision plat from the owner. The proposal
consists of subdividing Lot 9 into two pieces. Lot 9 would be an approximately 8 acre site
and Lot 9a would be a 2 acre parcel.

The Postal Service would like to purchase an approximately 2 acre site on the northern
portion of the site that fronts Highway 224 (Proposed Lot 9a). The Postal Service needs
to close on the parcel by the end of August but does not anticipate construction until the
spring of 1999.

The City has agreed to process the subdivision plat while a sales agreement with the
United States Postal Office is being negotiated. The Post Office, as provided by federal
law, is not subject to the building permit review or Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
process but has agreed to work with the City on the site design building design and trail
connection. The Post Office has expressed a desire to make this building a "flagship”
piece and has displayed a willingness to work with the staff to meet the City's design
review criteria. The plans shown at the Planning Commission are being revised and the
staff will continue to work with the Postal Service architect.

The City intends to condition the sales agreement so the final design is acceptable to the
City or the property will revert to the City for resale to a regulated entity. The Staff will
return to the Planning Commission with the final design for review and comment. The
design on the remainder of the parcel, Lot 9, will be reviewed by the Planning
Commission as a Conditional Use Permit.

Project Details - Lot 9a

9

3b



The parcel is just outside the wetlands. trail corridor and stream that run through the site.
The facility would act as the main postal distribution center for Summit County. The
Emporium facility will be closed and the Main Street facility will remain but will not act
as the main Post Office.

Surtace parking to the north and west of the building is proposed. Underground parking is
provided on the north side. Details on height. matenal. colors, and signs have not been
detailed at this time but will be delineated in the sales agreement.

No new access points are proposed for the site. Access will be gained from Snow Creek
Drive and from the existing southern entry to the Saddleview office park. Access
easements will be provided to and for the Post Office. The Post Office has also agreed to
setback the structure at least 70' from the highway which will be consistent with the
setback of the Saddleview Office Park to the north. The project will also not encroach
into the wetlands.

Project Details - Lot 9

The City. at the direction of the Council. is currently pursuing development plans for a
transportation center on Lot 9. An environmental assessment is being conducted on the
site in anticipation of a submittal to the Federal government for financial assistance in
relation to the Olympics. The 8 acre City parcel will be subject to a Conditional Use
Permit, and will need Planning Commission review and approval. Site plans for the
transit center concept are anticipated in the coming months and will be coordinated with
the Post Office plans.

D. Department Review
The Community Development Department, City Manager's and City Attorney's Office
have reviewed this report.

RECOMMENDATION:

Conduct a public hearing and consider staff's draft Findings of Facts, Conclusions of
Law, and Conditions. If the Council wishes to proceed with the subdivision then it should
direct staff to prepare the required ordinance.

Findings:

1. The project is located in the Residential Development, Medium Density zone,
RDM. with three overlay zones. The Entry Corridor Protection Zone, ECPZ,
Regional Commercial Overlay zone, RCO, and Sensitive Lands overlay, SLO,
districts exists on portions of the site.

The subdivision will create two lots, 9 and 9a.

The site is located adjacent to Highway 224, the City's busiest roadway. Access to
the site is provided off of Snow Creek Drive. Lot 9a is also accessed by a private
drive to the north .

4. No design plans are proposed for Lot 9 at this time.

Lot 9a is proposed to house a new main Post Office distribution facility for
Summit County.

[V RN O
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0.

A public trail exists on the site but is not aligned with the City's Master Trail Plan
connections. Trail re-alignment improvements and construction of a bridge
crossing on the site will bring the trail in compliance with the plan.

The proposed owner of Lot 9a has agreed to work with the City on a design that is
acceptable to the City.

No new curb cuts are required for access along Highway 224 to Lot 9 or 9a.

Lot 9 has wetland and flood plain boundaries located on the parcel.

. Reciprocal access for trucks. traffic, parking and utilities is anticipated on Lot 9

and Lot 9a.

. Lot 9 is not currently served with water lines.
. The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on the proposal and

forwarded a negative recommendation to the City Council.

Conclusions of Law:

l.

rJ

(U8

The proposal will create two parcels, Lot 9 and Lot 9a, and is consistent with both the
Park Citv Land Management Code and the Comprehensive Plan as the project has
been conditioned to follow the necessary review and approval process for the RDM,
RCO.ECPZ and SLO Districts.

There is good cause for the subdivision as among other benefits the project will create
pedestrian pathways with related improvements to the City.

Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
subdivision plat.

Final Conditions:

[}

I

W

Review and approval of this plat for compliance with these conditions of approval by
the City Engineer and City Attorney is a condition precedent to plat recordation.
Reciprocal cross easements for circulation, parking and utilities is a condition
precedent to plat recordation.

Design standards for Lot 9a that reflect the City's Design Guidelines and Frontage
Protection Zone specifications such as setbacks, articulated facades and screened
parking will be delineated in the sales agreement and will need to be acceptable to the
City prior to any final agreements.

The owners of Lot 9a shall provide the funds to the City to realign the trail on the
northern end of the site in order to connect it to the trail connection on the adjacent
parcel. A bridge crossing that is acceptable to the Army Corps of Engineers will also
be constructed by the City and funded by the proposed property owner of Lot 9a. The
trail re-alignment and bridge crossing shall be completed by the January 1, 2000.

No new curb cuts shall be made onto Highway 224 on either parcel.

The owner of Lot 9a will need to provide evidence of access on the private drive to
the north. Semi truck traffic shall not enter Lot 9a by the private drive.

Development of a Transit Center or Park and Ride Facility on Lot 9 is subject to a
Conditional Use Permit.

A note shall be added to the plat that indicates that wetlands and a flood plain
boundary exist on Lot 9. Any development on Lot 9 will need to be buffered from the




wetlands as determined under the City's Sensitive Lands Ordinance prior to any
construction.

9. Prior to any development each lot owner shall pay its proportionate share of the cost
of a traffic signal to be located at a future time at the intersection of SR224 and Snow
Creek Drive.

10. Prior to recordation of the plat, the Post Office shall enter into a purchase and sale
agreement which shall contractually bind the United States Post Office to certain
design and development criteria.

EXHIBITS
Location Map
Exhibit A - Proposed subdivision of Lot 9
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PARIN CI'TY

DATE: August 7, 1998

DEPARTMENT: Technical Services

AUTHOR: Rod Daughetee, Systems Engineer

TITLE: Enter into contract with Cache Valley Electric to install and terminate

install fiber optic cable and inner duct into the new conduit system. This
completes phase IV of the fiber optic network projects.

TYPE OF ITEM: Award of Contract

MMAR MMENDATIONS:
Approve phase IV of the PCMC fiber optic project. This project places 9800 feet of fiber optic
cable and inner duct into the City’s electrical conduit system. This completes the main fiber
optic backbone system that connects seven city buildings/facilities (not including the Racquet
Club). The contract amount of contract will be $61,671.55. The projects was approved during
the budget process for $65,000 as part of the Lower Park Avenue RDA funding.

DESCRIPTION:
A. Topic:

The scope of services for this phase of the fiber optic network System includes pulling fiber optic
cable from Public Works to the Water/Parks Maintenance Building, Miners Hospital and the
Education Center. This allows for the fiber optic connection between City Hall, Public Works,
Water Treatment Plant, Parks Building, Miners Hospital, Recreation Building and the Education
Center (Carl Winters School).

B. Background:

Currently, we have installed approximately 7 kilometers of electrical/fiber optic conduit. We
have installed the main backbone of fiber optic cable between Marsac and the new Public Works
Building. The new Tele-Data center will connect all City offices (except the Racquet Club) via
fiber optic cable. This contract finishes phase IV of the fiber optic network plan approved by
City Council.

C. Analysis:

This allows for the full fiber optic connection between the City buildings (except for the Racquet
Club). Currently the City uses the main fiber optic backbone to communicate with main Public

Works tele-data center. This allows the City to expand to four more buildings to fully utilize the
fiber optic network for the voice, data and future communication systems.
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ALTERNATIVES:
A. Approve the Request:

The contract will be executed and the completion of the project will occur September 15, 1998.

B. Deny the Request:

PCMC will continue to pay monthly voice and data line charges and expenses. Project will be
put on hold pending a future council decision.

C. Continue the Item:
Price protection of current bids will not be guaranteed. Project will have to be re-bid. PCMC

will continue to pay monthly voice and data line charges and expenses. Project will be put on
hold pending a future council decision.

D. Do Nothing:
Price protection of current bids will not be guaranteed. Project will have to be re-bid. PCMC

will continue to pay monthly voice and data line charges and expenses. Project will be put on
hold pending a future council decision.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the request of the already budgeted item and complete phase IV of the fiber optic
network master plan.
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DATE: August 13, 1998

DEPARTMENT: Planning Department

AUTHOR: Megan Ryan and Alison Kuhlow pei
TITLE: Amendment to the Anchor Development Plat
TYPE OF ITEM:  Legislative

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Continue discussion on the proposed Plat Amendment
and Vacation Request to amend the Anchor Development Plat, continue the public hearing, and
consider Staff’s recommendation to adopt the attached ordinance for approval of the Plat
Amendment and Vacation request.

DESCRIPTION:

A.  Topic.

PROJECT STATISTICS:

Applicant: Mike Watts and Rudolf Riet

Location: 81 King Road

Zoning: Historic Residential District Low Density - HR-L
Adjacent Land Uses: Vacant HR-L parcels, Historic homes and duplexes.

Date of Applications: February 12, 1998 and March 4, 1998

B. Background.

Staff introduced the project to the City Council at the July 23, 1998, meeting. At that time they
held a public hearing and they discussed the project. Staff was directed to address the issue of
compensation. with the applicant, for the vacation of portions of the Ridge Avenue right-of-way.
Staff has produced a methodology to review the compensation issue and has provided our
summary in the analysis section.

In September of 1996 the City Council adopted an Ordinance approving the Anchor
Development Plat amending the Millsite Reservation Subdivision No. 1, Block 75 Lots 43-47
and Lots 60-63 into two (2) parcels for development (Lot 1 and Lot 2). The vacant property is
directly south of the King Road /Upper Norfolk Avenue/Sampson Avenue intersection (please
refer to Exhibit A - Vicinity Map). Within the 1996 approval, the conditions of approval
specified the maximum above ground square footage for each lot and designated an access
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easement that would provide vehicular access to the proposed lots.

The applicants of the proposal before you, Mike Watts and Rudolf Riet, have submitted
applications that request the following:

1. Amendment of the Anchor Development Plat. This is a request to amend the two-lot plat that
the City Council approved in 1996. The amendment consists of the addition of two new lots, Lot
3 and Lot 4. to the original plat.

Lot 3 would combine existing portions of platted lots to make one development parcel. Lot 4 has
an existing historic structure on the site and would simply create one new parcel from fragment
lots (please refer to Attachment B, Plat Amendment). The staff would also like to detine the
setbacks on Lot 1 to create a building pad that preserves the significant existing vegetation on
the site. Lot 2 remains as platted under the 1996 approval.

Through the Plat Amendment process, the owner of the historic structure at 81 King Road. Rudi
Riet. agreed to a facade easement that will preserve all facades on the historic structure. If the
owner of the structure wished to construct an addition to the existing historic structure, the HDC
would need to find that the addition did not overpower the existing structure and did not detract
from the overall historic characteristics of the building. These criteria will keep the addition in
proportion to the existing structure.

2. The vacation of portions of Ridge Avenue The second request relates to the plat in that the
applicant is requesting the City to vacate portions of the Ridge Avenue right-of-way that runs
next to the applicants lots. The applicant requests the area of the vacated right-of-way be
incorporated into Lot 1, approved within the original plat amendment, and the newly created
Lots 3 and 4. Again, this request has not affected Lot 2.

They discussed the Plat Amendment and Vacation at many Planning Commission meetings, and
on June 24, 1998 the Planning Commission forwarded a positive recommendation to the City
Council with the understanding that the issue of compensation for the right-of-way will be
discussed at the City Council.

At the City Council’s July 23, 1998 Meeting, they discussed compensation and gave Staff
direction to return to a future meeting after talking with the applicant on a price for the right-of-

way.

C. Analyvsis

The property is within the Historic Residential Low Density (HRL) District. Single family structures
are permitted and are commonly found in this district, provided each lot is a minimum of 3,750
square feet in area and all developable standards of the Land Management Code, including: height,
setbacks. parking, architectural design, floor area ratio, and neighborhood compatibility are met.
The floor area ratio restrictions in the HRL District limit the building size of a single family

residence to 2.249 + 400 (garage) square feet for the required 3,750 square foot lot.

[f the plat amendment is approved as proposed the Anchor Development Plat would have a total of

MACDDVAEK\I998\CC\PLATAKINRSL.FIN

Hs




tour (4) lots. The Land Management Code (LMC) and conditions of approval as stated in the 1996
ordinance adopting the Anchor Development Plat will apply. All four (4) lots are subject to any
subsequent ordinances that may change the regulations as stated below.

Existing Lots

Proposed Amendment,

Lot #1 Lot #2 Lot #3 Lot #4
[no changes)
Existing Current Use - vacant Vacant Vacant Historic
Structure
Proposed Lot Size including 7.303 11,963 6,251 4,643
R.O. W, square feet || square feet || square feet || square feet
1998 Requested area 1.322 none 1.505 264
of vacation square teet square feet || square feet
Code F.A.R. 2998 3824 2548 NA
Requirement|| (BasedonlotwithoutROW.) i} square feet || square feet | square feet
Above ground S.F. 2400 3400 2165 NA
maximum square feet || square feet || square feet
Setbacks
* Front 15 feet 15 feet 25 feet 15 feet
« Side 10 feet 10 feet |5 feet min*/ || 10 feet
15 feet total
o Rear 10" min 15 feet 15 feet min 15 feet
Height 27 27 27 27
Parking 2/unit 2/unit 2/unit 2/new unit
Design HDC HDC HDC HDC
Review Review Review Review

* The front of Lot 3 shall have five foot (5') sideyard setbacks with no minimum total requirement.

