
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
July 12, 2017 

AGENDA - AMENDED 
 
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30PM 
ROLL CALL 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF June 28, 2017 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda 
STAFF BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 
 
 1003 Woodside Avenue – Memo to the Planning Commission PL-17-03473 

Planner 
Grahn 
 

45 

CONTINUATIONS 
 
 Land Management Code Amendments regarding Conventional Chain Businesses for 

the Storefront Enhancement Program in Chapter 15-2.5-2 Uses in the Historic 
Recreation Commercial (HRC), Chapter 15-2.6-2 Uses in the Historic Commercial 
Business (HCB) Chapter, and associated definitions in Chapter 15-15 Defined Terms. 
Public hearing and continuation to the July 26, 2017   
 
1333 Park Avenue, 1353 Park Avenue, and 1364 Woodside Avenue – Woodside Park 
Affordable Housing Project Phase I – Plat Amendment – Proposal for a three-lot (3-
lot) subdivision to create the Woodside Park Subdivision Phase I.   
Public hearing and continuation to the July 26, 2017  
 
1364 Woodside Avenue – Woodside Park Affordable Housing Project Phase I – 
Conditional Use Permit – Proposal for a Parking Area with five (5) or more spaces for 
use by the Woodside Park Affordable Housing Project Phase I. 
Public hearing and continuation to the July 26, 2017  
 
1353 Park Avenue (actual building to be located at 1354 Woodside Avenue)– 
Woodside Park Affordable Housing Project Phase I – Conditional Use Permit – 
Proposal for an eight-unit (8-unit) Multi-Family Dwelling as a part of the Woodside 
Park Affordable Housing Project Phase I. 
Public hearing and continuation to the July 26, 2017  
 

PL-17-03586 
Planner 
Tyler 
 
 
 
PL-17-03439 
Planner 
Tyler 
 
 
PL-17-03452 
Planner 
Tyler 
 
 
PL-17-03453 
Planner 
Tyler 
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WORK SESSION – Discussion items only, no action taken 
 
 1333 Park Avenue, 1353 Park Avenue, and 1364 Woodside Avenue – Woodside Park 

Affordable Housing Project Phase I – Master Planned Development – A proposed 
affordable housing project will be located at the site of the former Park Avenue Fire 
Station Parcel and will consist of four (4) single family dwellings, an eight-unit (8-
unit) Multi-Family Dwelling, a thirteen-car (13-car) Parking Lot, and a Pedestrian 

PL-17-03454 
Planner 
Tyler 
 

59 



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

 

Easement running east-west.  
Public hearing, discussion, and continuation to July 26, 2017 
 

CONSENT AGENDA – All items on the consent agenda shall be passed or denied by a single motion at the 
Commission meeting, unless a motion to remove a specific item is made.  If a member of the public or a 
member of the Planning Commission requests a public hearing on a consent agenda item, then the item shall 
be removed from the consent agenda and acted on at the same meeting. 
 
 243 Daly Avenue – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (SS CUP) application for the 

construction of an addition to a historic house, designated as Significant on the City’s 
Historic Sites Inventory.  The addition proposes at least 200 square feet of Building 
Footprint to be built upon an existing slope of 30% or greater. 
Public hearing and possible action 
 

PL-17-03565 
Planner 
Grahn 
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REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion, public hearing, and possible action as outlined below 
 
  Treasure Hill Conditional Use Permit, Creole Gulch and Town Lift Mid-station Sites – 

Sweeney Properties Master Plan - PL-08-00370 
Public hearing and consideration of motion to continue public hearing to a future 
date 
 
4001 Kearns Boulevard – First Amendment to the Park City Film Studios Subdivision, 
a re-plat to create three platted lots of record from existing 29.55 acre Lot 1 and to 
include a 0.8 acre parcel acquired from UDOT for storm water detention. The 
property consists of approximately 30 acres. 
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council 
 
632 Deer Valley Drive – Subdivision to divide the existing Lilac Hill Subdivision into 
two lots of record. 
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on August 3, 2017 

PL-08-00370 
Planner 
Astorga 
 
 
PL-15-03005 
Planner 
Whetstone 
 
 
 
PL-17-03494 
Planner 
Grahn 
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
JUNE 28, 2017 
 
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:    
 
Chair Adam Strachan, Preston Campbell, Steve Joyce, John Phillips, Doug Thimm   
 
EX OFFICIO: 
 
Bruce Erickson, Planning Director; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Ashley Scarff, Planner; 
Anya Grahn, Planner; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney  
=================================================================== 

REGULAR MEETING  

ROLL CALL 

Chair Strachan called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners 
were present except Commissioners Suesser and Band, who were excused.      
 

ADOPTION OF MINUTES  

 
June 14, 2017 
   
Commissioner Joyce referred to page 13, first paragraph, “…bigger so that it can handle 
[inaudible].  He noted that the inaudible word was trucks. 
 
Commissioner Joyce referred to page 15, first line at the top and a comment made by 
Alfred Knotts, “I think it does provide a suite of mitigate measures.”  He thought it should 

actually be mitigation measures. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the minutes of June 14, 2017 as 
corrected.  Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.    
 

PUBLIC INPUT 
There were no comments.  

 

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES   
 
Director Erickson responded to the question raised by Commission Joyce at the last 
meeting about why the three items for 1450/14460 had to be re-continued since those 
items had been continued to the same date at the meeting on May 24

th
.  Director Erickson 
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explained that Louis Rodriguez pulled the legal notice, and found that the Planning 
Department had sent notice to the newspaper and it was on the legal notice that those 
projects would be heard on July 14

th
.   For that reason, they needed to be re-continued.  

Director Erickson noted that the Planning Department has different deadlines for noticing 
procedures, which caused the confusion.   
 
Commissioner Thimm referred to the three 1450/1460 Park Avenue items on the agenda 
this evening.  He disclosed that Steve Brown was the applicant’s representative and he has 
worked with Mr. Brown in a professional capacity in the past.  Commissioner Thimm did not 
believe that association would affect his ability to be impartial.                   
 
Commissioner Thimm announced that he would be out of the State on July 12

th
 and would 

not be attending the Planning Commission Meeting.  
 
Chair Strachan announced that he would be absent from the meeting on July 26

th
.   

 
Director Erickson would send out emails to verify whether the other Commissioners were 
available on those days to make sure they will have a quorum.   
 

CONTINUATIONS - (Public Hearing and Continue to date specified.) 
 
1. Land Management Code (LMC) amendments regarding Master Planned Affordable 

Housing Development amending LMC Chapter 6 Section 7, and other applicable 
sections in the LMC.  ( 

 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing on the three items above.   
 
There were no comments. 
 
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.  
 
Chair Strachan reiterated that the Planning Commission had continued these items to June 
28

th
 at the last meeting and no action was required.   

 
4. Land Management Code (LMC) amendments regarding Master Planned Affordable 

Housing Development amending LMC Chapter 6 Section 7, and other applicable 
sections in the LMC.    

 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  Chair Strachan 
closed the public hearing. 
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MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE the LMC Code Amendments 
regarding MPA Housing Development to a date uncertain.  Commissioner Thimm 
seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
2. 1800 Park Avenue, Double Tree (formally the Yarrow) - The applicant has 

requested an extension for the indefinite continuance of their previously approved 
Conditional Use Permit to allow for a temporary structure (tent) to be use twice per 
year for a maximum period of one hundred eighty days consecutively but for a 
maximum of 260 days out of 365 days in a year.    (PL-17-03537) 

 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.   Chair Strachan 
closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE the extension of the CUP for the 
Double Tree at 1800 Park Avenue to July 26, 2017.  Commissioner Thimm seconded the 
motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.    
 
 

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION 
 

1. 280 Daly Avenue – Appeal of planning staff’s determination for new 

construction regarding 1. a subdivision plat note regarding Maximum House 

Size and 2. Subdivision Conditions of Approval regarding the construction of 

a sidewalk.       (Application PL-17-03522) 
 
Director Erickson stated that the Planning Commission would be hearing this appeal in a 
quasi-judicial role.  The application is de novo.  He emphasized that the appeal was on the 
determination for building size; and not the other approvals regarding the site.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean outlined the procedure for appeals.  The City presents its 
side of the argument and the appellant has the opportunity to respond.  In this case, the 
applicant was not the appellant, but they are the owners and would have the opportunity to 
respond.  The Appellant is typically given the opportunity for one short rebuttal. 
 