Lot 1

The density for Lot 1, a single family residence. remains the same as the original approval of the
Anchor Development Plat. Setbacks for Lot | have been designated and defined and are shown on
Exhibit D. The setbacks shall be stated on the plat.

Right-of-way area
The applicant has requested 1,322 square feet of Ridge Avenue right-of-way be vacated and deeded

to Lot 1. The vacated area will be entirely within the side yard setback and will not be used when
calculating the floor area ratio for the future structure.

Lot 2

M:ICDDVAEKM998\CCPLATKINRSL.FIN




There are no proposed changes to Lot 2.

-

ot 3

Density

The Planning Commission stated a concern regarding the potential increase in density achieved
through the inclusion of the vacated portions of the Ridge Avenue right-of-way into proposed Lot
3. The Legal Department has confirmed that the rear two and a half lots, Lots 41, 42 and half 43,
which compose part of the proposed lot three could be combined through a plat amendment for a
single family structure. Access can be given to the lot either by granting an encroachment permit
over the existing right-of-way or by constructing Ridge Avenue following the right-of-way south
toward the Nvman residence. If the applicant were to propose the plat amendment combining the
rear lots today. the Planning Department could not draft reasonable findings to deny the plat
amendment. So essentially the applicant has one density unit as the lots stand today. Therefore,
vacating part of the Ridge Avenue right -of-way does not cause an increase in the possible density
for Lot 3.

Construction of Ridge Avenue

The Planning Department staff discussed the reality of constructing Ridge Avenue to the south of the
proposed plat. toward the Nyman residence. within the right-of-way with the City Engineer. The City
Engineer has determined that if the road was constructed at grade. it would result in a slope greater than
10%. Therefore, the road would need to be elevated off of grade by retaining wails to accommodate a
slope of 10%. Staff does not recommend the construction of Ridge Avenue within the right-of-way due
to the impact of a retaining wall elevating the road would have on the environment. It is a more visually
sensitive and better site planning process to allow Lots 41, 42 and half of 43 to be developed by giving
access to King Road by vacating portions of Ridge Avenue right-of-way.

Volumetrics
During the process of the Planning Commission’s review of the proposal, Staff drafted volumetrics
for Lot 3, which specifically regulate height, setback, and building articulation. The Commission
forwarded the positive recommendation to the City Council based on the proposed volumetrics listed
below.
(a) Height Restrictions:
o The first eighty (80) feet, as measured from the west property line, are restricted to a building
height no greater than eighteen feet (18') as measured from existing or final grade, whichever
yields the shorter building. The remaining lot area is restricted to the twenty-seven feet (27"
height limit as stated in the current Land Management Code regulations for the HRL District.
+  No ridge shall be greater than thirty feet (30") in length without a three foot (3") step in elevation
within the first eighty feet (80") of the lot. as measured from the west property line.
(b) Building Articulation:
«  No building wall within the twenty-seven foot (27') height range shall be greater than thirty feet
(30" in horizontal length without a four foot (4') step in the wall plane.
© Setbacks:
e The front yard setback on Lot 3 shall be twenty-five feet (25') and remaining setbacks follow
the Land Management Code Requirements. Setbacks for Lot 1 are discussed below.

Right-ot-way area
Vacation of 1.505 square feet of the Ridge Avenue right-of-way, to be deeded to Lot 3 has been
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requested by the applicant. The building footprint will be placed over the vacated area to reduce the
mass and height of the future structure. Staff has added the mass and height criteria to the
Conditions of Approval. The area will not be used in the calculation of floor area for the future
structure. '

Lot 4

There is no increase in density resulting in the vacation ot 264 square feet of the Ridge Avenue right-
of-wayv. In return for the vacated area, the applicant has agreed to execute a facade easement for the
historic structure that is at 81 King Road. Staff has determined that the facade agreement is fair
compensation for the vacated 264 square feet of right-of-way.

Vacation of Ridge Avenue

The application includes a request to vacate portions of the Ridge Avenue right-of-way, which is
currently undeveloped. The applicant proposes to add these vacated areas into an existing lot and two
proposed lots. The City Council pursuant to a petition may consider any proposed vacation and shall
hold a public hearing before their decision. The Planning Commission included a positive
recommendation to the City Council regarding the vacation of Ridge Avenue based on the criteria stated
in the policy resolution on street vacations (Exhibit E). The applicant has submitted two letters
addressing the criteria and these letters are included as part of the staff report as Exhibit F.

At the July 23, 1998 City Council Meeting, Council. Staff and the applicant discussed formulas to
developed a fair price for the vacated right-ot-way. The calculations are based on a percentage of the
fair market value for developable land. Percentages were developed to find a comparable price for land
that does not hold any density, “open space™ land. The percentages as figured range from 10% to 16%
of the fair market value of a developable lot. Please refer to Exhibit H.

Vacation for the right-of-way does not increase density or floor area and by vacating the right-of-way,
Ridge Avenue would not need to be constructed to give access to the Lots 41, 42 and half of 43. The
City is receiving design enhancements for the future structure on Lot 3, along with a facade easement
for the historic structure on Lot 4.

Staff then broke down each area to be vacated to set its value to the lot to which it would be deeded.

The calculations are briefly listed below. A more in depth analysis in included in Exhibit H.

o Lot | - The right-of-way area will be contained within the sideyard setback for the structure and
therefore remain open for the use of the land owner. The percentage used in determining the price
is 13% of fair market value of developable land in Old Town.

¢ Lot 3 - The building footprint of the future home will be on the right-of-way area. Staff has
determined that the footprint location will reduce the building mass and height as viewed from King
Road that will make the future structure more compatible with the adjoining residences. Staff used
16% of fair market value when calculating the cost of the right of way.

o Lot 4 - Staff has determined that since the owner of the historic home on Lot 4 has agreed to execute
an easement for all facades on the structure that no monetary compensation is necessary for the
vacation of 264 square feet of right-of-way.

Lot I $6.980
Lot3 $9.782
Lot4 30
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$16.762 total amount for the right-of-way for Lots | and 3.

One of the criteria for vacating right-of-way is the net benefit to the City for the right-of-way. At
Council’s direction. the funds provided by the applicant for the land can be allocated, during the budget
amendment. to a specific fund for public amenity improvements in the City.

D. Department Review.
The Community Development Department has reviewed this request. The City Attorney and City

Engineer will review the plat before recordation. The request was discussed at a Staff Review
Meeting on February 17. 1998, where representatives from local utilities and City Staff were present.

ALTERNATIVES

A. Adopt the attached ordinance approving the plat amendment and vacation request thereby
allowing for delineated setbacks on Lot 1. a single family structure on Lot 3, the design of which
is mitigated through Volumetrics and the historic district design guidelines, and a facade
casement on the historic structure at 81 King Road. which will become Lot 4.

B. Deny the request for the plat amendment and vacation of portions of Ridge Avenue and retain
the original Record of Survey and Anchor Development Plat.

C. Continue the item and request further evaluation from the Staff.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS:

The proposed amendment will result in two (2) additional lots in the Anchor Development Plat
which meet the minimum lot requirement for the HRL District. The plat amendment does not
increase nor decrease the potential density of the developed units on the lots. The Plat Amendment
results in increased setbacks and set design standards for a future house on Lot 3, and preserves the
front facade of the historic structure at 81 King Road. Given the required setbacks, the historic
district height restrictions, and the predominant ownership pattern and house size in the area, the lot
combination results in proposed structures that are compatible in mass and scale with the immediate
neighborhood.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION:

If the plat amendment is not approved as proposed, Lots 41, 42 and half of 43 could be combined
through a Plat Amendment process and a structure could eventually be constructed on Lot 3 by either
allowing an encroachment into the right-of-way or by constructing Ridge Avenue. There would be
no guarantee of the volumetric restrictions on the lot, as there is currently proposed with the current
Plat Amendment. The structure at 81 King Road would not have a facade preservation easement.

E. RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing, consider public input and consider
Staff’s recommendation to adopt the attached ordinance for approval of the Plat Amendment and
Vacation request based on the following Findings of Fact. Conclusions of Law and Conditions of
approval:

Findings of Fact:
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8.

The property is in the Historic Residential Low Density (HRL) District.
The site is currently undeveloped.

The proposed amendments to the Anchor Development plat will result in two (2) additional lots
that accommodate an existing historic structure at 81 King Road and a future single family
structure on Lot 3. ‘

The proposed plat amendment neither increase nor decreases the potential density along King
Road.

The right-of-way vacation criteria are as follows:

(a) There is no increase in density as a result of the vacation of the Ridge Avenue right-of-way:

(b) The volumetric constraints added to Lot 3 ensures compatibility with any future structures
on Lot 3 with the surrounding neighborhood;

¢ Compensation for the loss of the right-of-way shall be addressed at City Council; and

(d) The area of the vacated right-of-way is not currently used for public utilities nor planned for
such use in the tuture.

Dedication of a ten (10) foot non-exclusive snow storage easement along King Road is necessary
to provide adequate snow removal services.

Regulations regarding height, setbacks and building articulation are necessary to ensure
neighborhood compatibility for future development on Lot 3.

The applicant agrees with the conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law:

1.

o

(95

There is good cause for the amendment as increased setbacks are provided and overall density
is reduced.

Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat amendment.

The proposal is consistent with both the Park City Land Management Code Chapters 7 and 15,
State subdivision requirements, and the Right-of-way Vacation Resolution.

Conditions of Approval:

1.

J

(U9)

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
recordation.

A ten (10) foot non-exclusive snow storage easement along King Road shall be dedicated to the
City on the plat.

The construction of the single family residence on Lot 3 shall comply with the following
regulations and note to that effect added to the plat:
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10.

11.

3

1

F.
A
B.
C
D
E
F.
G
H

(a) Height Restrictions:

«  The first eighty (80) feet. as measured from the west property line, are restricted to a building
height no greater than eighteen feet (18') as measured from existing or final grade, whichever
vields the shorter building. The remaining lot area is restricted to the twenty-seven feet (27 as
stated in the current Land Management Code regulations for the HRL District.

«  No ridge shall be greater than thirty feet (30") in length without a three foot (3') step in elevation
within the first eighty feet (80" of the lot, as measured from the west property line.

(b) Building Articulation:

«  No building wall within the twenty-seven foot (27") height range shall be greater than thirty feet
(30") in horizontal length without a four foot (4') step in the wall plane.

c. Setbacks:

« The front vard setback on Lot 3 shall be twenty-five feet (25") and remaining setbacks follow
the Land Management Code Requirements. »

Construction staging for Lot 3 shall not occur on the private driveway easement for Lot 1 and
Lot 3.

Payment of the compensation value determined by the City Council, by the applicant. to the City
prior to the recordation of the plat amendment.

Only one (1) single-family home is permitted on Lot 3.

The structure on Lot 1 shall comply with the setbacks as designated on Exhibit D and added to
the plat.

The facade preservation easement for the historic structure located at 81 King Road shall be
signed and granted to the City prior to the recordation of the plat.

Design of the proposed homes on all lots require review and approval by the Historic District
Commission in compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines.

This approval shall expire one year from the date of City Council approval, unless this plat
amendment is recorded prior to that date.

A Construction Mitigation Plan, submitted to and approved by the Community Development
Department, will be required prior to any construction on the newly created lot.

All Standard Project Conditions shall apply (Please see Exhibit C - Standard Project Conditions).

. Location Map

Plat Amendment

. Standard Project Conditions
. Setback Determination for Lot 1
. Right-of-way Policy Resolution

Letters from Mike Watts 5/5/98 and 6/16/98

. Minutes from March 25, 1998 and May 13, 1998 Planning Commission Meetings.

Analysis of Compensation
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10.

11.

16.

17.

PPN

23R X CITY MUNICPAL CORPCRATION
STANDARD PRCJECT CONDITIONS

The oropcsed 2roject is approved ‘ncéicared on the final approved plans. 2xcegr as medinied oY 3 iditionai sondidons
imposed v the Planning C Smmissicn af “he dme of the hearing. The proposed Jroject shail be in accordance with ail
adopted ccdes and ordinancss: ‘nciuding. Ut 2ot necessarily limited to: the Land Mapagement Code ‘including
Chapter 3, Architectural Raview s Unifcrm Building, Fire and reiated Codes: the Park Ciry Lesign Standards,
Cansucdion Specificatons, ané Standard Nrawings; and any other standards and regulations adopted 0V the Citv
Engineer and ail Soards. commissions. agen ies. and officials of the City of Park Ciry.
All modirications 0 pians as specified 2V sonditions. and il 3nal design deraiis. such as material nd :olcr samples,
shall he submittad -0 and approvea dv e Communitv Development Department Jrior © issuance ot 2ny builcing
permits.
The appiicant is responsibie for scmpliance with all condidens of roject approval.
A Line Sxransion Agresment with e Savderville Basiz Sewer Improvement Districs shail 7e signed and :xacuted
prior 0 suiiding sermit 'ssuancz. Zwigence of zomriiance with the District's ‘22 requirsments shail se oresented at the
time of building sermit issuancs.
Final landscage plans, 'vhen required. shail he reviewed and aoproved 2y the Communiry Develcpment Cegartment
prior "o issuance r ouliding sermuts. Landscaping shail be compietety instailed prior 10 cccupancy. Or i scceptable
guarantee. in accordance Wit she "unc “anagement Code, shail e posted in lieu thersof.
Consmuction staging areas shail aisc e siearly derfined and acproved 5v the Community Deveiopment Jegarment.
and shail e piaced s0 as t0 minumuze site jiscurbance. The landscape pians shail inciude sians ‘or revegewuon of ail
areas disturbed during consmucen.
Final yrading, drainage. auiity. srosion sontrol and cevegetaton plans shail e reviewed and pproved 9y the Clry
Enginesr pricr 0 Jcmmencing -onstruccion. Limits of disturbance Soundaries and ‘encing shall se reviewed and
approved >V the Communicy Deveicoment Department. Limits of dismurcance ‘encing shall e insiailed. ‘nspected. and
approved prior 0 building Dermit issuance.
All proposed pubiic improvements, such as streess. curb and gurer, sidewaiks. utilities. lighung, rrails. 2tc. are subject
to review and approval by the City Enginesr in accordance with current Park City Design Standards Consgruction
ificatons : t wings. All improvements shall be installed or sufficient guarantess, a5 determined by
the Community Development Deparument, posted pricr to occupancy. J
All construction shall be completed according t© the approved plans on which building permits are issued. The
approved plans include ail site improvements shown on the site plan. "Site improvements” shall include all roads,
sidewalks, curbs, gutters, drains, drainage works, grades, walls, landscaping, lighting, planting, paving, paths, and
trails, and similar improvements. as shown on the set of plans on which final approval and building permits are based.
Any desired modificarions to approved plans, after the issuance of a building permit, must be specifically requested and
approved in writing prior to execution.
Plans shal! conform to all design standards for persons with disabilities as required by any applicable federal, state and
local laws.
Access on state highways shall be reviewed and approved by the State Highway Permits Officer. This does not imply
that project access locations can be changed without Planning Commission approval.

. The required utility sasements along strest frontages shall include language to allow for these areas to be used for snow

storage. Typically, a 10-foot snow storage casement is required above Deer Valley Drive (approximate 2levation of
7200 fesr). A five feet 2asement is necessary below this elevation.

_ Lockour units are not permitted unless specifically approved.
_ The infrastructure ceview and approval is transterrable with the title to the underlying preperty so that an approved

project may be conveyed or assigned by the applicant to others without losing the approvai. The permit cannot be
transferrad off the site on which the approval was granted.

Vesting of ail permits and approvals terminates upon the expiration of the approval as defined in the Land Management
Code, or terminadon of the permit as specifically conditioned. _

The name of a master planned Jevelopment. plat, record of survey, subdivision, condominium project, or other
approved project may not be changed without review and approval by the Community Development Department, said
approval is not 0 be unreasonaciy withneld. The Community Develcpment Department’s review shall be limited to
prevent confusicn of the project with others in erms of 2mergency and delivery servicss and project identificaricn.

Exhibit C
Standard Project Conditions
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Resolution __-93
A RESOLUTION ADOPTING
TATEVENT REGARDING THE VACATION OF PUBLIC RIGHT OF ;
WAYS WITHIN PARK CITY -

WE=REAS. ke Vlunicirai Zand Use Deveiopmenr and Vianagement Act or the Utah
-he Cirv Council may vaczte pubiic Ight of ways 1ron 3zdings of:
2) that zeither the subiic nor amY Zerson Al e

APOLICY 3

Cade (*AcT™) srovices 4ar
%or “he srcTosed vaczron: and

1) good cause
mareciailv pjured 5V e sroresed vacinom: and
ol

- .
ause ina

(¥

EY Tal
-

l

-aiavanr sommen aw il o frcher derine e
T oL vavs:

bemde RraRNIRS! L :
WHEREAS, e Actand
‘agisiarive dscretion o dlsposing oI subiic gzt
Son e

~onsistant and -easomapie appilcaticn or Be A
: ‘muents with sorme Zemeral
susiic =ght

- -—

ailow the ‘ceai jurisdiczcn
WEERSAS. i zeiT assurs fe

Plarning Commissicn aré Jiry Council wish t0 srovide e 32

guidance 35 "0 ‘he sireustancss 3 -wiica -he Ciry may faveraciy <8 1sider vaconng

of ways; anc

racuest 8T

ent ‘s 20t an avaiuarcn Of amy farticuiar
arms and condidons n vhica the Clty =av

S =CLICY WeIslt

WEEREAS. dus
siton regarding the -

s=2guess °C vacae 2 subiic sigat of way Witun e Cirand

i= shall se conswued as an apanconment Jf subiic right of way

WHEREAS, acthing aers
within Park Ciry; and

WHEREAS, this policy shall not e construed as creating a vested right nor endtlement
:0 vacaticn of a rght of

way, bur shall only be advisory for the
legislatve discredon n

of any namure with regard
Planning Commission and City Council t utilize when exercising their
evaluating the merits of a vacarion petton; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commissicn and City Council shall continue o avaluate
vacation petitions on & case-by-case basis; and

WHEREAS, although the City Council will give significant weight to the Planning

mmendation, the ultimate decision to vacate or oot rests squarely with the City

Commuission reco

Council.
NOW THEREFORE, the Citv hereby adopts the following guidelines:

OOD CAUSE. The City may geaenily find “gocd cause” whena
onstates a “get tangibie benefit” to the immediate

SECTION 1. G
proposal evaluated as 2 whole dem

1of 3

Exhibit E
Right-of-way policy resolution
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inclucing sapacity of the #tstng swests o e e I unlicy 1202 T4 smergeEncy
vehicle access: () lccation and amount of d-streer sarking: ) mtemal sircularien: T
fancing, screezing, and ‘ancsezping 0 separate the use Tom adjcining uses: (3} suilding

b mass, bulk. and site pian: () usabie open space; {10) sigrs anc lighting; (1) physical
desien and compacitility with surrounding swuctures o ass. scaie. scvie. design. and
archztecmral derailing; (12) provision or snow storage. and mitigation of doise, vicratomn,
odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect people and property off site;
(13) conrrol of defivery and service venicles, loading and unloading zones, and scresning
of trash pick-up areas; (14) xpected ownership and management of the project as
primary resideaces. condominiums. Gme interval ownership. nightly renal. or
commercial teaancies; (13) proposed uses in an historic diswict must comply with the
Historic District architectural guidelines provided in a supplement w0 the LMC; (16) all
proposed uses in the zones outside an historic district must comply with the General
Architecrural Guidelines in LMC Chapter 9; and (17) the Seasidve Area Overlay Zone

2gulations (whica aormally apply only o property within the Sexsidve Arsa Overlay

Zone) shall apply to 2ll deveiogment proposals inciuding 1 pedtion 0 vacate dght of way,
regardless of te undariving zoning/pianting of the develcement

c. CONS{DERATION Progosals must compensate he Ciry %r the loss of the might
of wav. Consiceration ‘avered Hv the Ciry will genenily 5e Snancial imarkat value
based upcn scuare fcotage’: open space dedicaron xbove and sevond acrmal sukbdivisien
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or deveicpmert jprroval T2SULrSments: Tail or sublic acz2ss dedicarcn iccve zod
sevond zormal subcivisicn or Zeveloprment approval equirsments: egiacszent Zghr of

way dedication: md/cr anY sther oubiic amenity deemed o the Jest ‘nrarests of Park
Citv's cinzezns.

d (LT OF SCSTING RICET OF WAy, Tae Ciry shail 7ypicaily dispose =T
public 1ger of way only wtez the Zght of way is 10 longer of significanz ality 0 the
Ciry. The Ciry shail sonsicer the [ight of way's starus as listed in e Steews Viaster Plar.
e recommerdarion of e Jiry Enginesr, exisung improvemeals apd milides witkin s
right of way, and de Capital Improvemext ?lan. Repiacarzent of e grior ght of vay
alignment or dedicamion af 2 zew rght of way must meet the consTzczon nd width
standards ‘n che Swest Viaster - lan uriess otherwvise mecucss v the iy Sngineer.

SECTION 2. MATERIAL INJIRY, The Citv pust 3nc -har z¢ 78750 20T -he suciic
is “mararially injured” 0¥ -he Jrocosal. “)[araraily injured” geceraily means sirect or ‘ndirset
injury o property ori sroperty 1gRras d -esuit o the proposal. Tze injur must e significent
encugh "o rise w0 the leval 3 intersering vith the mjured sart’s 1se oL Yjs/ zer sroperty of
property rignt. The njury must Se iemonsTated oy avicence Jn 2e -ecord. or the Ciry’s
reasonabie inrerszce -here-om. ard shail ot mersiy e conjecturs 20T oupiic ciamor.

STCTION 3. .JOINT VEEZTINGS. Jjoint mestngs servesn the Slarping Cormmissicn
and City Council and Uistoric DisTict Commission s aecsssary. U sgcouragad 2ariy in e
process for large (greater -han § lot) crojects and master 2 ed developments. which Jrogose
vacarion and reconfiguraticn of pubiic dghts of way.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of , 1998.

Park Ciry Municipal C orporation

Bradley A. Olch, Mayor
Artestation by:

Jan Scotr, City Recorder

Approved as to Form:

Mark D. Harringron, Deputy City Amorney
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To: Cirv Councii and Park Ciry ?lanning Commissicn.
Re: 81 X'ng Rac Plar Amencment and Vacanon
Zoning: ER-_.

Planners: Mezzan Ryan and Alison Xaniow.

Applicant:  Michael Wars

According o -he drart Of. A 2oiicy Statememt Regarding Tae Vacadon of Puplic
Right of Ways Witz 2ark Ziv. Tae Vlunicipai Lanc Use Deveiopment anc
Management Act of e Utaa Cade /"Act™ crovides shat the Ciry Council may vacste
public right of way's shouid 2 varery of these Indings ze met

Secton 1. Ceod Cause. Taze Toilowing ‘ist of izems 2ave 2e2n 2egouated shrough
the piar amendmezt ZTCCSSS. T fesi that -hese tems dermonsoaies 1 ner :angibie senefit’
to the neighboriocd 2nd the City. '

L. NC NCRE=ASE DN SENSITY. The demsity 2t this point aas Jesn
DECREASED. The srorosed atove zound scuars Jootage ' Based on 1ot

iz withour 2.0 ) is 2167 sq. . Wiuch s 35% of the zilowabie

FAR.

[ncreased set sacks. 25 3 Tomt 13 i rear. Ses saff regort

The ‘nereases Tont serback would ailow %or exaa Off street

parking spaces and an area for staging, to mitigate the consucuon

impacs. This is in Fonr of 1 two car zarage.

Rasmictons in roof line aeights and stepping requirements.  See staff

regort. :

4. ResTicdons in offsets of building walls and roof. See staff report.

5. Neighborhood compatibility: The above listed items would force the
design of a single family residencs to te more than compatible with the
arca.

8

5‘,

a smaller than average house size in the neighborhood.
b. more offstrest parking than most old town lots.
c. an area to stage construction
d all utilities exist today in Xing Road and were stubbed
for this lot.
2. height and stepping restrictions.
6. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the
propesad vacation or piat amendment.

1430 ONINNVIJ

ALID Siuivd
8661 9 AVW

CENERE]S

7. This crorosal makes more sease that the aiternate possible chooses.

a Upgrading =xisting plated Ridge Ave. to use as access
to lots.

k. Reques: lower road standard variance to allow for
driveway use on Ridge Ave.

c. To combine ot 3 with lot | through a piat amendment
and stiil vacate Ridge Ave.

Exhibit F
Letter from Mike Watts 5/5/98

and 6/16/98
zle,



3. This plat amendment and vacation cleans up many lot line probiems that
exist between land owners and also the City. :

9. A lot of Ridge Ave. has previously been vacated (rear area of lot 4 and
Scipone parce?). The intent of the City Council at the time of vacating
these parcels was to provide access to all land owners in the area and
clean up lot lines problems. The vacation occurred, but the foilow-
through from the Council did not, leaving some lots more land locked.
Se= minutes of City Council mes=tings dated Oct. 27,1985 and Nov.3,1985.
This piatmcndmentandvacaﬁonwonldﬁnishwhaxwas the intent of the
Council in 1985.

10.  Would put the R.O.W on the tax rolls.

Thanis for your consideration of the plat amendment and vacaton. [ believe that the
izems listed above demonstrate "net tangible benefir”

Thanks . '
YA T
Michae! Wartts

G/
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To: City Council and Park Cirv Planning Commission.
Re: 81 Xng Road 'ar Amendment and Vacanon.
Zoning: HR-L.

Planners: Megan Rvan and Auliscn Xuniow.

Applicant:  Michaei Wars

At the last P'anning Commission mesting at which 31 Xing Road was discussed
(May 13,1998). The members ask -0 acdress the issues of consideration as thev tertain

10 the POLICY STATEMENT RECGARDING THE VACATION OF PUBLIC RICHT OF
WAYS WITHIN AR (T

The foilowing !ist of items. [ f2=i. are comrensanon ‘o the City and surrounding
public. These {tems 1ave tesn zegouanion Jerwesn the swrf and 2ppiicant and are

desmed. ASOVE NORMAL SEVELCPMENT REQUIREMENT for thus zore. n the
current masier Jian

L. Increased open stace. None of the RIGHT OF WAY footage has cewr
used in anv calculation. If 'we were ailowed ‘o purchase the Right of "Vay, then use that
footage in the caiculations ail aumpers wouid ce quite dirferen

2. Decrease in demsitv. The maxim allowabie house, was determinec oy
calculating the allowable F.AX., then multipiving that by 35%. None of the Right Of
Way footage was used in this calcuiation.