Commissioner Phillips wanted to know who had provided the handout that they were given 
at the start of the meeting. 
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Planner Ashley replied that later in the afternoon she received via email the one-page 
letter.  The other handout was a mark-up to the Staff report.  The power point handout was 
a copy of her presentation.  The Appellants, Jennifer & Gideon Malherbe, were not present 
this evening.  Planner Ashley believed the emailed letter was from a neighbor on Daly 
Avenue who was representing the Appellant this evening.   
 
Planner Scarff reviewed the request for the Planning Commission to review an Appeal of a 
Planning Staff determination for new construction relating to plat notes in the LMC.  In 
January of 2017, the applicant submitted two applications in relation to new construction of 
a single-family home at 280 Daly, which is currently a vacant lot.  One application was the 
Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit, and the second was the Historic District Design 
Review.  After the Planning Commission approved the Steep Slope CUP on March 22, 
2017, the Staff was able to approve the HDDR on March 27, 2017.  On April 4

th
, the 

Planning Department received an appeal letter from the property owners of 297 Daly 
Avenue, which was primarily focused on the Steep Slope CUP approval.  She noted that 
the ten-day appeal window for the Steep Slope CUP had passed at that point; however, 
some objections outlined in the Appeal letter were relevant to the HDDR approval, and that 
appeal window was still active.    
 
Planner Scarff pointed out that on the first appeal letter, items that were specifically related 
to the Steep Slope CUP were not addressed because they were no longer appealable.  
Items that were relevant to the HDDR were addressed in the Staff report.  The HDDR items 
would be the focus of discussion this evening.    
 
Planner Scarff noted that the Appellant had focused their appeal on four main topics; 
vertical articulation, calculation of the maximum house size, garage size, and platted 
sidewalk and sidewalk easement requirements.   
 
Planner Scarff commented on Vertical Articulation.  The Appellant stated that the 
application requests permission to encroach into the minimum 10-foot setback for vertical 
articulation.  They referred to LMC 15-2.2-5, which is the building height section of the HR-
1 zoning district, which states that a 10-foot minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade 
is required; and that horizontal step shall place at a maximum height of 23’ from where the 
building footprint meets the lowest point of existing grade.   
 
Planner Scarff presented a slide showing the north and south elevations of the proposed 
structure.  A dash line with elevation points indicated where the Staff would measure 23’ up 
from where the building footprint meets existing grade, and then 10’ horizontal.  The 
structure would have to remain within that building envelope to meet that requirement.  
Planner Scarff pointed out that it was well under the 10’ on the south elevation.  Therefore, 
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the Staff still maintained the determination that the proposal meets the Criteria of 15-2.2-
5(B).                                 
 
Planner Scarff thought the bulk of the appeal related to the calculation of the maximum 
house size.  In reviewing the project, the Staff found a plat note on the Washington Mill 
Subdivision, which states that Lot 1, which is the subject site, has a maximum house size 
of 2500 square feet.  They pulled up the final subdivision plat approval that occurred on 
October 21, 1993.  It was not approved as an ordinance; however, the City Council Minutes 
refer to the Exhibit as Conditions of Approval.  It also utilizes the language “maximum 
house size”, and limits the size on Lot 1 to 2500 square feet.   
 
Planner Scarff stated that the term “maximum house size” is a common plat note on 
subdivision plats.  Per the definitions found in the LMC, maximum house is specifically 
defined as a measurement of gross floor area.  The definition of gross floor area is “the 
area of a building, including all enclosed areas”.  It does not include unenclosed porches, 
balconies, patios and decks, vent shafts and courts.  Garages up to a maximum area of 
400 square feet in the Historic District are not considered floor area.  Basement and crawl 
spaces below final grade are not considered floor area.  It also does not include the 
exterior wall area.  That is basically measured from the finished surface of the interior of 
the exterior boundary walls.  Planner Scarff remarked that the Staff refers to the definitions 
of basement and first story to help identify which level is the basement.  She presented an 
image to show that the floor level of the first story was not more than 4’ below final grade.  
Any level below the first story is the basement level.   
 
Planner Scarff summarized that the Staff uses the definitions in the LMC to determine how 
to calculate the gross residential floor area.  Up to 400 square feet of the garage is exempt. 
Basement and crawl space area is below final grade, as well as the exterior wall area.  The 
bulk of the calculation comes in identifying which part of the basement is below final grade. 
  
Planner Scarff remarked that in this situation the Staff typically identifies area on the 
perimeter of the structure where the ceiling of the basement level is within one foot of final 
grade.  She presented all four elevations of the proposed structure and noted that the Staff 
identified a point to the left of the garage doors and to the right of the window well where 
the ceiling of the basement level is more than 1’ foot away from final grade.  The two points 
that were identified were transferred to the floor plans.  Planner Scarff pointed to the lowest 
level.  
 
Planner Scarff stated that she had updated the since the Staff report was prepared, but it 
was not in time to publish the numbers.  She had marked the points shown on the 
elevations and connected the points with a line through the floor plan of the basement level 
to show which part of the basement was considered to be below final grade, and which 
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portion was not considered to be below final grade.  She pointed out an area where the line 
goes through wall area, which would be exempt anyway.  Approximately 67 square feet of 
area in the lowest level would be considered above final grade and included as part of the 
maximum house calculation.  None of the total floor area on the main and upper levels are 
considered to be final grade basement area.  The calculation results in 2,362 square feet 
for the maximum house size.  Planner Scarff clarified that these were the latest numbers 
and the latest review as part of this Appeal.   
 
Planner Scarff reported that she found a mistake that she had made during her initial 
approval and review; however, it did not affect the ability to approve this project because it 
still meets the maximum house size limitation of 2500 square feet.                    
 
Commissioner Thimm asked for clarification on Planner Ashley’s comment that the square 
footage was different from what was recently received.  He noted that the Planning 
Commission was given information and they have a staff report, and he thought they 
should be looking at the merits of what was provided in the Staff report.  He asked if there 
was a reason to look at any other square footage.    
 
Planner Scarff replied that the only difference between what was in the Staff report and the 
Exhibit she presented this evening, was that the Staff report included the exterior wall area. 
She explained that in her initial approval it was very obvious that the applicant was below 
2500 square feet, including the exterior wall area.  She had not asked for a re-calculation 
because they were below the limitation regardless.   
 
Commissioner Thimm understood that the square footage with each calculation was less 
than 2500 square feet.  Planner Scarff answered yes, and apologized for providing last 
minute information. 
 
Commissioner Phillips asked for the approximate difference in square footage.  Planner 
Scarff reviewed a slide showing the floor plans for the lower and main levels as approved 
in the HDDR on the approved set of plans.  She commented on the area below final grade, 
and noted that the criteria meant that the ceiling of the basement level is within 1’ of final 
grade.  Her mistake was that she had excluded area on the main level where the ceiling 
was below final grade because it is such a steep slope.  The ceiling in the back corner was 
actually below final grade and she incorrectly exempted that from the gross residential floor 
calculation.  However, when she realized her mistake and redid the analysis, she found 
that the project still met the maximum house size restriction.   
 
Director Erickson asked Planner Scarff if it was her opinion that this house was 2461 
square feet gross residential floor area.  Planner Scarff replied that it was the number as 
approved.  The slide she presented showed it as 2366 square feet.  In response to 
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Commissioner Phillips, Director Erickson pointed out that the reduction was the difference 
between 2461 square feet and 2366 square feet, which resulted from excluding the exterior 
wall.  Planner Scarff referred to the lower level on the original approved set and noted that 
the architect was more conservative that the Staff in the initial set of plans.  She had not 
requested a revised set of plans because she was confident during the approval that it met 
the criteria.  Looking at the lower level between what was approved and what is current, a 
slight sliver was removed.  She pointed out that the architect exempted less than she did.   
Commissioner Phillips asked if the architect showed a line of what he was exempting in the 
original plans.  Planner Scarff answered yes.   
 
Director Erickson believed that Planner Scarff had laid this out in terms of how the Code is 
applied for the definition of garage, and for the definition of gross residential floor area.  
She also used the correct LMC in those definitions, which is the current Code at the time of 
the application.   
 
Planner Scarff reported that the objection to the size of the garage is similar to the 
maximum house size.  The Appellant states that the garage area allowed in the 1993 
conditions of approval is a maximum 400 square foot garage, and the subject application 
includes a garage wall over the maximum allotted size.  Planner Scarff believed the issue 
was a difference in interpretation.  The current Code allows for an exemption of 400 square 
feet of garage area in the Historic District.  To be thorough, she also looked at the LMC 
that was in effect on October 21, 1993, and it was essentially the same for garages.  At 
that time, the HR-1 zone regulated mass and scale of structures using a floor area ratio, 
they it still allowed an additional 400 square feet for a two-car garage after calculating the 
FAR.  The Appellant interprets the City Council Minutes as saying that the garage cannot 
exceed 400 square feet in area total.  However, the Staff believes that when the Minutes 
reference the LMC at the time, they were not saying that the garages in the entire 
subdivision could not exceed 400 square feet.  If the City Council had that intention, they 
most likely would have made it a condition of approval.  Planner Scarff thought the City 
Council was only citing the LMC that there was an exemption of 400 square feet for 
garages.    
 
Planner Scarff noted that in looking at this project specifically, the garages in the lower 
level, the entire garage is considered basement area below final grade.  She had not 
applied a 400 square feet exemption for a garage to this project.  If the garage would have 
been designed on the main level, that exemption would have come into play, but because it 
was designed below final grade it was exempted as part of the basement definition. 
 
Commissioner Phillips asked if the garage was on the main level, what the 400 square feet 
for a garage would be exempted from.  He did not believe the City typically limits square 
footage.  He thought most of the houses were limited by the building envelope and 
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footprint.  Planner Scarff agreed that it was rare to have a maximum house size limitation 
within the Historic District.  It is typically seen on plats outside of the Historic District.  
Commissioner Phillips assumed it was included in the Code in the event that a maximum is 
placed on the plat.  Director Erickson replied that it comes out of the definition of what is 
counted in gross residential floor area.  In any zone that has a house size restriction, that 
definition is applied city-wide.  He pointed out that the exercise Planner Scarff went through 
was standard procedure for the Planning Department on every building application and 
every HDDR review.  It was not a new procedure.  
 
Planner Scarff noted that the fourth topic of the Appeal addressed sidewalk and 
sidewalk easement requirement during the subdivision approval.  There were also plat 
notes to that affect.  The Appellant states that the current application did not account for 
the 1993 City Council recommendations of a 4’ sidewalk at the front of the lot, as well 
as a 6’ trailer sidewalk easement provided in conjunction with the sidewalk.  The 
Appellant was referring to Condition of Approval #2 in the 1993 City Council approval, 
which states, “A 4’ sidewalk shall be constructed along the front of the lots with the final 
configuration to be approved by Staff.  A 6’ trail and sidewalk easement shall be 
provided in conjunction with the sidewalk, and shall be shown on the plat”.  Planner 
Scarff believed that was brought in during the final subdivision approval, and it was 
hand-drawn.  She indicated the sidewalk easement in front of Lots 1 and 2.  A note 
states that it was dedicated for the perpetual use of the general public.   
 
Planner Scarff stated that as the Appellant noted in their letter, during the initial 
approval the City did not require a 4’ sidewalk with the design.  It is no longer in the 
Trails Plan and the City Engineer and the Planning Director determined that there was 
no need to have that sidewalk.  As part of the Appeal, looking back at the previous City 
Council Minutes, they found that the sidewalk needed to be required based on City 
Council action and recommendation.  If the property owner did not want to construct a 
sidewalk, they would have to obtain approval from the City Council to amend the 1993 
action.  Planner Scarff had informed the property owner and she received a revised site 
plan that included a 4’ sidewalk.  The Staff shared the revised plan with the Appellant, 
but they still decided to appeal the design.   
 
Planner Scarff presented the plan that the Staff had approved without the sidewalk.  It 
showed a 6’ sidewalk easement but there was no sidewalk in the plans.  She then 
reviewed the revised plan with the sidewalk added.  It showed a 6’ sidewalk easement 
and a 4’ sidewalk, but the easement area was slightly on the south side because of an 
existing curb.  Planner Scarff noted that the condition of approval allows the Staff to 
approve the final configuration, and it was approved by the City Engineer. 
 

Packet Pg. 10



Planning Commission Meeting 
June 28, 2017 
Page 9 
 
 
Planner Scarff explained that the applicant had to redesign and include retaining walls 
to retain the grade so the sidewalk could be built.  In looking at the initial site plan, 
some of the retaining walls were included and others were not.  She pointed out the 
retaining walls that were added for the purpose of providing room for the sidewalk itself. 
The Appellant did not believe that any structure should be within the sidewalk 
easement, with the exception of the sidewalk, because it does not allow for clear and 
unobstructed use.  The Staff believed the retaining walls are for the sake of the 
sidewalk itself, and there was no reason why it could not be in the easement area.  
Planner Scarff remarked that the retaining walls meet the requirements of the LMC. The 
maximum height is 4’ and they are within private property within the front setback area.  
 
Tom Gaddick, the owner of 291 Daly, stated that he lives across the street from 280 
Daly.  He has met Susan and Jeff Bradshaw, the owners of 280 Daly, and he spoke 
with them several times before they purchased the property.  He was anxious to 
welcome them as neighbors.  Mr. Gaddick was concerned about the development in 
Old Town and particularly on Daly Avenue.  He was very concerned by things that have 
happened in the past on Lower Daly Avenue where a house was built within 
approximately 6’ of the road.  He was made aware of some of the issues at 280 Daly by 
his neighbor, Jennifer Malherbe.  Mr. Gaddick stated that he had emailed the letter to 
Planner Scarff and he apologized for omitting to put his name on it.               
 
Mr. Gaddick clarified that the Appellant, Jennifer Malherbe, was out of town and she 
had asked him to attend this meeting on their behalf and relay their concerns to the 
Planning Commission.  Mr. Gaddick stated that the vertical articulation and square 
footage were the main points of concern.  He could be persuaded on the garage.  Mr. 
Gaddick believed the method of calculating square footage on final grade, because the 
final grade of most of the front of house is street level.  He questioned how they could 
exclude a whole floor of the house as not counting because two-thirds of it are 
surrounded by dirt, but the final grade at the front of the house is street.  By his 
calculation, determining that two-thirds of the house is below floor level, if they take the 
area of the rooms that spill out onto the final grade of the street, it adds another 1100 
square feet to the project.  It creates an unusual situation where people can walk up to 
that grade of the street, which is below the grade of much of that level of the house.  He 
found it to be incongruous with what was probably the intention of the City Council in 
1993 to limit the size to 2500 square feet.  
 
Mr. Gaddick thought the lack of the 4’ sidewalk appeared to be inconsistent with the 
Washington Mill Subdivision.  He pointed out that in 1993 the definition of the street 
included the sidewalk.  Therefore, that if the sidewalk was added in the latest revised 
plan, the setback needs to be moved back at least 4’ and probably 6’.  He has a survey 
from the opposite side of the street that indicates that the street is supposed to be 25’ 
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wide.  He measured it as 21’.  Mr. Gaddick suggested that the City should survey the 
street to see what is actually Daly Avenue.  He thought the setback needed to be 
adjusted to reflect the fact that it should be from the sidewalk.                  
 
Mr. Gaddick stated that the approval of 4200 square feet that somehow back calculates 
to gross residential area of 2461 square feet, where roughly 1,000 is at grade at street 
level, did not make sense.  He believed the actual number of square footage was above 
the limitation of 2500 square feet.  Mr. Gaddick commented on concerns regarding 
flooding, and noted that water coming down Daly Avenue would flow into the garage 
and into the entire lower level.  In terms of the wall effect of the house, he stated that 
standing on the northeast corner of the house on the lower front side of the house 
looking up from street level would be more than 30’ up, and represents a 75+ degree 
visual angle that is obscured from that point.   
 
Mr. Gaddick believed the issues needed to be considered.  He has a PhD in chemistry 
and he could not understand the square footage calculation.   Mr. Gaddick thought they 
should look at what the City Council was trying to accomplish when they limited the size 
to 2500 square feet.  The concept of Gross Livable Space did not exist at that time.  He 
thought it was inappropriate to apply the current LMC because it did not exist in 1993.  
It was restricted under the 1993 LMC and the owner at that time agreed to the 
restriction of 2500 square feet.  He pointed out that the restriction was more severe 
than the LMC.    
 
Chair Strachan asked Mr. Gaddick how he measured the 30’ wall effect.  Mr. Gaddick 
replied that he stood there and measured.  He explained what he calculated to 
determine 30’.   Chair Strachan asked if it was measured from existing grade as it exists 
today.  Mr. Gaddick replied that it was measured from the street.   
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. 
 