3. Increased setback requirement. The 25 ft. front yard setback would allow
for parking and an area to stage construction. This would greatly mitigate impacts to the
neighborhood. Once construction is compiete there is increased off street parking.
Something vou do not find in old town. Rear yard setback was increased to 15 ft. to give
a greater separation between neighbors.

4. Restrictions in roof line heights and stepping requirements. These
restrictions will greatly reduce the mass and scale of the home. See staff report.

5. Restrictions in wall offsets of building. This will force home to have
some architectural brakeup. See staff report.

6. The footage of the R.O.W. would move onto the tax rolls.

These items listed above are all requirement that are above the normal
requirement stated in the Code for this zone. Because of this [ fee! that the City and the
public are receiving consideration for Right of Way.

As to the loss of a current Right of Way. [ fee! thar there is no loss of a current
Right of Way. Previous City Councils have vacated different sections of this, Right of
Ways, making it impractical to think that it will be ever used. The grade of this Right of
Way is steeper than current siandards would allow. By vacating this Right of Way as per -
this request, it will limit and control the impacts of a single family home on thissite. . =~y =

Thanks for your consideration on this TR
7 - ,
2 Sy e .
/’/"‘/f?/_\ Ee & 55 JUN 151998
, o ; PARK CITY

S_ANMING DEPT.
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Cammissicner C'Zaz3 asikad iZ Lot 3 wWeuld ke prildazla wizzcut tXe
vacacicn. BPlapzer anlcw rapliad that iz weuld acc. T=a2 rsax CCrIich
of Lecc 3 would raguizz a plac amendment TS cemBine lets ©o meet mizimum

lot size reguirements for the HRL Distzics, but thers is cuzTant.y OO

acgess.

The applicant, Mike Wac=3, ccmmencad that the purzcse of the raguest is
to clean up the neighberhced. The original vacaticn iz Cc-ober 1983 was
behiné Judy Scipiore's parcel for the old building. Originally, an
agreement between all the owners allowed access iato a numker of lots.
At that time, they wers trying to clean up the property lines, arnd clear
ticle was needed. The lower parc of Ridge Avenue was vacated, which
star-ad the vacaticns in the arsa. The bottom access from Ridge Avenue
was eliminated because the hcuse sitzs cn 90% of Ridge Avernue. Propexrty
owners wers askad whether iz was viacls to vacats that acsess, and chevy
raaz iz was because rher2 was a plan tc gain access T2 che cther lccs.

-

The vacation was complacad, but cher: was oc follew-up plazm, and txe
easement did not deal wiz=2 access to the cther lcts. AS rasulz, tohe
vaca-icn cccurred, but ctier properziss wers stuck wizhcur galning
accass. Since tihem, tIey Rave teern trying to find sticacla ways L2
ragain access. Lec 4 was vacataed in 1363, and tZe agglicant is tzying

to apcertion half to each cwner. Mz. Watts notad that taev are trying
s cl2an up tkhe lot 1inmes in the wrcole arsa and provide all acsess te the
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using King Read would minimize the amcunt oI eraffic on the parkinc
access easement. Since tle applicant wculd be building up tze hillside,
rhe best place te store mats-ials wculd be on King Rcac.

The Ccumissioners wers jnterssted in visiting the site when the sncw
melts. The Planring Commissicn requested that topcgrapny pe included as
part of the mext packet.

Geraeral Plan Annual Review

C-air Ezicksen sctazed tzac rha gtaii repors cconoalas izams wihich nave

changed during tle yeas a=¢ currest building valuaticns and scazistics
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-Volumer=ics fcr the prepesed st-ucturs on Lot 3 with a section of
topcgraphy;

-The policy sctatament on vacation regquest; and

-The net bemefit regarding the plat amendémernt.

Regarding volumetzrics for the proposed structure on Lot 3, the staff has
included an exhibitc in the staff report showing scme of the cut sections
through the slope alcng with height restrictions, setback restrictions,
and the square foctace allowed by the Land Management Code. Regarding
the policy statemernt cn vacaticn requests, the Staff has prepared a draft
resolution and raguest tihat toe ®larning Commission forward a positive
recommendaticn to the Cizy Co mcil for adeption as pelicy for future
vacation raguests. The et beneiiz of the plat amencdment is addrasssed

in the applicant's lstzez To the Planning Commission contained in. cthe
stafi repcrt.
plamnaer Kuhlow raviewed txe 13-fcct height limitation and cut seczions

shewn as Exhibiz D iz the staif report. The Stafl restricted the height
wichin the first 63 feet of the property to 18 feet. This was determined
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Thwe Commissicners anc applicanc discussed the mazter and tie access 22
Lot 3. Chair Larscn S ~ized that they ars building o= the vacaca
ighz-of-way, but i= is not being used to increase density.
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Commissicner Zimney suggestad adding a finding to that effec=. The
Commissionexs concurTed.

Ccmmissionexr Jones asked if anything would preve=nt the applicants Ifrcm
crossing the Ridge Avenue right-of-way if the vacation dces not occuxr.
Administrator Putl replied that they could have a driveway off of King
Road and put a parkizng pad cr cne-car garage and access across the right-
of-way.

A represencative fox the applicant, Mike Watts, exglained chat tze right-
cf-way can be crossed, bus it reguires an encrcachment agraemext, ané a2
heuse or garage cannct be suilt orn it.

Cormissicner Jcnes rafarrad ts izam (¢) cf tle rasclucicn criteria
adé-essing cconsiderztion ané asksd iI thers has been a discussicn of
censideration f£cr the vacaricn. Dlanner Kuhlow replied that tlezs has
ncc vet been a finarcial discussicn. Administrator putcec explained that
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YGTZ: The mcticn sassed umarimeusly.

MCT-CN: Csmmissioner Jones mcvad to forward a PCSITIVE raccmmendaticn
£s the Cizy Coumcil t£c acept as policy the resclution r2caxdizg tae
vacacion of puclic rights-of-way within Park City. Commissicner Hays

-

seconded the mcticn.

VOTS: The moticn passed uranimcusly.

9. 1040 Norfolk Avenue, Plat amendment to combine 3 single family lots
into 2 single famil lots

Planner Kuhlow repcrted that the Staff recommended forwarding a positive
racemmendation to the City Council to combine three lots iz Block 9 of
the Snyder's Addition ints two lots.

Chair Larson orened tze puclic hearing.
Thars was RC loput.

Chair Lazsecn closad tie public hearing.

MCTION: Commissicrer Hiar moved to fcrward a PCSITIVE raccmmendatcion £2
rne Cizy Council €O cemcine the three lots in Bleck 9, Snyder's Additicn,
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81 King Road Compensation Analysis

As of 7/27/98 there were 22 real estate listings for vacant lots within the HR-1 District. When
evaluating the cost of the City right-of-ways Staff calculated the average price per square foot of lots
similar in size to the total lot proposed. The area of the lot proposed included the right-of-way
requested for vacation.

Listed below are the lots which fall within the square footage range of proposed Lot 1 and Lot 3.

King Road 6,098 s.f. $234,000
King Road 8,712 s.f. $298.000
Ontario Avenue 5,227 s.f. $159.,000
Ridge Avenue 6.534 s.f. $219.000
Woodside Avenue 5,662 s.f. $399,000

Average price per square foot is approximately $40.61

Land that has no density value and is essentially “open space” ranges from 10% to 16% of the cost
per square foot of developable land. The calculations below use the percentage given by the City
Council members as a guideline when discussing right-of-way compensation.

Lot | (Watts)

Lot size without the R.O.W. 5,983 square feet
Requested area of vacation 1,322 square feet
Total Lot area with R.O.W. included = 7,305 square feet

Guideline = 13% of the average price per square foot*
13% of $40.61 = $5.28
Price for the 1,322 square feet of R.O.W. = $6,980

* The use of 13% of the average price per square foot of developable land was determined by
the proposed use of the vacated right-of-way. The right-of-way in Lot 1 will be entirely
contained within the side yard setback, which essentially leaves the vacated area as open
space for the benefit of the owner of Lot 1.

Lot 3 (Watts)

Lot size without the R.O.W. 4746 square feet
Requested area of vacation 1,505 square feet
Total Lot area with R.O.W. included = 6,251 square feet

Guideline = 16% of the average price per square foot*
16% of $40.61 = $6.50
Price for the 1,505 square feet of R.O.W. = §9,782

* The use of 16% of the average price per square foot of developable land was determined by
the proposed use of the vacated right-of-way. The right-of-way in Lot 3 will contain portions
of the proposed structure. Locating the future structure within the right-of-way mitigates the
height of the building by stepping the mass up the slope. The vacated area on Lot 3 is use
as building area.

Exhibit H
Analysis of Compensation
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Lot 4 (Reit)

Lot size without the R.O.W. 4.375 square feet
Requested area of vacation 264 square feet
Total Lot area with R.O.W. included =4.643 square feet

Staff would like to include within the report our determination that Rudi not pay for the 264 square
feet. Ifthe Council determines that monetary compensation is needed the calculations are as follows.

Guideline = 10% of the average price per square foot*
10% of $40.61 = §4.06
Price for the 264 square feet of R.O.W. = §1,072

* The use of 10% of the average price per square foot of developable land was determined by
the proposed use of the vacated right-of-way. The 264 square feet allows additional open
space on Lot 4 which is visible from the King Road right-of-way. The applicant. as a
condition of approval is executing a 360 degree facade easement for the historic home. Since
the applicant does not solely benefit from the vacation, 10% of the developable land price
was used as a guideline.
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DATE:

DEPARTMENT:  Public Affairs

AUTHOR: Matt Twombly 2%

TITLE: Deer Valley Drive South Trail Phase II
TYPE OF ITEM:  Award of Construction Contract

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:  Staff requests direction to proceed with the

construction of the Deer Valley Drive South Trail Phase II. Staff recommends that Council
accept a reasonable construction bid, and direct staff to proceed with award of contract and the
tentative construction schedule.

DESCRIPTION:  Staff has proceeded with the design and production of construction
documents to construct the Deer Valley Drive South Trail Phase II between the existing concrete
trail at the stone bridge and existing concrete trail at ‘In the Trees’ leading to the Snow Park
Lodge. The project completion date is September 4, 1998. The advertisement to bidders was
legally noticed on July 2, July 3, and July 8, 1998 and the sealed bids were opened on July 22,
1998. The apparent low bid is for $70,930 for the Basic Bid and Alternate Item #6 Stacked Rock
Retaining Wall by Concrete Concepts, Inc.

A. Analysis: The apparent low bid for $70,930 is $21,465 below Staff’s estimate for the
project. After the bid opening the question was raised whether or not the low bidder who
maintains a S-260 (concrete contractors) license could perform the work of the project under his
license. After meeting with Ron Ivie and a call to the Division of Occupational and Professional
Licensing Investigative department it was determined that the contractor could perform the work
as bid under his license.

B. Department Review:
Engineering

Public Works

Legal

ALTERNATIVES:

A. Approve the Request: Award the construction contract to Concrete Concepts for $70,930
and direct staff to proceed with the construction of the Deer Valley Drive South Trail Phase II

consistent with prior instructions.

B. Deny the Request: This alternative appears to be an option if construction bids are
unreasonably high as determined by the Council. Should Council decide not to award a contract
to construct the Deer Valley Drive Trail Phase II, the present condition where there is no trail
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adjacent to Deer Valley Drive would remain, causing pedestrians to use the road creating
possible conflicts with automobiles.

C. Continue the Item: The bids may require more extensive analysis than time allows in
the August 13th meeting. If this is the case, the bids will not expire until August 21, 1998. The
consequence of continuance may impact the present construction schedule.

IGNIFICANT IMPACTS:

Fiscal
There is currently a total of approximately $289,000 available in the Trails Master Plan
Implementation CIP account.

Other
There may be traffic impacts due to possible one lane closures of Deer Valley Drive South during
construction.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION: In the event

that Council determines the bids to be unreasonably high then the design and bid process would
need to begin anew and greatly impact the construction schedule.

If Council decides not to pursue the project, the existing conditions of having no trail would
remain, causing pedestrians to use the road creating possible conflicts with automobiles.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff requests that Council review the reasonableness of the bids
and consider awarding the contract, so that the tentative construction schedule can be met. Staff
recommends that a reasonable bid be approved, with direction to proceed with award of a
contract.




PARK CITY

1884

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

Date: August 13, 1998

Department: Community Development Department

Title: 1310 Lowell Avenue - CUP for a Skate Park

Type of Item: Appeal of Planning Commission decision on approving a
CUP for a Skate Park.

Summary Recommendation: Staff requests that the Council uphold the
Commission’s decision to allow a conditional use permit for a Skate Park facility at
1310 Lowell Avenue.

A. Topic

Applicant: Park City Mountain Resort

Location: 1310 Lowell Avenue

Proposal: CUP to construct a Skate Park facility located at the north end of the
Resort’s Lower/First Time parking lot.

Zoning: Recreation Commercial

Adjacent Land uses: Residential/Parking Lot/PCMR

Project Planner: Kevin LoPiccolo

Date of Application: May 5 1998

B. Background Information

The Planning Commission approved a CUP at their July 22, 1998 meeting for a skate park
located at the north end of the resort’s lower/first time parking lot. The Commission
previously reviewed this request at a work session/public hearing on July 8, 1998 and
requested staff to prepare Findings of Fact, Conclusions of L.aw, and Conditions of Approval
that was voted on and approved on July 22. 1998.
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Since the Planning Commission approval for the skate park, two appeals were filed with the
City Recorder. Snowflower Homeowners Association filed an appeal on July 28, 1998, citing
noise, loss of property values and the ability to rent their long term visitors as the primary
impact associated with the Commission’s decision to approve a skate park located
approximately 110 feet to the Snowflower condominiums.