Jonathan DeGray, the architect for 280 Daly, stated that the applicant generally agrees 
with the Staff report and thought they did a good job of articulating all of the aspects of 
the Appeal.  He thought it reflected the way they worked with the Applicant throughout 
the approval process in terms of how they measured the square footage, discussions 
regarding the building height, mass and scale, and other issues. 
 
Mr. DeGray commented on the four analysis items for discussion this evening.  
Regarding the vertical articulation, Mr. DeGray believed it met the requirements of the 
Code in terms of not exceeding 23’ at any given point.  He pointed out that the height 
limit in that area is 27’ and they were four to five feet under the allowable height as 
measured per the requirements of the LMC.  Regarding the comments from Mr. 
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Gaddick about measuring the height, Mr. DeGray noted that he used the standards laid 
out in the LMC.  Taking a sight line from any given point can skew the measurement on 
any home in Old Town or anywhere in the City if the measurement is taken from the 
street and from any point of elevation.  He remarked that the LMC is very specific on 
how to measure.  He believed Planner Scarff had done a good job explaining why and 
how they comply with the LMC.  
 
Regarding the calculation of maximum house size, Mr. DeGray pointed out that during 
their due diligence period prior to purchasing the property, the Bradshaw’s met with the 
Staff in a pre-application to clarify the 2500 square feet limit and what it meant, and how 
they should measure it.  It was important to understand because at that point it was 
unclear how exactly to deal with it.  The Staff outlined how it should be dealt with and 
they moved forward with that criteria and have been consistent throughout.   It was that 
criteria that allowed the Bradshaw’s to move forward with purchasing their property.  Mr. 
DeGray thought the chart on page 78 of the Staff report outlining the building sizes did 
a good job reflecting how this particular building, measured under 2500 square feet, fits 
well into the neighborhood.   
 
Mr. DeGray thought the Staff report provided sufficient information on how the garage 
was measured.  He pointed out that the required minimum was 400 square feet, and 
they were at 592 square feet, but they saw no reason to change it because that part of 
the building was in the basement.   
 
Regarding the sidewalk, Mr. DeGray noted that they have made all the requested 
changes, and the 4’ sidewalk was added because they were asked to provide it.  He 
stated that manipulated the grades on-site to provide the 4’ sidewalk.  
 
Commissioner Phillips asked when the space was created for the sidewalk and the 
retaining walls were put in, whether they disturbed from natural grade more than 4’ in 
that section.  Mr. DeGray replied that the walls as shown were compliant, which is why 
he was hesitant to move them back further.  If he did, there is a vehicle in the Code for 
the Planning Director to approve going up to 6’ in the front yard.  Mr. DeGray clarified 
that it was not the case because the walls did not vary more than 4’ from existing grade.  
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean asked Mr. DeGray to verify the height from the bottom 
of the garage doors to the ridge.  Mr. DeGray stated that the garage doors were down 
at 73036, there is a deck, and then the building steps back.  On the south elevation, the 
dash line is the face of the garage door.  The main level is above, and the roof ridge 
above that showed a plate height of 23’3”.  It was approximately 20’3” to the ridge.  The 
back plate of the sloping roof over the living room is at 25’6”, or 22’ to the back of the 
sloped shed.   
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Director Erickson remarked that based on the HDDR, the height from existing grade to 
the maximum height of the house is less than 27’.  Mr. DeGray agreed.  Director 
Erickson stated that based on the HDDR submittal, the 35’ internal height was also met 
from the lowest floor plate to the ceiling joist to the highest floor.  He clarified that both 
of the heights were met and illustrated on the drawing.  Mr. DeGray answered yes.  He 
noted that the dash line above the elevations was the 27’ height limit.  Planner Scarff 
stated that she had calculated approximately 24 feet above existing grade at the tallest 
point.                                 
 
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Joyce believed the Staff was correct in their determination because he 
could not see any exceptions.  The Code that applies is the Code in effect when the 
CUP or the HDDR is application is submitted.  He did not believe the 1993 LMC was  
relevant for this discussion.   The current LMC applied to the four issues outlined.  
Commissioner Joyce remarked that the house size is what they typically see for gross 
residential floor area.   
 
Commissioner Thimm concurred with Commission Joyce.  He had gone through the 
exercise of calculating the height and walking through what was presented this evening. 
After looking at the square footage and the LMC, he found that the Staff had analyzed it 
correctly in accordance with the LMC.   
 
Commissioner Campbell thought Commissioner Joyce made an important point about 
the LMC.    It is important to understand that the review is based on the LMC in effect 
when the application was made and not when the subdivision was approved.  
Commissioner Campbell understood the Appellant’s issue that it might not feel like what 
the City Council approved in 1993, but definitions change, which is why it is important to 
know which LMC applies.  As the Code morphs and new items are adopted, those have 
to be taken into account.  Whether or not they like the new calculating method, they still 
need to operate under that Code.   Commissioner Campbell did not believe the 
Planning Commission had any grounds to object.   
 
Commissioner Phillips concurred.  From his observation, this application was treated 
consistent with what has been done in the past.  He could see from the original plans 
before this Appeal that specific items were clearly thought out by the architect.  For 
example, on the vertical articulation Mr. DeGray had drawn in the 10’ setback.  
Commissioner Phillips thought it was clear that the applicant followed the LMC 
correctly, and that the Staff applied it correctly as well.                      
 

Packet Pg. 14



Planning Commission Meeting 
June 28, 2017 
Page 13 
 
 
Chair Strachan concurred with his fellow Commissioners.  Although he has never 
agreed with the calculation of gross floor area exempting basements, it is the law.   
 
On a separate issue, Chair Strachan expressed concern over the number of errors that 
were made in the calculations.  He cautioned the Staff to be more careful in the future 
and to make sure it is correct the first time, primarily for the reason that it could be 
appealed.   
 
Chair Strachan was not certain he would have jumped to the conclusion that the 1993 
City Council would have put in a condition of approval on the 400 square foot floor area 
for the garage.  He thought it was impossible to know or say what they would have 
done.   
 
Chair Strachan understood that they needed to strictly interpret the plat, but he thought 
the sidewalk serves very little purpose.  There are no sidewalks for the houses on either 
side and it is a sidewalk to nowhere.    
 
Chair Strachan agreed that the Staff’s calculations were correct.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean requested that Planner Scarff suggest which Findings 
should be amended to reflect the correct square footage.  
 
Commissioner Campbell referred to the definition of basement and first floor in terms of 
things to address in the LMC amendments.  He would like those definitions cleaned up 
because in his opinion, it appears to be a basement because it is not a first floor and 
vice-versa.  Planner Kirsten Whetstone replied that the definitions are taken directly 
from the Building Code.  Approximately ten years ago they were asked to make the 
LMC definitions match the Building Code.  When they did that, they had the idea that 
because parts of basements are visible and above grade, those should be included in 
the floor area.  Chair Strachan pointed out that nothing written requires the LMC 
definitions to match the Building Code. 
 
Director Erickson replied that the issue was how to re-write the definition and still be 
consistent with how the Building Code interprets it.  There are other issues related to 
calculating basements and crawl spaces.  Commissioner Campbell stated that his point 
is that no one parks their car in the basement.                                      
    
Director Erickson stated that Finding of Fact #13 needed to be corrected to reflect 2362 
square feet.  Finding #27 should be corrected to 2362 square feet of gross residential 
floor area or maximum house size.  Planner Scarff also changed the “68 square feet” 
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on Finding #27 to correctly read, “67 square feet of area on the lower level to be above 
final grade”. 
 
Joe Tesch, representing the owner, noted that Finding #13 stated, “2362 square feet, 
which includes all garage and exterior wall areas”, and that should be changed to 
“…excludes all garage and exterior wall area”.  Director Erickson agreed.  That same 
correction also applied to the last sentence in Finding #27.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to DENY the Appeal for 280 Daly Avenue 
based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in 
the Staff report and as amended.  Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Commissioner Thimm stated that it was mentioned that the definition of basement and 
first floor matched the Building Code.  He clarified that the definition has actually 
changed, and if they were looking at definitions, he suggested that they look at the 
current model code for a definition.  Commissioner Thimm thought it was a good idea to 
tie those together because trying to figure out building height, stories, etc. in multiple 
venues can be very difficult.   
 
Planner Whetstone agreed that Commissioner Thimm made good point, which is why it 
was changed to meet those definitions.  However, as Chair Strachan had stated, gross 
floor area is how they could define mass.   There is a benefit to defining a basement, 
first story, etc.               
 
Findings of Fact – 280 Daly Avenue                                    
                   
1. The site is located at 280 Daly Avenue. 
 
2. The site is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District. 
 
3. The site is not identified as a historic site on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory. 
 
4. On January 3, 2017, the City received both a Steep Slope CUP application and 
HDDR application related to proposed development at 280 Daly Avenue. 
 
5. The Steep Slope CUP application was deemed complete on January 19, 2017, 
and approved by the Planning Commission on March 22, 2017. 
 
6. The HDDR application was deemed complete on January 10, 2017, and was 
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officially approved via Staff final action on March 27, 2017, following Commission 
approval of the Steep Slope CUP on March 22, 2017. 
 
7. The HDDR plans were stamped approved, and the final action letter to the 
applicant was drafted and dated on March 24, 2017; however, Staff erred in not 
distributing the final action letter to the applicant or noticing adjacent property 
owners within 100 feet (100’) until March 27, 2017, resulting in approved plans 
and a final action letter that do not reflect the correct final action date of March 
27, 2017. 
 
8. Exhibit G of this report is an email that confirms that the HDDR final action letter 
was distributed to the Applicant Representative on March 27, 2017, as well as a 
letter showing that adjacent property owners were noticed of final action on 
March 27th as well. Both documents established a ten (10) day appeal period that 
ran through April 6, 2017. 
 
9. Both of the SS CUP and HDDR applications supported the request to construct a 
new single-family house at 280 Daly Avenue, which is currently a vacant lot. 
 
10. 280 Daly Avenue is platted as Lot 1 of the Washington Mill Subdivision, which 
was approved by Park City Council on October 21, 1993. 
 
11. Council minutes for October 21, 1993, contain Conditions of Approval which limit 
the maximum house size on Lot 1 at 2,500 square feet, and create a 6-foot (6’) 
wide sidewalk easement along the front property lines of Lots 1 and 2, which 
Council indicated should contain a 4-foot (4’) wide sidewalk. The maximum 
house size and 6’ sidewalk easement are both included as notes on the 
Washington Mill Subdivision plat document. 
 
12. The LMC defines Maximum House Size as follows: §15-15-1.168 MAXIMUM 
HOUSE SIZE. A measurement of Gross Floor Area. 
 
13. The final HDDR plans approved a single-family structure with a total floor area of 
4,220.6 sf including all garage, basement area, and exterior wall areas, but with a 
gross residential floor area of 2,362 sf, which excludes all garage and exterior 
wall areas. 
 
14. Staff finds that, if the exterior wall areas were made exempt from the gross floor 
area calculation, the result would be a maximum house size that is less than 
2,500 sf, in accordance with the plat note. This calculation will be a requirement 
during the building permit application process. 
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15. The approved set of plans did not include a 4’ wide sidewalk running through the 
platted 6’ wide sidewalk easement shown on the plat, but Staff has since 
required the Applicant to revise the site plan to show a sidewalk since its 
construction was a Condition of Approval during the 1993 subdivision process. 
 
16. The 1993 Council action would need to be amended by the current City Council 
to void the requirement to construct a sidewalk at 280 Daly. 
 
17. On April 4, 2017, the Planning Department received an appeal letter from 
Jennifer and Gideon Malherbe, owners of 297 Daly Avenue, which was focused 
on appealing the SS CUP approval that occurred on March 22, 2017. 
 
18. The 10-day appeal period for the SS CUP had already lapsed, but Staff notified 
the appellants that the appeal letter included objections that could apply to Staff 
determinations made as part of the HDDR approval, which still had an active 
appeal period. The appellants chose to move forward with the appeal of Staff 
determinations related to the HDDR approval knowing that a number of 
objections they’d made were specific to the SS CUP, thus, not appealable. 
 
19. The appeal was submitted within ten (10) calendar days of the distribution of the 
HDDR final action letter to the applicant, as well as the posting of the property 
and mailing of notice letters to property owners living within 100’ of the site 
(March 27th). 
 
20. Supplemental information was provided to the Planning Department by the 
Appellant on the deadline of June 9, 2017, which was a date established by the 
Planning Director. 
 
21. Above discussion found in the staff report is incorporated herein. 
 
22. The HR-1 chapter of the LMC requires the inclusion of a ten-foot (10’) minimum 
horizontal step in the downhill façade, which shall take place at a maximum 
height of twenty three feet (23’) from where the Building Footprint meets the 
lowest point of existing Grade. Staff finds that the applicant never requested 
permission from Staff or the Planning Commission to design a structure that 
encroaches into the minimum 10’ horizontal step that is required, and that the 
project complies with requirements of LMC §15-2.2-5(B), as proposed and 
approved. 
 
23. Staff finds that the note printed on the Washington Mill Subdivision plat 
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document, as well as language used in the 1993 City Council minutes, utilizes 
the term maximum house size. Because the HDDR application was submitted on 
January 3, 2017, the project was reviewed under the current version of the LMC. 
Under the current LMC, when the term maximum house size is utilized, Staff 
refers to the LMC definition of the term, which refers to the definition of gross 
residential floor area. 
 
24. LMC §15-15-1.109 defines gross residential floor area, which provides 
exemptions for 400 square feet of garage area, as well as basement and crawl 
space areas falling below final grade. 
 
25. When determining if floor area can be considered basement area, Staff has 
historically deemed area on the lowest level exempt if the ceiling of that level is 
within one foot (1’) of final grade. 
 
26. During the de novo review completed as part of this appeal, Staff found that they 
erred in directing the project architect to exempt 230 sf of area on the main level 
of the structure that had a ceiling level within 1’ of final grade. Floor area on the 
main level is not eligible for exemption from the gross residential floor area 
calculation. 
 
27. During this de novo review, Staff also found that the amount of floor area (192 sf) 
on the lower level that was included in the gross residential floor area calculation 
was more conservative than Staff’s determination. Staff finds that they would only 
consider approximately 67 sf of area on the lower level to be above final grade, 
which results in a revised gross residential floor area, or maximum house size, 
calculation of 2,362 sf. This calculation excludes the area of the exterior walls, 
which is exempt from the floor area calculation. 
 
28. Staff finds that no other direction regarding the calculation of maximum house 
size is provided on the Washington Mill Subdivision plat or within the minutes of 
the 1993 City Council approval. 
 
29. Staff finds that the intent of the maximum house size and gross residential floor 
area definitions is to limit the size and mass of structures that falls above grade, 
thus, is viewable from adjacent properties. 
 
30. Based on Summit County records, Staff finds that the proposed floor area for 280 
Daly is comparable to those of existing, nearby Daly Avenue properties, 
especially when the larger than average lot size of 280 Daly is considered. 
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31. Staff finds that the Appellants had two (2) opportunities during the HDDR public 
hearing process and during the SS CUP process, which was approved by the 
Planning Commission on March 22, 2017, to object to the volume of the structure 
and its appropriateness within the larger neighborhood context. 
 
32. The 1993 City Council minutes describing the approval of the Washington Mill 
Subdivision do indicate that, at the time, maximum house sizes in the HR-1 
zoning district were calculated using floor area ratios, but that the applicant had 
agreed to a size more restrictive than what the zone would otherwise allow. 
 
33. Staff finds that, even with the application of the current version of the LMC, a 
larger structure could have been approved under restrictions of the HR-1 zone if 
the plat note was not present. In line with LMC §15-1-3 Conflict, the most 
restrictive limitation was applied to the project, restricting the size of the structure 
beyond what could have otherwise been achieved. 
 
34. The definition of gross residential floor area allows for the exemption of 400 
square feet of garage area if a project is located within the Historic District. 
 
35. The proposed garage area, measuring approximately 592 square feet including 
exterior wall area, is located on the lower level of structure and was exempted 
from the gross residential floor area calculation as it met the criteria of a 
basement area. 
 
36. Staff finds that if the garage had been proposed to be located on the main level, 
it would not have been considered basement area, and up to 400 sf of its area 
would have been considered exempt from the gross residential floor area 
calculation. 
 
37. Staff finds that the language included in the 1993 City Council minutes approving 
the Washington Mill Subdivision regarding garage size did not have the intent of 
limiting total allowable garage area to 400 square feet, rather, was citing the LMC 
that was in effect at the time, which provided a 400 square foot exemption for 
garage areas over the maximum allowable house size, which at the time was 
quantified using a floor area ratio. 
 