The second appeal was received by the City Recorder on July 31, 1998 from Three Kings
homeowners Association, citing their appeal for failure to notice property owners within 300
feet; disregard to residents of Three Kings; inappropriate location of the proposed use; and
an incomplete CUP due to unknown noise levels and unknown capacity. Three Kings
Homeowners Association stated that the Planning Commission approved a CUP not knowing
if the facility will or will not violate the City’s Noise Ordinance. Three Kings is
approximately 120 feet from the proposed skate park. (See attached appeal letters under
Exhibit E). The City Recorder will have letters form adjacent property owners that were
originally submitted to the Planning Commission at Thursday meeting.

The Commission discussed the location of the proposed skate park and made a determination
that the use was appropriate for the zone, but that the location would need to be monitored
and looked at more closely for impacts such as noise on adjacent properties.

The Commission stipulated that the proposal for a skate park would be able to operate for
the remaining 1998 summer season on a test basis. After the initial season, the resort may
find a more suitable location is appropriate on the site and reapply for a new CUP for next
season.

The Commission limited the hours of operation be from 8:00 am to 9:00 pm daily, and
prohibited amplified music from the skate park. Further, the Commission required that the
skate park construct an 8-foot high wall to help mitigate any noise that may infiltrate across
the resort’s property line.

Staff denies that there was nay failure in the notice based on the CUP application, the
applicant provided a mailing list that notified Snowflower Condo Owners Association, Three
Kings Owners Association, Silver King Owners Association, Alpine Meadows of Tahoe
Development, Park properties & Park City Municipal of the proposed skate park request.
All published and posted notice use was properly done.

In order for the Commission to grant a CUP for the proposal, all Land Management Code
requirements had to be met. The use must be compatible with surrounding structures in use,
scale, mass, circulation, and the use must be consistent with the Park City general Plan.




Chapter 1.13 of the Land Management Code outlines the criteria for review.

Standards for Conditional Use Permit (Planning Commission findings):

(1)

(2)

4
(3)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(1)

size and location of the site - The Skate Park will cover approximately 24,000 square

feet of area and equipment height does not exceed eleven feet. The Skate Park is

located in the lower north parking lot, west of Lowell Avenue.

traffic considerations including capacity of the existing streets in the area - Parking
will be provided for the park on site. The existing streets can support this use. Any

future realignment work on Lowell Avenue will require the closure of the park.

utility capacity - N/4
emergency vehicle access - Access provided from Lowell Avenue.

location and amount of off-street parking - Existing resort parking lots. The lower lot
will be able to accommodate over 80 vehicles.

internal circulation system - The Skate Park is surrounded by parking lot. Pedestrians
will also walk down from the area bus stops.

fencing, screening, and landscaping to separate the use from adjoining uses - Fencing
will be required. The proposed height of the fence will be no taller than eight feet and
will be designed to minimize and / or buffer sounds from escaping the skate Park.

building mass, bulk, and orientation, and the location of buildings on the site;
including orientation to buildings on adjoining lots - The location of the skate Park is
located at the north end of the parking lot at First Time run. The proximity to
residential uses is approximately 110 feet to the snowflower condominiums and
approximately 120 feet to Three Kings Condominiums property line.

usable open space - The proposal includes a portion of property on the resort and open
space is not applicable to this project.

signs and lighting - 4 sign plan will be reviewed and approved by staff, prior to
huilding permit issuance. Lights are not being proposed.

physical design and compatibility with surrounding structures in mass, scale, style,
design. and architectural detailing - Concerns have been raised by the Commissioners
and neighboring residents on the compatibility of this recreation use next to the
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abutting zone that is residential. The majority of the concerns were related to music
and undue noise that would be attributed with the skate Park. The parcel is zoned
Recreation Commercial which would allow this type of use under a CUP. The music
has been eliminated from the program and fencing is proposed to mitigate any sound.
The Commission also has curtailed the length of operations in order to see the effects
of the use in proximity to residential areas. Accordingly, the noise of the proposed use
will not be materially greater than noise generated by the adjacent lift operation and
parking lots.

(12) noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect people and
property off site - The equipment is made from Masonite materials not plywood. This
material is supposed to be quieter than plywood, however any noise generated will
have to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance. No music is being proposed.

(13) control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and screening
of trash pick-up areas -The trash services will be handled through existing services
provided to the resort.

The City’s General Plan makes little reference to Park City Mountain Resort, however under
the_Land Use Element the following is taken from the Recreation and Amenity Element for
zoned, but undeveloped land (p.58):

. Provide neighborhood recreation to serve residents of each distinct neighborhood.
When appropriate, develop regional recreational facilities with adequate vehicular and
trail access.

As stated earlier, noise is the greatest concern that both Associations are concerned about.
The proposal will have an 8-foot high fence surrounding the property, and the ramps will be
made from masonite not plywood, that generates greater sound and echo.

Chapter 3 of the Park City Municipal Code is the Noise Ordinance (see Exhibit F) which
regulates specific noise levels. Section 6-3-9(B) states that the noise shall be measured at a
distance of at distance of at least 25 feet from the source of the device upon public property
or within the public right - of - way, or 25 feet from the property line if upon property, and
shall be measured on a decibel or sound level meter of standard design and quality operated
on the “A” weighing scale. A measurement of 65 decibels shall be considered to be excessive
and unusually loud.

The City Council must determine if the Planning Commission errored for the reasons stated
by SnowFlower Homeowners Association and Three Kings Homeowners Association
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appeals for the proposed skate park at 1310 Lowell Avenue as described by the Findings of
Fact. Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval.

Staff recommends that the Council uphold the Commission’s action in approving a CUP
from a skate park subject to the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Conditions of Approval.

If the Council grants the appeal, staff will prepare Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law for
denial, as directed by the Council.

Finding of Facts:

1. The project is located in the Recreation Commercial zone. The RC zone allows for
outdoor recreational uses.

2. The Planning Commission reviewed and approved the request for a skate park on July
22, 1998.

The skate park will cover approximately 24,000 square feet of area and will only be
operated for the 1998 summer season.

(OS]

4. Final fencing and sign plan will be designed in accordance with the Land Management
Code. The fencing will be designed in order to mitigate noise of the proposed use.

5. No music or exterior lighting is being proposed for this use.
6. The findings from the analysis section are incorporated herein.

7. The General Plan provides direction to facilitate the development of recreational
facilities.

8. The applicant stipulates to all conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law:

1. The application complies with all requirements of the Land Management Code,
specifically Section 1.13.

(R

The use, as conditioned is compatible with surrounding structures in use, scale, mass and
circulation.
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3. Any negative effects of the project have been mitigated through planning and conditions
of approval.

4. The proposal is consistent with Park City General Plan.

Conditions of Approval:

1. The Conditional Use Permit will expire after the 1998 summer season or upon the
reconfiguration of Lowell Avenue, whichever occurs first.

[\]

The proposed fencing plan shall not exceed 8 feet in height and shall provide an
acoustical study demonstrating noise levels and decibel readings in compliance with the
Noise Ordinance to Resort’s property line prior to issuance of building permit.

The Skate Park hours shall be limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.

LI

4. The playing of music is not permitted within the Skate Park.

5. On-site exterior lighting for the Skate Park is not permitted.

6. Trash receptacles / restrooms shall be provided on park premises.
Exhibits

Vicinity Map

Park City Resort Vicinity Map

Site Plan

July 8&22 Planning Commission minutes

Appeal letters from Snowflower & Three Kings H.O.A.’s
Noise Ordinance
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Page 12

raquested that it be larger.

commisxioner O'Hara stated that he personally docs not favor a

roundabout but he can support one if it works.

Adminlstrator Putt r@horted that ;hé ncxt public hecaring for the
yd )
Land Management Code Amégiggnfk is tentatively scheduled for

September 16. A public E/ session will be held in August for

members of the public. The Planning Department will be sending
mailers and doing pdblic service angouncements to draw pcoplc in
for a question #nd answer session on
Planning ngmisslon will be notified when a datc has becn set.

/

v. CONSENT AGENDA

1. 333_Main Strect, Colby School - Parking Plan

2. 1310 Lowcll Avenyc, Park City Moyntain Resori Skatcpark - CUP

Commissioner Jones felt the conditfon of approval should be
modified to allow an 8' fence. He understood that restroom
facilities are provided in the ticket office adjacent to the

skatepark and hc rcquested that they be spclled out as a condition

EXHIBIT D - MINUTES FROM JULY 8 & 22 COMMISSION MEETING

B2
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Planning Commission Meeting
Minutcs of July 22, 1998
Page 13

of approval.

Planner Robinson offered to add Condition 47 stating that restiroom

facilitics will be located ncarby.

MOTION: Commissioner Jones moved to APPROVE the Conscnt Agcnda as

modified. Commissioner O'Hara seconded the motion.

VOTK; The matian passed 3-1. Commissioner Zimney voled against

the motion and Commissioncr Erlckson abstained.

Findings of Fact - Colby Schaol

1. The proposed use is located in the Historie¢ Commecrcial

Business District.

2. The CUP allows the Colby School to conduct a private school
with maximum enrollment of 105 students in the basement of the

Main Street Mall.
3. The school is located in the basement of the Maln Strect Matl.
4, Parking will take place in thc Maln Strecct arca, including the

Main Street Mall, Swede Alley, China Bridgc and Sandrtdge
parking lots.
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Fred Jones, Michael O'Hara, Diane Zimney, Megan Ryan,
Kuxt Ven Putt-xammer, Xirstan Wietatene, Xevin LoPiccalo

Present: Chair Chris Larson, Bruce Erickson, Karr:i Hays, J:im Hier,

WCRX SESSION
1310 Leowell Avenue, ParkX City Mountaln Raesor: Skatespark - CUP

Due t¢ a conflict of interest, Cocmmissioner Erickson atstained frem
digcussing this matcer.

Planner LgcPiceclo revieswed the Cenditicornal Use Pexmit applicaticr
submizzed by the Park Cicy Mcuntain Rescrt in May in coniunctisn
witiha ancthexr application submitted by Dana/Williams who wag alsc
exploring a skatepeard’ park. The City J& funding Mr. Williams’
explcracion of developing a skatebcard vark. Becth parties have
met, and Mr. Williams was encouraged that the Resort was interested
in pursuing the skatebcard park. The Resort has submitted a CUP
application for skatekoards and inline skating. Planner LoPiccolo
referred to the analysis contained in the staff report and nocted
that the Code requires setbacks ranging from 10 to 20 feet in the
RC zocne. The applicants have proposed a range of 60 to 450 feét.
The concern with this setback is the proximity tc the Snowflower
condominiums which are approximately 100 feet away. The applicants
have adjusted the sitz plan so the park will be 110 feet from the
Snewflower property line. Planner LoPiczolo explained that a CUP
request must meet certain criteria, and 13 criteria standards are
contained in the staff repcrt. Each itam should be reviewed by the
Planning Commission to determine whether :zhe use is appropriate and

compatible with the area and adjacent lard uses. The General Plan

Bt
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does nct sgec:ifically refer cto skatebeard parks, mut it dces

cr

cf

encourace develcpmen

]

acreational uses.

Planner LoPicccle exclaizned that the Socus this evening 13 o

cutline che concerns relazad te the propcsal. He raguestad that
the Plannzng Commissicn apecifically review the s.ta pian, the
procosed layeuz, hours ¢f cperacicn, and music. He 3scated that

parking ané circulaticon did nct appear to be a problem as prcposed.
The applicants do rnot propese any type cf lighcing. The Building
Department reguires a Zence to be ersctad, and the Zfencing rlan
will pe reviewed oy the Staff. The equirment ranges from 2 fset o
11-1/2 f=et in heighc.' At this time, nc signs are propcsed. Tae
main concerns are hours of creraticn, currently prxoposed tc e 8:00
a.m. to dusk, and amplified music. Planner LoPiccolo reported that
he had received more than 50 letters from pecple opposing the
skatebcard park, and the major concerns in those letters were
amplified music and the noise that would be generated by this type
of park; He noted that the boards used for the ramps are seamless
masonite, and the Staff was unsure what type of noise would be
generated by the polyurethane wheels of skateboards and inline
skates. nased on direction from the Planning Commission this
evening, the staff would like to bring this matter back as a
Consent Agenda item on July 22 and monitor the impacts o©f the

skatepark this summer while Snowflower is vacant due to renovation.

Planner Ryan reviewed the site plen showing *the current

configuration and parking and traffic circulation proposed in the
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area. The applzcants have reduced the size cf the park from 35,000
square feet tc 24,000 square fest. She also indicated the lccation
where the applicants plan to move the park after the first year.
She explained that when the realignment of Lowell Avenue ocCcIurs,
the gkatepark can no longer operate in the currently proposed

location, so this wculd be a tempcrary site.

Commissioner O'Hara ncortad that the staff report refexs £o an §-foct
CAm?
fence and an ll-foot fsnse. Planner LePiccolo replied that zthe

ccrrect number 13 11 feet.

Doug Clyde, representing the applicant, stated that after reading
ethe neiss swrdinancs, thoy had withdwxawn theix vogquaeat forx amplifiad
music. They have not officially amended the application, but music

is no longer contemplated.

Chair Larson asked the Planning Commission if the use was

appropriate for the RC zone.

Commissioner Zimney believed the location was inappropriate, and
1 e termmimr el atlcan Lba tma AR Amauanusakm fFaw bhn ANNn Chnm
memmant~d kAl thia fype af uae wag not gornhatmlahad in Rark Cicv
when the zZoning was put in place. A skatepark 100 feet from a
residential development was an invasicn she was not willing =o
support. She commented that the Planning Commissicn had not seen

enougn Or tne pian to really kucw wlidu ly propused.