38. Staff finds that it is irrelevant that the other structures in the Washington Mill 
Subdivision do not include garages, as there is nothing in the 1993 subdivision 
approval that prevented the development of garages on those properties, and 
nothing that prevents the development of a garage at 280 Daly Avenue. 
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39. At the time of initial appeal (April 4, 2017), the approved set of HDDR plans did 
not include a four-foot (4’) wide sidewalk as was a Condition of Approval during 
the City Council approval of the Washington Mill Subdivision on October 21, 
1993. 
 
40. Following the appeal, Staff recognized the error in not requiring a 4’ wide 
sidewalk as part of the proposal, and the Applicant has revised the site plan to 
reflect a 4’ wide sidewalk that parallels the Daly Avenue right-of-way. 
 
41. The revised site plan does include multiple retaining walls, not to exceed 4’ in 
height measured from final grade, within the 6’ wide easement area with the 
purpose of retaining grade to provide room for the sidewalk. 
 
42. Staff finds that there is no regulation that prohibits the construction of retaining 
walls within the 6’ wide sidewalk easement, especially because the walls are 
included specifically for the benefit of the sidewalk. 
 
43. Staff also finds that the construction of the retaining walls will not cause 
excessive site disturbance or inhibit safe access for pedestrians along the 4’ wide 
sidewalk. If a sidewalk is to be constructed, there needs to be a mechanism for 
retaining grade on the steep slope at the front of the lot. 
 
44. Staff finds that the construction of the retaining walls will not prevent the 
perpetual use of the sidewalk by the general public, as the Appellant has claimed 
in the appeal materials. 
 
Conclusions of Law – 280 Daly Avenue 
  
1. Staff interpretation of the plat notes was correct. 
2. Staff interpretation of the Land Management Code (LMC) was correct. 
 
Conditions of Approval – 280 Daly Avenue 
 
1. Approval is based on Historic District Design Review (HDDR) plans stamped 
approved on March 24, 2017. Building permit plans must substantially comply with the 
approved set of plans, as amended to include a 4’ wide sidewalk parallel to the Daly 
Avenue right-of-way. 
 
2. All of the conditions of approval of the HDDR approval letter dated March 24, 2017, 
shall continue to apply. 
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3. The expiration date of the HDDR approval shall be extended to one (1) year from the 
date of this order. A building permit shall be secured by the applicant by June 28, 2018. 
 
Order:  
The appeal is denied and Planning Staff’s determinations are upheld. 
                                             

 

2. 4001 Kearns Boulevard – First Amendment to the Park City Film Studios 

Subdivision, a re-plat to create three platted lots of record from existing 29.55 

acre Lot 1 and to include a 0.8 acre parcel acquired from UDOT for storm 

water detention. The property consists of approximately 30 acres. 

 (Application PL-15-03005) 
 
Planner Whetstone reported that she had received an email from the applicant requesting 
a continuation to the July 12

th
 meeting.   

 
Director Erickson noted that the Condition of Approval #16 with respect to landscaping had 
been revised since the last meeting.   
 
Planner Whetstone recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing 
this evening to get public comments on the record. 
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  Chair Strachan 
closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE the first amendment to the Park City 
Film Studio Subdivision to July 12, 2017.  Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 

3. 1450-1460 Park Avenue – A plat amendment requesting to combine Lots 1 and 

2 of the Retreat at the Park Subdivision at 1450-1460 Park Avenue into one lot 

of record.   (Application PL-17-03501) 

 

4. 1450-1460 Park Avenue - Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application for the 

 construction of a Parking Area of five (5) or more than spaces at 1450-1460 

Park Avenue. Applicant is proposing to construct nine (9) parking spaces 

along Sullivan Road.     (Application PL-17-03502) 
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5. 1450-1460 Park Avenue- Request for Approval of a Condominium Plat for 

the combined Lots of the Retreat at the Park Subdivision for eight (8) 

residential units.    (Application PL-17-03503)    
 
The Planning Commission reviewed these three items together and opened a single public 
hearing on all three.   Separate actions were taken.        
 
Planner Grahn provided a brief background on the projects and why the three applications 
were connected.  She explained that there were two lots of record; one for 1460 and one 
for 1450 Park Avenue.  Initially, the applicant had proposed to keep these lots separate 
with a pedestrian easement down the center.  One advantage of keeping the lots separate 
was the ability to have four parking spaces on each lot, which is an allowed use.  She 
clarified that a parking area of five or more spaces triggers a conditional use permit.  
Planner Grahn reported that based on the feed the applicant received last summer from 
the Planning Commission, as well as concerns expressed by the Community Development 
Department and the Engineering Department, they did not favor the two tandem parking 
spaces at 1450 Park, especially if they were shared by the neighbors.  One parking space 
was relocated, which initiated the plat amendment. 
 
Planner Grahn remarked that the purpose of the plat amendment is to combine the two lots 
of record that already exist.  It explains the existing lot sizes and the requirements.  The 
applicant had complied with all of the requirements.   
 
Planner Grahn reviewed the conditional use permit application for a parking area of 9 
spaces.  The conditional use permit is required for a parking area of five or more spaces.  
The nine spaces occur based on the proposal to combine the two lots.  Planner Grahn 
noted that the applicant chose to concentrate the parking along Sullivan Road, which is a 
drive through City Park and not an actual City street.  Doing this maintains the integrity of 
the historic houses and the historic character of Park Avenue.  It also meets the Design 
Guidelines, which encourages parking areas to be in the back of the lot.   
 
In terms of traffic consideration, Planner Grahn reported that the City Engineer found that 
the eight new homes were going to generate ten trips per day.   She emphasized that the 
conditional use permit is only for the parking area and not for the development itself.  
Therefore, those 80 trips per day could be absorbed by Sullivan Road and Park Avenue.  
The City Engineer found that this congestion would add to the current traffic congestion 
during the peak holiday weekends and special events.  Planner Grahn pointed out that the 
development could not provide any local remedy that would alleviate an existing problem.  
 
Planner Grahn stated that there would be no increased utility capacity.  Storm water runoff 
and utilities have all been addressed as part of the larger development.  Emergency 
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access could occur off of Park Avenue or Sullivan Road.  The applicants have chosen to 
mitigate the appearance of the parking area to the best of their ability by including a 
vegetated berm.  The berm would not disallow emergency vehicle access.   
 
Planner Grahn thought it was important to note the location and amount of off-street 
parking.  The calculation the Staff used was based on the construction of six new single 
family houses.  A single family house requires two parking spaces per house.  If this had 
been a multi-unit dwelling where the units are combined, it would have actually generated 
8.5 parking spaces based on the size of the units being proposed.   
 
Planner Grahn stated that the Staff had created conditions of approval in an effort to help 
with the amount of the off-street parking.  The parking will be managed by the HOA and not 
the City; and one of the conditions asks that in the CC&Rs the applicant provide for certain 
specifications, such as no more than two cars per unit, maintaining ADA parking if required, 
the length the time of vehicle can be parked, restrictions on vehicles sizes, snow removal 
and so forth.   
 
Regarding internal vehicles and pedestrian circulation, Planner Grahn noted that the 
access for this parking area was along Sullivan Road.  Pedestrian access could be from 
either City Park or through the pedestrian easement that goes down the middle of the 
lot.  Fencing is not required, but it will be screened with landscaping.  A trash enclosure 
on the northeast side of the lot will have fencing and hide the parking from the struggler 
building.  Planner Grahn stated that the parking area did not create more building mass 
or bulk.  It would be more difficult to mitigate the bulk if they were building the garage.  
Concentrating the parking in the back of the lot prevents it from impeding on the historic 
integrity of the site.   
 
Planner Grahn noted that there were no open space requirements; however, the 
applicant was providing 55% open space.  Signs and lighting have been conditioned so 
that the Planning Department reviews and approves them prior to any installation.  The 
parking area complies with the Design Guidelines as outlined in the Staff report.   
 
Planner Grahn pointed out that noise, odors, and steam caused by other parking areas 
along Sullivan Road already exists.  This parking area would not add to those impacts.  
Deliveries would occur between Park Avenue and Sullivan Road.  She stated that the 
expected ownership would be a condominium plat once that has been recorded.  The 
property is not in the SLO, and it is consistent with the General Plan.   
 
Planner Grahn remarked that the historic structures would not be threatened or hurt by 
this parking area.  The parking was located a significant distance from the structures to 
help maintain that integrity.  The City would obtain façade preservation on the homes 
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before they are sold to individual owners.  The new units have to comply with the 
Design Guidelines and the Staff found that those had already been met.   
 
Planner Grahn reviewed the application for the Condo Plat, which would 
condominiumize the project to allow the units to be sold to individual owners.  The 
tables beginning on page 374 of the Staff report outlined the sizes of those units.   
 
Steve Brown, development consultant on behalf of the City, and Jesus Vendasu, the 
project architect for Caddis Architecture, were present to answer questions.   
 
Mr. Brown complimented Planner Grahn for her thorough compilation of what has 
occurred over the last year in response to the comments made by the Planning 
Commission last summer, primarily related to tandem parking on the Park Avenue side. 
Mr. Brown commented on the exhaustive process they had gone through reviewing this 
with all of the City departments and the service providers, and well as going through the 
HDDR and HPB process.  He thought they had done a fairly good job of trying to 
respond the Commissioners’ comments and to make sure there would no unmitigated 
issues remaining.  Mr. Brown stated that they have a good record of Code compliance 
and he was pleased with the end result.  He was willing to walk the Commissioners 
through the site if they were interested in a site visit.   
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing on the plat amendment, the CUP and the 
condominium plat for 1450-1460 Park Avenue.  
 
There were no comments.                
 
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.   
                                           
Chair Strachan stated that even though these three applications come close to 
satisfying the Code, he thought it was presumptuous and counter-productive for the City 
to go ahead and build these and to get as far along as they did under the umbrellas of 
the need for affordable housing.  Chair Strachan believed there was a strong need for 
affordable housing, but the need for affordable housing also must follow the regular 
procedure.  He thought it perceived favoritism to the City when another applicant who 
comes in with an application similar to this one would not get as far along in the 
construction process.  He was certain that Commissioners Phillips, Campbell and 
Thimm could attest to that based on their construction experience.  Chair Strachan 
remarked that the fact that the City was able to get this far and the Planning 
Commission was just now seeing the plat amendment and the CUP was unfair to every 
private applicant.   He understood that the need for affordable housing is huge, but the 
City has to follow the same rules as everyone else.  He rides his bike by this project 
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every day and he thinks it is very hypocritical that the City would do this.   He was not 
opposed to the project and he probably would have favored it had it followed the proper 
process prior to construction.   
 
Commissioner Thimm agreed with Chair Strachan.  However, after reviewing all three 
applications, the mitigation measures, and going through the conditions of approval, he 
thought the intent of the LMC was met.   
 
Commissioner Joyce disagreed that the LMC had been met.  He noted that the 
Planning Commission pointed out flaws in the parking six or eight months ago and they 
voiced a lot of concerns regarding the parking plan.  At that time, they were told that the 
only decision was whether or not they could park on Sullivan Road, and the Planning 
Commission had said yes.  Commissioner Joyce stated that in hindsight that decision 
was a mistake.  They Commissioners should have said no and made the City Council 
overturn their decision.  By saying yes, the Planning Commission kept seeing 
continuances, and they ended up with a plan that he would not approve for any 
applicant.  Commissioner Joyce pointed out that he has consistently said that when the 
City is the applicant they should be held to the absolute strongest standard that they 
would hold for any applicant, because otherwise it is favoritism.   
 
Commissioner Joyce stated that in looking at the parking plan, the only way to get to 12 
parking spaces is two spaces for the six new units, and eliminating the parking for the 
two historic buildings on the historic sites inventory.  He remarked that the reason they 
eliminate parking requirements for the Historic Sites Inventory buildings is to protect the 
historic properties that are mostly built on 25’ x 75’ lots.  He noted that 1450 and 1460 
Park Avenue had off-street parking and the City tore it out.  Instead of doing what they 
talk about with the provision of not having to provide parking for those historic 
structures, the City went in the opposite direction.  The City tried to quadruple the 
density on the lots and they could only do it by invoking the fact that they did not need 
to providing parking for the two historic buildings; and only provide parking for the new 
buildings.  
 
Commissioner Joyce thought the problem continued to exacerbate.  The City misused 
that piece of the Code and they removed existing off-street parking.  He referred to the 
map on page 368 of the Staff report and the three-car parking spots at the lowest end.  
He believed that if they asked people on the street which residents would use those 
three parking spots, he was certain they would say the two yellow buildings because it 
makes sense.   That is how it was designed.  Commissioner Joyce disagreed with the 
idea that those structures will not have off-street parking and those residents will park in 
the street, because it was obvious that they were parking those structures.  In addition, 
the conditions of approval state that there are no assigned parking spaces.   
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Commissioner Joyce stated that if they came to the Planning Commission with the 
same layout, but said they were going to assign parking spaces and put something in 
the deed for the two historic houses that requires them to park in the street and 
prohibits parking on-site, he might be able to accept counting 12 parking spaces under 
those circumstances.  The problem is that the City would never enforce it, and pushing 
enforcement off to an HOA does not fix the problem.  This is an under-parked project.  
 
Commissioner Joyce stated that he and Commissioner Campbell have discussed what 
it means to under-park a commercial project.  Commissioner Campbell believes that 
under parking a commercial project is fine because if customers have trouble finding a 
parking place, that business loses customers and the parking works itself out.  
However, this is a residential project and if it is under-parked people will park in the 
street or in City Park.  It pushes the problem out into the neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner Joyce remarked that the fact that the City is twisting the way they count 
parking is disheartening.   He was confident that no matter what the Planning 
Commission decides, the City Council would approve it because the project is nearly 
built.  Commissioner Joyce could not support these applications.   He wished they could 
have had this discussion before the construction started, which is when it should have 
occurred and when the Planning Commission tried but were steered away.   
 
Commissioner Campbell thought it was an easy out for regulations to look at what 
technology is going to do in the future.  He believed most of those people would not 
own cars five or ten years from now, so he was going to look the other way and pretend 
that the City did not manipulate the process.   Commissioner Campbell agreed that it is 
frustrating to have rules and for the City not to live by the same rules as everyone else. 
He would like to find some way to send that message to the City Council.  
Commissioner Campbell pointed out that the Planning Commission wants to support 
affordable housing and wants to do whatever they can to streamline the process, but 
Chair Strachan is correct in saying that the City should not get a streamlined version 
over what a private applicant could get.  He agreed with Commissioner Joyce, that if 
this had been a private applicant the project would have never gotten this far in the 
process.   He thought everyone should be concerned about the public questioning how 
this was pushed through and built before it was completely approved.  Commissioner 
Campbell asked Director Erickson to make sure in the future that the Planning 
Commission is not a party to something like this before it gets too far down the road.  
He felt that whatever they did tonight, the perception is going to be that the Planning 
Commission allowed it, and that is not the case. 
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Assistant City Attorney McLean commented on the CUP and the existing site from a 
legal standpoint.  She stated that notwithstanding the issues with the parking and the 
fact that Council Member Beerman was in attendance and would relay their comments 
to the City Council, the application is for a conditional use permit for a parking area 
greater than five spots.  It is not an application for how the project is and how it is 
parked.  It is about the impacts of having more than five cars together.  Ms. McLean 
explained that how it exists right now without the plat amendment to remove the interior 
lot line, the applicant would not need a CUP because they would have two smaller 
structures, or four and four.  The applicant would be able to park it in a manner where a 
CUP is not needed.  She recognized that it may be an issue with the LMC that should 
be addressed globally in terms of how these projects will be parked.  Ms. McLean 
stated that from a legal standpoint, the lens for looking at the CUP is what are the 
impacts of having those cars in the back, what are the impacts of having them together, 
and have those impacts been adequately mitigated.  It was not about the issues of 
parking for the historic house.  Ms. McLean clarified that regardless of the applicant, the 
City, as the regulator, would have to find that this adequately parked because that is all 
that is required.  There are no parking requirements for the historic homes.                     
                                        
Commissioner Campbell pointed out that their frustration is that the plan has continued 
to evolve.  His experience has been that a private applicant would have to have a 
completed plan before any of it could be approved.  In this case the Planning 
Commission approved parts of it early on, and now their hands were tied.  The 
Commissioners had no choice but to approve this because of how much has already 
been constructed.  The applicant has no choice in terms of how to park it.   
 
Chair Strachan asked what would happen if the Planning Commission denied the plat 
amendment.  Assistant City Attorney McLean believed that the applicant would not ask 
for the CUP or the plat amendment, and instead come in for two condominium plats for 
the lot to the south and the lot to the north.  Chair Strachan pointed out that under that 
scenario there would not be a need for more than five parking spaces, and the project 
would be under-parked.  Ms. McLean explained that each unit would still be required to 
have two spaces and there would be six spaces on each lot, but because the parking 
spaces would not be together, it would not require a CUP.  Commissioner Joyce 
pointed out that it would then go back to tandem parking, which is what they opposed at 
the last meeting.  Ms. McLean noted that tandem parking is permitted under the Code, 
even though it was not the best solution.   
 