2
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Commissioner Hays asked to clarify a misquote in tihe newspaper
regarding the skatebocard park. She was (uoted a3 saying chat she
felt the resort sSite was the best place for tie skatskcard park and
that no cther place wculd ke arrropriate. She explaired that was
rot what she said, and the paper 1s aware of the misguotse. She
wanted the public to know that she did not walk into zhis meeting

with her mind setc, and sghe clarified -har she wculd base h

b
i

decigion on public input and the available criteria.

n

W
[0

he expect

the newspager ts print a retraction and -orrect her statement.
IVv. PUBLIC HEARINGS/D;SCUSSION/ACTION ITEM3
1. 1420 Park Avenusg - Final

planner Whetstone reviewed the application for a f£final subdivision
plac. She explained that the land was not platted, but in December
the Planning Commission approved a sketch preliminaxy plat for a
parcel of approximately gg:k:% square feet to be divided into three
lots, one lcot for an existing structure and two parcels for future
development. She reported that the final plat conforms with the
approved preliminary plat, and the staff recommended forwarding a
positive recommendation to the City Council with the findings of
fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval included in
the Staff report with one change to Conditicn 5. The conditions
approved at the time of the preliminary plat stated that any future
additions to the historic structure shall be reviewed and approved

by the Community Development Department under the guidance of the

g7
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Cormissioner C'Hara felt the use was agpropriat

te Icr the zcne. The
lccacicn may be appropriats, but he relizved there might be otzer

mors appropriate lccaticns. He guesticred why the 3kacerark wa

w0

nct locaced closer to the Reccri Ceoncer where other activizices

scau,

Commi3sioner Jcnes believed the use belcngs 1n the zZone. He
Aammantad =hars whan ?PAming ArAinIncac 3re wrairraem. =71 siescc ~anmar
be contemplated, which is the resascn for general catagcries. He

did not believe this was an appropriate lccaticn in the lcong term
due te the close proximicy to residential housing. Ha2 understoed
she limitamion of locating it elsewhare this summer due I0
congtruction at the ski area, and he believed the proposed lccation
might be the best site on a temporary basis because Snowflower is
vacant. He suggested a one-year ccnditional use with the
understanding that alternate sites will be explored for the future
with the intention of moving the skatepark away from residential
unics. He noted that most of the letters received were from
Snowflower owners, but three letters were from residents at Three
Kings Condominiums who would also be impacted, particularly by
music.

Commissioner Hays agreed that the use wes appropriate in the zone
and that the location is inappropriate Ior long-term use. with a
ocne-year review process, ghe felt the site could work for a short
period of time. Amplified music was a concern, and she asked that

the applicants state in writing tha- there will be no music.
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Commisgioner Eier felt =that the sgkatepark was 3n apcropriate
conditicnal use for the RC zZcene, and Mr., Clvde's ccmment abcus nc
amplified music was a very pcsitive gster. H= believed amplified

music weuld nct meet Cads requiraments and weuld nct be allowed.

P

Ee was unsure if che prcopesed lccaticn wceuld te the fest sits. dHe
agreed that a skacepark 3hculd gc scmewhere, and he suggested
locking at other available sitss wiczhin the arsa. Ha agrzed that
this might ke the best short-term site o Lry cut a skaterark.

fhair Laracn felf the use was apprcpriate for the zcne and, given
that Snowflower is unocccupied for mest cof the summer, he believed
this was an appropriate sice for this year only. He agreed that a
more appropriate long-term site would be cleoser te the Resort

Center and other recreaticn amenities that axe part of the Paxk

City Mountain Resoxt. He suppcrted a one-year CUP for this site.

Chair Larson asked the Commissioners to discuss the propesed hours
of operation. The applicants propose closing at dusk, and he
preferred to set a time. Mr. Clyde stated that the Resort was

comfortable with a 9:00 p.m. closing tirme.

Chair Larson ncted that part of the one-year CUP is to explore the
noise and impacts generated by the skatspark. He suggested thac
5:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. might be more appropriate. Planner
LoPiccolo explained that the 8:00 a.m. cpening is consistent with

the children's activities at the resort which start at 8:00 a.m.
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The Commissicriers ccncurred with 8:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. hcurs oI

cperaticmn.

Chair Larscn stated that parking and circgul
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waell addressed.

Commissiconer Jones asked how parking wculd be affactad whan Lewel
i3 r=2locaczsed. Mr. Clyde explained that parkiang w:
fur=ner to the west from Sncwflower by 110 feet when Lowell is

realigned.

Commissicner O'Hara addressed pedestrian safety, and he wantad tc
be sure there would be a gccéd buffer between parking and

pedestrian activity at the skatepark.

Commissioner O'Hara asked about the fencing material. Mr. Clyde
replied that the material proposed is a board and batt construction
stained an aspen color. He explained that a 6-foct fence is
proposed to comply with Cede, but they woild prefer an 8-foct fence
to help buffer noise. Commissioner Hier supported the 8-foot fence
to prevent pecple loitering around the fence to talk with friends

or climbing cver the fence.

Chair Larscn asked if Mr. Clyde had worked with any organizatiors
to make the skatepark available tc all income levels. Mr. Clyde
replied that they had met with groups to discuss the issue. The

Resort would like to offer discounts to holders of recreation
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passes anc ssason passes to the Resort. The more complex issue i3
what t= dc acout kids who do net have any meoney. Chaix Larscn
stated that ne would Like tc provide the same recresaticn §ass
accesgizility. Mr. Clyde stated that they will provide a diaccunt

fram the stardard rats, but the Resor: has nct yet approachad

Commissicner Havs commented that a perscn can swim all day at cne
Racquet Club for $2.00 and ski all winter for $1CC, and she wculd
1ike to see the skatepark pricing stay within a reascnable range.
Mr. Clyde replied that the fee will be mcre than $2.0C because tre

facility is quite expensive tc maintain.

Chair Larscn noted that this item is scheduled for public hearing

at the regular meeting this evening.
Lot 9, Snowcreek Subdivision

Planner Ryan reported that this item is scheduled for work session
only. She reviewed the site plan and explained that Lot 9 1s cne
of the remaining parcels of the Snowcreek Crossing development. 1Ia
1953, a large-scale MFD was approved which separated the paxcel
into two portions, a commercial MPD anc a residential MPD. The
commercial MPD is nearly completed, The Planning Commission and
City Council held a joint meeting to discuss Lot 9 and whether the
residential MPD should still be the firm and absolute directive for

this parcel. They also discussed commercial and hotel uses. The

41



Planning Commissicn Meeting
Minutes c¢f July 8, 1598
Page 27

The Staf? will locck at fencing detail. He reviewed the site gian

of the progosed aresa.

Chair Larscn opened the public hearing.

Ruth Goodin read a leccer from Terxy Whitney, General Manager atc
Sncwflower. Ms. Whitmey apolcgized for nct peing atle to atzand
the meeting and asked the Planning Cermissicn to cornsgider tas2
points made in her lstter. She asked that the SnowZlcwer rasidents
be considered and expressad ccncern abcut tiae skaterark locacicn.
She felt the prcpeged locaticn was inappropriate given its
croximity to residential housing. During the summer menths. the
complex i3 filled with senior guests and long-term tenants whc pay
top dollar to experience a quaint and peaceful atmosphere. She
noted that the owners do not oppose a skatepark facility, but it is
the proposed locaticn that causes concern. She stated that the
Snowflower homecwners have been suppcrtive of the Park City
Mountain Resort, attending meetings and writing letters in support
of the Resort's proposed projects. They are neighbors and want tc
continue a friendly relationship. The growflower owners felt that
the proposed skatepark location was not appropriate based on noise
levels, loitering problems, and other inherent problems that come
with such a facility. The Snowflower Homecwners encouraged the
Planning Commissicon to deny the proposal based on the proposed

lccation.
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Glen Close, a Snowilcwer hcmecwner and memcer of the Bcard ol
Divectors, stated that he recognizes the imporzance of tae
skatepark, but he believed the location was irappropriate. The
noise from the area will impact their property, and amplifiad music
will viclats the noise cordinance. Due €O trhe temporary nature oI
rne f£facility, he suspected that bathrooms would not be avallatle.
and he was concerned abcut wherse the skaters would gc tc use tohe
pachrocom. He believed the late night srcpesal of a 10:00 p.m.

-

closing was unacceptable due to the close proximity to residents.
Elsie Greenwood, a Sncwflcwer ocwner, stated trhat scund 1is nd
proclem for young people, but it is very botheraocme to old pecple,
and the type cf noise generated from a skatepark would be very
annoying. She noted that there is currently construction at
Snowflower to upgrade the condominiume and attract a bketcer
clientele to provide a better return on their investment. Whenever
a main event occurs at the Resort, their parking spaces are taken
up and their bathroom facilities are used. She believed the noise
and lack of utilities would impinge on the sncwflower property
owners and urged the Planning Commission to consider another site

for the skatepark.

Ryan Williams, a YOUng skatebocarder, supported the skateboard park
and expressed the support of his friende who could not come tO the

meeting.
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Sundvzm Woclf, a leocal inline skatar, stated that her comments apgly
to any skatepark built anywhers. She explained cthat nct all
skatera are Gteenagers. She 1s 21 vears old and lcves tc skace

She referrad -5 the hours <f cperaticon and asked the Commission td
consider these whe werk and go tc schocl when thlinking abou:
limicing Cthe hours. She believed the skatepark was .1n an
appropriate loccaticn because it is in the recreaticnal zone, and
the purpcse of that zonme is to draw a crowd and crease acTiviiy.
She sca-ad that sae wculd love to have ampliifisd music, bur she
understocd that it weuld be toc much and toc disruptiwve t2 the
neighbors. She was willing to give up te music in crder to have
the gkatepark. People whe checse to liva in or near a recreation
zone should be willing to put up with tha recreaticnal activities
asaociated with the zone, and if they cannot, they sheculd move.
She stated that no matter where the skatepark is located or who

builds it, it is a necessary step for the community.

Robert Greenwcod, a Sncwflcwer owner, stated that while he did not
wish to deny anyone the opportunity to skateboard, he was concerned
about the music that wculd bte played loudly enough for everyone to
hear and requested that the music ke limited to Brahms or

Mendelsschn.

Chair Larsen clarified that the applicants have revcked the request

for music.
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Richard wWeober, a Three Xings ownexr and reprasentative Izxr the
Homeowners Associaticn, oppesed the skatepark in its prasenc
locaticn. The majority cf concern was directed tcward Sncwflower,

1 D

hres Kings residencs will alsc e impacted. The Three

but the T
Kings Homecowners recguest that tie skatepark be mcved TC the ugper
parking lot where there are restrcoms on site and the lccation
would e more apprcpriate foxr summer racyeacicn. He beliaved that
thcse who thought the skatepark wculd keep tha kids oI the streets
and out of the parking lcts were only focling themselves. He asked
the Planning Commissicn to deny the gcatepark at the preopesed
lccation bkased cn ngighbcrhccd conceras and the impacts the

neighbors must bear.

Dana Williams, a suppcrter of the skatepark, stated that he has
rried to spearhead a skatepark for a lorg time. He was concerned
that the Resort is zoned for recreation activities, and now the
Commisgion i3 being swayed by homeowners in the area. He supported
a one-year Conditional Use Permit and did not believe it would
negate the effort to get a skatepark built. He noted that he had
conducted a survey throughout the schools which showed that the
majecrity of kids support the skatepark, including the kids who do

not skate.

Debpbie Richter, representing a client on the east side of
snowflower, stated that her clients would not have bought their
unit if they had known a skatepark would be built at that location.

She suggested that the Planning Commissinsn consider the golf course
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acrogs the styeec when making their decision and the effact ncise
would have on golfers, She suggestad eanclcsing the facility to

D)

kzep the ncise ccntained.

Clayzcn Deckert nctad that cars going down the street make mors
noise than skatskbcards, and he felt the skatepark would be a

pecsitive additicn to the communily.

Glen Clcse stated that, iZ the skatapark permit weuld be for caly
one vyear, there shculd be no problem Lkecause Snowficwer i3

undergoing renovaticn this summer.

Representing the Resort, Doug Clyde stated that, if the Condizicnal
Use Permit does not lap into next summer, the appeals process would
keep the skatepark from happening. Chair Larson replied that the

same would be true with a two-year CUP.
Chair Larson closed the public hearing.

Chair Larson summarized the discussion from work session which
included the pcssibility of a one-year Conditional Use Permit on
this location and that the Commissioners preferred to address
ancther leccation after that time. The Planning Commission also
diascussed a price structure. Chair Larson asked for irformatiocn
regarding bathrooms. Planner LoPiccolo stated that the skatepark
would be located near the ticket building, and that building will

have bathrooms.
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Planner LePiccele explained that the Code requiras 2 six-Icco
fence, ané the Planning Commission can incerporatz an eight-Icoc
fenca into the CUP process da was unsura that the propcsed

tn

§

fencing material was the Dpest and suggestaed the pcsgibillizy ¢

-
-

researching whetizer ancther material might fetzer minimize ncise.

th

He asked if the cne-year time limit weuld be from the dace
approval or cne year from nextc summex. Chair Larscrn repliad that
tne intenz wculd be for this summer cnly, and the CUP wculd be
raviewed nex:t summer. EKHe preferred tc adcress a different locatien
once they have a better understanding of the ncise ramifications

and impacts to tne neignborhced.

Mr. Clyde requested that they be given a period ¢f time Co cperats
the skatepark rather than have a period of time that the gskatepark
can operate. Any approval could be undcne and derailed by one
letter of appeal kecause the appeals process is sc broad. He
stated that they would like to have 60 days of operation, which
would give them time into next summer. This would encourage those
with the right of appeal to allow them t2 experiment this summer.
Chair Larson noted that review criteria for next year would be
puilt into the CUP, and the Resort wou.d have to come back next

year one way or another.

planner Ryan suggested that the Planning Commission proceed with
the conditional use request without considering an appeal that

might or might not happen.
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Commissicner Zimnev stated that, even if she could agree tZhat trn

use is apprcpriate in the RC zcne, she was unsure that this intense

use wag ever int=nded as part of the RC zcne. She did nct Ifeel

th

chat possible effects conn the surrounding neighbcrs nad been

h

—

mitigated. She felt that ncize polluticn was an invasicn of
privacy, and she could nct compare wintsr noise wnen windows ara
closed to summer acise when docrs are cpen and pecple are cutsice,
Noise pclluticn weuld te a majcr factor for her, even witicut
music. She commented that thig is a CUP application, and normally

thev wculd see detailsd plans. They have not been prov

'.‘
fL
]
[eW
&
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encugh detail tec know anytihing akout the skatepark. She did not
agrese with the conceptrthat, because Snowflower is being renovated,
the effects dc nct need to be considerad. Planner LcPiceolo
replied that the intenticn is tc monitcr the effects at a time when

people will not be affected.

Commissioner O'Hara stated that a major factor for him was for the
skatepark to be in operation only this year fcr a short periocd of
time when Snowflower is under construction to agsess the use,
noise, and impacts. He hesitated to approve carte blanche for next
season without having that information. He agreed that the use
belongs in the zore, but he did not agree that it belonged where it
was proposed. He understocd that the lccaticn was only temporary,
but information was needed to address the temporary facility. If
the Planning Commission cculd not <couch the terms of the

conditional use, he would not vote to approve the CUP.
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Cemmissicner Jones concurred that the use was appropriacs Zor the
zere, but the location was not appropriate long term. He fele
would be much ketter located adjacent to supgort facilities whidi
are upnill from the Resort. Understanding tlat the skateparxk ccould
act be lcocaced near tie suppert facilities this yeax because of
constructicn, He was willing to grant a CUP in this location fcr
shis summer only, with the understanding that the skaterar) will pe

relocated in the future. He cculd only su

cort a CUF wit

»

criteria discussed such as nc music, gspecific hours ci operaticn,

ne lighting, ccnvenlient and adecuats regtrocms, and prcoper fan

O
. s
e
V6]

Commissioner Hays agraéd that this was noc the best location, but
she believed the use belcnged in the zone. She had a hard time
pelieving that the skatepark would be greatly offensive in terms of
noise. She stated that she was at the skateboard park in Sun
Valley, and when cars drove by, the skateboarders could not be
heard. She supported a CUP for this year with a review next year
and the possibility of a different location. She atated that
accesgibility is always a concern, and she wanted to see the prices

lowered to allow everyone the oppertunity to use the skatepark.

commissioner Hier concurred with everycne except Commissioner
Z:mney. He &id not feel the location was the best, but he cculd
support it on a trial basis. He believed that structuring a CUF
which states that the permit will be reviewed for continuation next

year based on criteria of noise and abuse to the surrounding area
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was

cr
1}

he best way to determine appropriateness befors it -
permanently located. Regarding fees, he believed that if they wers

-

toc nigh and ncoedy ccmesd, the Rescrt is rct in business to grovide

(3}

-

communizy sccial activitles. If the skzcepark dces not pay Ic
j=self, it will not ccntinue. He did beliave it was appropxiate o

legisiate fee structures To 3 private business based on what t=

o

Commissicn relieved was agpprcpriace for —-he community.

Mr. Clyde staced that, if they could not get 30 days eitker chi

(1]

summer ©r nex:t spring to orerate the skatsepark and show wnether it
meetcs rthe noise criteria in that locatiom, they wculd be pulling

the trigger on $30,000 of constructicn.

Chair Larson stated that he understocd Mr. Clyde's concexn and
explained that the Planning Commission is taking the opportunity
with Snowflower under construction to get the skatepark started and
assess the impacts. They can then determine if it should be moved
tc another location. He did not believe that a twc-year CUP was in
the best interest of the community. He summarized that the matter
could be a Consent Agenda item for the next meeting based cn the
criteria of 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. operating hours, fencs detail,

pathrocm plans, signage, and no music.

5. 8§75 Main Street., McIntosh Mill - Parking Agreement

Planner Whetstone reported that this ma:ter invelves final action

on a parking plan resulting from a condizion of approval when a CU
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RE; Appeal Process

{ am writing o cpceci ine ~ecisicn mece oy the Park ity Plernirg Cemmission
on July 22. 1998 ic permit the Park City Mountain Resort fo insicll a temparary
skateboerd parik adjccent tc cur Srogerty.

My name s Ren Stinsor crd i am the prasident of the Snow Ficwer Homecwner's
Associction. Our 3cerd passed @ resoiution protesting fhis cciion at 2 specicl
meeting in Park City July 22, 1998. | recaived dozens of letters of concem from
our memkeers not o mention the pnere calls regarding *he installation ¢f such a
t, tacility next to our residenticl compiex. As stated in the iefters thet were copied
o all the Council memters the Planning Commission. cnc the Park City
Mountain Resort staff, the concerrs aré with the negative 'mpact this type of
tacility will have cn our abilify fo rent to our leng term visitors, our less of property
vaiues and overcll impact the use will have against our physical property. Our
concerns are with noise, loitenng, utilizing our bathrooms in the locker room, and
potential vandaism. (| understand that port-g-pofties have teen approved.)

| contacted Doug Clyde of Park City Mountain Rescrt to @xpress our concerns
mwo weeks befcre the first Planning Ccmmission Meeting. Doug acknowledged
noise could be a problem with a wooden structure. He indicated there was Q
city ordinance which proribitec greater than 4§ decibels t the boundary. |
believe the noise will excesc this city ordinance.

| gsked Doug why fhey did not put the skateboard facility up at the rescrt center
recr the side. He indiccted that weuld move the prcblem up to the new
Marriot: time sharas and wouid crecte a similer problem to Snow Fiower. | asked
i# It was G NIMBY situaticn....he sfared “yeah”,

curther, | undersicnd that @ site St the Park City Racquet Clup - g town
racraation faciity - was not considerad cecause of the impact on the residential

. avmrsarr—"

:“)Ii’“ﬁ.c'«‘\.l”:;D

‘ EXHIBIT E - APPEAL LETTERS FROM SNOWFLOWER & THREE KINGS H.O.A.’S -28
33
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page Two

carmmunity necroy. Why then cre the resicents of our tqeility, who neve seen
very vacain smeir concerms, nct ceen consicerac. Cuf mermicers fook fime c
write t¢ ycu qoout their concerns, fney made ghene ccils, and saveral attended
ihe meefing SN july 8, 1998 They indicsted that ihere were very few in
cttendorce that fovered wmis site yet there weare numercus \etters received

opecsing it.

Plegse aczept this latter OF cpred cand | weuld request that the Council review

ihe letters Our mampers wreie. if yeu should need gdditional copies, we can
nand detiver inem 1O you. "hank you in acvance fer ycur considerafion 10 deny

this areposal.

Sincerely.

e Q—\ﬂ-—‘
onald C. St son
prasicent, Snow Flower Hcmeowner’s

Associatien

/0 A
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July 29, 1998 J

To: City Recorder

The purpose of this letter is to appeal the Planning Commission decision which approved
the Conditional Use Permit to construct a Skate Park facility located at the north end of the
Resorts’ Lower/First Time parking lot. The approval was granted July 22, 1998.

I am Richard Weber, 2476 Lucky John Drive, Park City, Utah 84060, (435) 649-9813. 1
am President of the 3 Xings Condominiums Homeowners Association and an owner of a unit in
that complex. This appeal is made by the unanimous decision of the 3 Kings Homeowners Board
of Directors.

Grounds for appeal are as follows:

1. Failure to Notice Property Owners Within 300 Feet of Project

Al no time was legal and proper notification provided to the 3 Kings Homeowners

Association or to any individual owners in the complex. This lack of notice is glaringly

apparent in the Planning Commission Staff Report of July 8, 1998 provided at the Public

Hearing of the same date. Numerous references were made to the Snowflower

Condominium complex with pg consideration or mention of 3 Kings.

2. Disregard of Residents of 3 Kings

The same July 8, 1998 Staff Report states: “Since Snowflower will be under
renovation for the remainder of the summer, PCMR is requesting that the Commission
allow the Skate Park to operate until the summer schedule ends.” This ignorance of the
very existence of the 3 Kings Condominium complex (which is as close or closer than

Snowflower to the proposed Skate Park) is an oversight due to either gross stupidity or

utter lack of respect and regard to the owners and residents of 3 Kings. We are not under

renovation and are occupied.

3. Inappropriate Location

All existing PCMR facilities (restrooms, restaurants, etc.) are located at the south
end of the Resorts’ parking lot. The logical location for the Skate Park is therefore the
non-residential south end of the parking lot. Why then is the Skate Park being located
away from these facilities? This fact was noted and mentioned by all Planning

Commission members. Approval of the north parking lot location is contrary to their own

acknowledged statements.

4, Incomplete Conditional Use Permit (C.U.P.) due to Unknown Noise Levels and

Unknown Capacity

Nowhere in the petitioners’ application is capacity clearly defined or stated.

Therefore, it is jmpossible to determine noise levels. The Planning Commission approved

a C.U.P. not knowing if the facility will or will not violate the City Noise Ordinance. .

Factual data and information normally required by the Planning Commission and city

staff were obviously not required of this applicant.

(24
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conditions under which the Park City Police
Department will make the initial response to
the Alarm, penalties for repeated False
Alarms (which will include loss of that
location’s Direct Access Alarm System
privilege. or in the case of a company that
has an unusually large number of False
Alarms. the loss of that company's Direct
Access Alarm Svstem privilege), insurance
of Alarm equipment and response personnel,
and similar mechanical items that deal with
the relationship between the City as the
dispatch monitoring center and the Park City
Police Department as the primary law
enforcement agency in the City, and the
Alarm company and its customers as the
persons requesting emergency service
through automatic devices.

(E) ELIGIBILITY. The City will permit
only private security firms which are
licensed by the state of Utah, and which
have Park City business licenses, to connect
to the Direct Access Alarm System devices.
Each private security system must agree to
maintain locally-based twenty-four (24) hour
a day response personne! Private security
companies not meeting these standards will
not be permitted to connect to the City
dispatch by Direct Access Alarm System
devices. If a private company that was in
compliance at the time of connection is later
found not to comply, the Direct Access
Alarm System privilege will be terminated
by the City.

CHAPTER 3 - NOISE
6- 3- 1. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of these regulations. unless
otherwise defined in other sections of these
regulations. the following terms. phrases.
and words shall have the meaning herein
given:

(A) CONTINUOUS SOUND. Any sound
that exists, essentially without interruption,
for a period of ten minutes or more.

(B) CYCLICALLY VARYING NOISE.
Any sound that varies in sound ievel so that
the same level is ubtained repetitively at
reasonable uniform levels of time.

(C) DEVICE. Any mechanism that is
intended to produce, or that actually
produces noise when operated or handled.

(D) DYNAMIC BRAKING DEVICE. A
device used primarily on trucks for the
conversion of the engine from an internal
combustion engine to an air compressor for
the purpose of braking without the use of
wheel brakes, commonly referred to as
“Jacob's Brake" or "Jake Brake".

(E) EMERGENCY. A situation or
occurrence, which in the opinion of the City
Manager, Chief of Police, Chief Building
Official, or City Engineer, presents an
imminent threat to the health, safety or
welfare of any person, place or property.

(F) EMERGENCY WORK. Work
required to restore property to a safe
condition following a public calamity or to

EXHIBIT F - NOISE ORDINANCE
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protect persons Or property from an
imminent exposure to danger.

(G) EMERGENCY VEHICLE. A motor

vehicle used in response to a public calamity
or to protect persons or property from an
imminent exposure to danger.

(H) IMPULSIVE NOISE. A noise
containing excursions usually less than one
second.

() MOTOR VEHICLE. Any vehicle that

is self-propelled by mechanical power,
including, but not limited to. passenger cars,
trucks, truck-trailers, semi-irailers, campers,
motorcycles, mini-bikes, go-carts.
snowmobiles, and racing vehicles.

(J) MUFFLER. An apparatus consisting of
a series of chambers or baffle plates
designated to transmit gases while reducing

sound.

(K) NOISE DISTURBANCE. Any sound

that annoys or disturbs a reasonable
person(s) with normal sensitivities or that
injures or endangers the comfort, repose,
health, hearing, peace, or safety of another
person(s).

(L) NOISE. Any sound that is unwanted
and causes or tends to cause an adverse
psychological or physiological effect on
human beings.

(M) PLAINLY AUDIBLE NOISE. Any
noise for which the information content of
that noise is unambiguously transferred to
the listener, including, but not limited to the
understanding of spoken speech,

comprehension of whether a voice is raised
or normal, or comprenension of musical
rhythms.

(N) PROPERTY BOUNDARY. An
imaginary line at the ground surface. and its
vertical extension that separates the real
property owned by one person from that
owned by another person.

(O) SOUND. A temporal and spatial
oscillation in pressure, or other physical
quantity with interval forces that cause
compression or rarefaction of the medium,
and that propagates at finite speed to distant
points.

(P) STATIONARY NOISE SOURCE.
Any device, fixed or movable, that is located
or used on property other than a public right-
of-way.

6- 3- 2. PURPOSE.

These regulations esiablish minimum
standards to:

(A)  Reduce the making and creation of
excessive, unnecessary, or unusually loud
noises within the limits of Park City, Utah;

(B)  Prevent the making, creation, or
maintenance of such excessive, unnecessary,
or unusually loud noises that are prolonged,
unusual, or unreasonable in their time, place,
or use, that affect and are a detriment to
public health, comfort, convenience, safety,
or welfare of the residents of the City; and

(C)  Secure and promote the public
health, comfort, convenience, safety, welfare
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and the peace and quiet of the residents of
the City.

6- 3- 3. JURISDICTION.

All noise control in this Chapter shall be
subject to the direction and control of the
Police Department. Building Department
and City Manager.

6- 3-4. POWERS AND DUTIES.

The Police Department and Building
Department shall be responsible for the
administration of these rules and regulations
and any other powers vested in it by law and
shall make inspections of any premises and
issue orders as necessary to effect the
purposes of these regulations, and do any
and all acts permitted by law that are
necessary for t* > successful enforcement of
these regulations.

6- 3- 5. SCOPE.

It shall be unlawful for any person not to
comply with any rule or regulation
promulgated by this Chapter, unless
expressly waived by these rules and
regulations.

6- 3- 6. EMERGENCY ORDERS.

Whenever the Chief of Police, Building
Official, City Manager or their official
designees finds that an emergency exists
requiring immediate action to protect the
public health, safety, or well-being of the
public, one or all of the following actions
may be taken:

(A)  PUBLIC CALAMITY. intimeofa
public calamuty or disaster, emergency
suspension of these rules and regulations
may be ordered for the duration of 72 hours,
at which time the incident will be assessed
and further suspension of these rules ended
or extended.

(B) APPROVE APP ATION FOR
WY N hY N
REASONS. An individual may apply for

emergency exemption to these rules and
regulations based on good and reasonabie
cause due to emergency circumstances. See
definitions.

6- 3-7. GENERAL PROHIBITION OF
NOISE.

It shall be unlawful for any person to
produce, continue, or cause to be produced
or continued, any noise disturbance within
the limits of Park City as defined in this
Chapter.

6- 3- 8. SPECIFIC NOISE
PROHIBITIONS.

The following acts are declared to be in
violation of these rules and regulations:

(A) A I I
DEVICES. The sounding of any horn or
signaling device on any truck, automobile,
motorcycle, emergency vehicle, or other
within the City, except as a danger warning
signal as provided in the Vehicle Code of
the state of Utah.

(B)  RADIOS, TELEVISION SETS,
TAPE PLAYERS, COMPACT DISC
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PLAYERS., MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS,
AND SIMILAR DEVICES. Using,
operating, or permitting, the use or operation
of any radio receiving set. musical
instrument, television, phonograph, drum, or
other machine or device for the production
or reproduction of sound:

(1) between the hours of 10 p.m. and
7 a.m. in a way that is piainly audible
bevond the property boundary of the
source; or

(2) on public property, public rights-
of-way, or private property at any
time so as to be plainly audible 50
feet (15.25 meters) from the device.
Permits to exceed the limits of
Section 6-3-8(b)(2) may be issued
for special events on public property
by the Chief of Police, Building
Official or City.-Manager upon
approval from the agency operating
the public property. '

(C) PUBLIC LOUDSPEAKERS. The
use or operation of a loudspeaker or sound
amplifying equipment in a fixed or movable
position or mounted upon any sound vehicle
in or upon any street, alley, sidewalk, park,
place, or public or private property for the
purpose of commercial advertising, giving
instructions, directions, talks, addresses,
lectures, or transmission of music to any
persons or assemblages of persons in
violation of Section 6-3-9, or cause a noise
disturbance, unless a permit is first obtained
as provided by Section 6-3-11 or approval is
granted in a master festival license.

(D) HAWKERS AND PEDDLERS.
Selling anyvthing by outcry within any area of
the City in such a manner as to vioiate
Section 6-3-9. It shall be uniawrtul for any
person to solicit from any motor vehicle.

(E)  ANIMALS. Owning. geeping,
possessing. or harboring any animal or
animals that, by frequent or habitual noise
making, violates Section 6-3-9. The
provision of this section shall apply to all
private and public facilities. inciuding any
animal facilities that hold or treat animals.

(F) LOADING OPERATION.
Loading, unloading, opening, or otherwise
handling boxes. crates. containers. garbage
containers, or other objects between the
hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

(G) CONSTRUCTION WOU.X. Inthe
Historic Residential (HR-1), Historic
Transitional Overlay (HTO), Residential
Development (RD), Residential
Development-Medium Density (RDM),
Residential (R-1), Residential-medium
Density (RM), Recreation Open Space
(ROS), Estate (E), Historic Residential
Development Low-Density (HR-L), Single
Family (SF), Single Family Nightly Rental
(SE-N), Historic Residential Low Intensity
Commercial Overlay Zone (HR-2), and
Regional Commercial Overlay (RCO)
Districts; it shall be unlawful for any person
to perform or cause to be performed, any
construction work on any construction site
under his control or at which he is employed
between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. of
the following day, or before 9 a.m. on
Sundays. In all other zones, it shall be
unlawful to perform or cause to be
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performed, construction work between the
hours of 10 p.m. and 6 a.m. of the following
day. The Building Official or City Engineer
may authorize extended hours for
construction operations or procedures which,
by their nature. require continuous
operation, or modify or waive the hours of
work for or on projects in generally isolated
areas where the extended hours do not
impact upon adjoining property occupants.

(H) MEST WE
EQUIPMENT. Operating or permitting the
operation of any power equipment rated five
horsepower or less in residential or
commercial zones, including, but not limited
to, power saw, sander, lawn mower, garden
equipment, or snow removal equipment for
home or building repair or ground
maintenance outdoors between the hours of
10 p.m. and 7 a.m. of the following day or
before 9 a.m. on Sunday.

(D  EFIREWORKS OR EXPLOSIVES.

The use of explosives, fireworks, discharge
guns or other explosive devices that are
audible across a property boundary, public
space, or right-of-way without first obtaining
a permit as provided by Section 6-3-11. The
provision shall not be construed to permit
activities prohibited by other statutes,
ordinances, or regulations governing such
activity.

() LIQUOR LICENSED
PREMISES:
(1) Failure to control noise.

Permitting or providing either live or
recorded amplified music without
first having closed all exterior doors

and windows of the licensed
premises to control noise. Doors
may be opened to provide ingress
and egress. but shall not be blocked
in the open position to provide
ventilation. Doors shall be zquipped
with automatic closing devices o
keep them in the closed position
except to permit ingress and 22ress
of patrons.

(2) Qutdoor speakers. Permitting or
causing to exist any loud speaker or
sound amplification equipment on
any outdoor balcony deck, patio. or
garden associated with the licensed
premises other than speaker svstems
or sound amplification equipment in
conjunction with approved outdoor
dining. As defined in the Land
Management Code conditional use
approval review, music is limited to
11 a.m. to 10 p.m. «and may not
emanate beyond the boundaries of
the outdoor dining area.

(K) MAINSTREET BUSINESSES -
OUTDOOR SPEAKERS. Permitting or
causing to exist any speaker or sound
amplification cquipment on the outside of
any premise on Main Street with the
exception of those businesses which are
allowed to have outside speakers as a part of
their conditional use permit for outdoor
dining or performances or events approved
by staff as a part of a master festival license.
As defined in the Land Management Code
conditional use approval review, music is
limited to 11 a.m. to 10 p.m. and may not
emanate beyond the boundaries of the
outdoor dining area.
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(L) RACING EVENTS. Permitting any
motor vehicle racing event at any place in
violation of Section 6-3-9, without first
obtaining a permit as provided by Section 6-
3-11.

(M) POWERED MODEL
MECHANICAL DEVICES. Flyinga
model aircraft powered by internal
combustion engines, whether tethered or not,
or the firing or the operation of model rocket
vehicles or other similar noise: producing
devices, between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7
a.m. or in such a way as to violate Section 6-
3-9.

(N) DYNAMIC BRAKING DEVICES.

Operating any motor vehicle with a dynamic
braking device engaged, except:

(1)  To avoid imminent danger; or

(2) Where permitted as posted on
the following streets:
-Ontario Canyon
-Royal Street
-Aerie Drive
during the following hours: 7 a.m.
thru 10 p.m., Monday thru Saturday,
and 9 a.m. thru 10 p.m. on Sundays.

(O) DEFECTIN VEHICLE.
Operating or permitting the operation or use
of any truck, automobile, motorcycle, or
other motor vehicle because of disrepair or
mode of operation violates Section 6-3-9.

(0) GARBAGE COLLECTION.
Collecting garbage, waste, or refuse between
the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. in any area

zoned residential or within 300 feerof an
area zoned residential.

(Q) STANDING MOTOR
VEHICLES. Operating, causing, or
permitting the operation of any motor
vehicle or any auxiliarv equipment attached
thereto either in violation of Section 5-3-9.
or in such a way as to cause a disturbance in
a residential zone for a consecutive period of
15 minutes or longer.

(R) AND ALARMS.
Sounding, operating, or permitting the
sounding or operation of an electronically
amplified signal from any burglar alarm.
bell, chime or clock, including but not
limited to, bells, chimes, or clocks in
schools, houses of religious worship or
governmental buildings that fail to meet the
standards in Section 6-3-9 for longer than
five minutes in any hour.

(S)  FIXED SIREN, WHISTLES, AND
HORNS. Sounding or causing the sounding
of any whistle, horn, or siren as a signal for
commencing or suspending work or for any
other purpose in violation of Section 6-3-9,
except as a sound signal of imminent
danger.

(T) RECREATION VEHICLES AND
SNOWMOBILES. Operating a
recreational vehicle or snowmobile in a way
that violates Section 6-3-9.

6- 3-9. NOISE LEVELS.
The making and/or creating of excessive or

unusually loud noise or sound within the
City as identified in the following
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Subsection (A), or identified and measured
in the manner prescribed in Subsection (B),
or in violation of restricted hours as outlined
in Subsection (C) is unlawtul.

(A)  On the public right-of-way or upon
public property, from the source or device as
to be plainly audible at a distance of 30 feet
or on private property, as to be plainly
audible at the property line.

(B)  The noise shall be measured at a
distance of at least 25 feet from the source of
the device upon public property or within
the public right-of-way or 25 feet from the
property line if upon private property, and
shall be measured on a decibel or sound
level meter of standard design and quality
operated on the "A" weighing scale. A
measurement of 635 decibels shall be
considered to be excessive and unusually
loud.

(C)  Hours of restriction are as follows:
Residential- 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. Monday
through Saturday
Not before 9 a.m. Sunday
Commercial 10 p.m. to 6 a.m.- Monday

through Saturday
6- 3-10. EXEMPTIONS.

The following uses and activities shall be
exempt from noise level regulations:

(A) Noise of safety signals, warning
devices, and emergency pressure relief
valves;

(B) Noise resulting from any authorized
emergency vehicle when responding to an
emergency call or in time of an emergency;

(C)  Noise resulting from emergency
work:

(D) Noise resulting from lawful
fireworks and noisemakers used for
celebration of an official holiday;

(B) Any noise resulting from activities of
temporary nature during periods permitted
by law for which a license or permit has
been approved by the Director in accordance
with Section 1

(F)  Any noise resulting from
snowmaking activities at ski areas; and

(G)  Any noise resulting from the
maintenance of golf courses.

(H)  Any noise resulting from snow
plowing or removal services.

) Ten o'clock whistle.

6- 3-11. RELIEF FROM
RESTRICTIONS.

Requests for relief from the noise
restrictions in these rules and regulations
may be made by the Building Official as it
pertains to building issues and by the Chief
of Police as it pertains to special events and
community or private functions or events.
Upon granting relief, any conditions outlined
and agreed upon shall be complied by the
applicant and failure to do so will cause the
relief agreement to be suspended.
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6- 3-12. MOTOR VEHICLE NOISE.

No person shall operate or cause 0 be
operated any motor vehicle unless the
exhaust system is free from defects that
affect sound reduction; equipped with a
muffler or other noise dissipative device:
and not equipped with any cut-out. bv-pass
or similar device.

6- 3-13. ENFORCEMENT
RESPONSIBILITY.

Enforcement responsibility will reside
jointly with the Police Department and the
Building Department.

6- 3-14. ENFORCEMENT.

The Police Department and Building
Department may, upon discovery or report
of a violation or violations of this Chapter,
issue a written citation for the violation
requiring an appearance in court to answer
the charges, or may file a report with the
City Prosecutor's Office for review and
issuance of an information and summons to
court to answer the charges.

6- 3-15. PENALTY.

Any person who is found guilty of violating
any of the provisions of these rules and
regulations, either by failing to do those acts
required herein or by doing a prohibited act,
is guilty of a class B misdemeanor, pursuant
to Section 26-24-22, Utah Code Annotated,
1953, as amended. If a person is found
guilty of a subsequent similar violation
within two years, he is guilty of a class A
misdemeanor, pursuant to Section 26-24-22,
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Section 26-24-22. Utah Code Annotated,
1953, as amended. Each day such violation
is committed or permitted to continue shall
constitute a separate violation.

The City Attorney may initiate legal action.
civil or criminal. requested by the
Department to abate any condition that
exists in violation of these rules and
regulations. In addition to other penalties
imposed by a court of competent
jurisdiction, any person(s) found guilty ot
violating any of these rules and regulations
shall be liable for all expenses incurred by
the Department in removing or abating any
nuisance or other noise disturbance.