Chair Strachan believed the parking plan presented this evening was the best result of 
many evil results, but it was never approved by the Planning Commission.  He 
reiterated that the process was disheartening and it would have never been allowed for 
a private applicant.   
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Commissioner Phillips agreed with his fellow Commissioners about the order of the 
process.  However, he thought this was a better plan than what they saw at the last 
meeting and it has adequate parking.  He agreed that the applicant had manipulated 
and did some things, but everyone does it.  It also meets the Code.  Commissioner 
Phillips stated that if he had spoken first, he was going to mention that the order of the 
process seemed backwards and that upsets him as a Planning Commissioner.  He was 
also upset that the Planning Commission did not have the opportunity to review this 
project prior to construction.  He was unsure whether or not it was part of the fast-track 
for affordable housing that was previously mentioned, but if that is the case, then it 
needs to be applied fairly to future applicants of affordable housing.   
 
Commissioner Joyce asked if 12 parking spaces is the right number based on the fact 
that the two historic houses are going to park off-site.  If the applicant thinks the historic 
houses are going to park on the property, they need to provide four additional spaces.   
Commissioner Phillips pointed out that the Code gives an exemption for historic 
houses.  Commissioner Joyce replied that the Code is not designed for subdivisions.  
He wanted to know how they could make sure that the four cars associated with the two 
historic homes never take the other parking spaces.   
 
Director Erickson clarified that there was not a restriction in the CUP that prevents the 
historic houses from using one or more of the common parking spaces.  Therefore, 
historic houses have the same right to those 12 spaces as everyone else in the 
condominium.   He was not aware of a special exemption.  Director Erickson explained 
that they were not exempting the historic houses from parking.  They were only being 
asked to comply with the Code for historic houses.  Commissioner Joyce argued that 
they were under-parking what the Code recommends.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a NEGATIVE recommendation to the 
City Council for the plat amendment for the Retreat at Park First Amended at 1450-
1460 Park Avenue.    
 
The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to 
the City Council for 1450-1460 Park Avenue Plat Amendment request to combine lots 1 
and 2, the Retreat at the Park Subdivision, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions 
of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the draft ordinance.  Commissioner Thimm 
seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed 3-1.  Commissioner Joyce voted against the motion. 
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Commissioner Joyce asked if there was electricity out to the parking areas for charging 
electric cars.  Mr. Brown replied that there was no electricity at this point in time.  
Commissioner Joyce pointed out that the City was making proposals about people 
driving electric cars yet they were selling affordable housing in a way that no one could 
own an electric car.  He thought that was incongruous with everything else the City was 
trying to encourage.  For future affordable housing proposal, he would like charging 
stations for electric cars to be part of their subdivision developments.       
 
Mr. Brown stated that they were considering charging stations in the Woodside Park 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects.  Commissioner Campbell thought they should first solve 
the problem of who will pay for it.  If there are nine spots and they are not restricted to a 
specific house, he would be opposed to the City paying for an individual’s electric car.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the Conditional Use Permit for 
1450-1460 Park Avenue in regards to the five stalls or more, based on the Findings of 
Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the Staff report.  
Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed 3-1.  Commissioner Joyce voted against the motion. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to 
the City Council for 1450-1460 Park Avenue request for approval of a condominium plat 
for the combined lots of the Retreat at the Park Subdivision for residential units, based 
on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval found in the 
draft ordinance.  Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion.                             
                                                        
VOTE:  The motion passed 3-1.  Commissioner Joyce voted against the motion. 
 
Findings of Fact -1450-1460 Park Avenue – Plat Amendment 
 
1. The property is located at 1450-1460 Park Avenue in the Historic Residential- 
Medium Density (HRM) District. 
 
2. The subject property consists of Lots 1 and 2 of the Retreat at the Park 
Subdivision approved by the City Council as Ordinance 07-20 and recorded at 
Summit County on August 16, 2007. 
 
3. On December 8, 2015, the Planning Department received a Historic District 
Design Review (HDDR) application for the rehabilitation and relocation of the 
historic houses at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue. The HDDR applications were 
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approved on November 21, 2016. 
 
4. On February 3, 2016, the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) approved the 
material deconstruction for the historic houses at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue. 
The HPB approved the relocation of the house at 1450 Park Avenue 8’6‖ to the 
west towards Park Avenue and the relocation of the house at 1460 Park Avenue 
5’5‖ to the west towards Park Avenue was approved by the HPB on March 2, 
2016 
 
5. On July 13, 2016, the Planning Department approved Conditional Use Permits 
(CUP) at each address to allow access off Sullivan Road. 
 
6. On March 20, 2017, the Planning Department received an application for a plat 
amendment to combine Lots 1 and 2 of the Retreat at the Park Subdivision at 
1450-1460 Park Avenue; the application was deemed complete on March 27, 
2017. 
 
7. The proposal complies with the allowed uses in the HRM District. 
 
8. The combined lot size will be 18,294.43 square feet. 
 
9. The minimum lot width in the HRM District is 37.50 feet; the combined lot width 
will be 108.25 feet along Park Avenue and 100.99 feet along Sullivan Road. 
 
10. The required front yard setback is 15 feet in the HRM District; the applicant is 
providing a 15 foot front yard setback. 
 
11. The required rear yard setback is 10 feet in the HRM District; the applicant is 
proposing a 22 foot setback. 
 
12. The required side yard setback is 5 feet in the HRM District; the applicant is 
proposing 5 feet along the north and south side yards. 
 
13. Single-family dwellings are an allowed use in the HRM District. 
 
14. The site is not located within the Sensitive Lands Overly District. There are no 
known physical mine hazards. The site is within the Soils Ordinance Boundary 
and the site will have to meet the Soils Ordinance. 
 
15. Property is located in a FEMA Flood Zone A 
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16. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated 
herein as findings of fact. 
 
Conclusions of Law – 1450-1460 Park Avenue – Plat Amendment 
 
1. There is good cause for this Plat Amendment. 
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code 
and applicable State law regarding lot combinations. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat 
Amendment. 
4. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval - 1450-1460 Park Avenue – Plat Amendment 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 
content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and the 
conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 
 
2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of 
City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, this 
approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in 
writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City 
Council. 
 
3. Required public improvements and landscaping, as applicable, shall be 
completed at the time of conversion or security provided to ensure completion as 
provided by ordinance. 
 
4. The applicant shall dedicate a façade preservation easement to the City for the 
historic structures at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue following their restoration and 
prior to sale of the historic buildings to private property owners. 
 
5. The property is located within the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil 
Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) boundary. Final construction must comply 
with the Soils Ordinance regulations. 
 
6. The applicant shall show and label their easement with Snyderville Basin Water 
Reclamation District (SBWRD) on the plat amendment. 
 
7. A ten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the 
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Park Avenue frontage of the property. 
 
8. Surface utility boxes for this project shall be located on the property. 
 
9. Because of Park City’s implemented Storm Management Plan, construction 
projects shall need to identify drainage areas and planned Best Management 
Practices (―BMPs‖) to control erosion and off-site migration of soils. 
 
 
Findings of Fact – 1450-1460 Park Avenue – CUP 
 
1. The property is located at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue. 
 
2. The zoning is Historic Residential-Medium (HRM) Density District. 
 
3. The lots at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue currently each contain a historic house.  The 
sites are designated as Significant on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).  
 
4. The property is identified as Lots 1 and 2 the Retreat at the Park Subdivision and 
contains a total of 18,294.43 square feet.  Both lots have street frontages along both Park 
Avenue.  The rear yard of the properties back up to Sullivan Road. 
 
5. Sullivan Road is a private drive, not a City Street.  
 
6. On February 3, 2016, the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) approved the material 
deconstructions at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue.  The relocation of the house at 1450 Park 
Avenue by 8’6” and the house at 1460 Park Avenue by 5’5” to the west towards Park 
Avenue was approved by the HPB on March 2, 2016.The HDDR applications were 
approved on June 14, 2016. 
 
7. The HDDR applications to construct the three (3) new single-family dwellings behind 
each of the historic houses were approved on November 21, 2016. 
 
8. On July 13, 2016, the Planning Commission reviewed a CUP request for access off of 
Sullivan Road; the CUP was approved. 
 
9. The proposed combined lot size of 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue, following recording of a 
plat amendment, of 18,294.43 square feet is greater than the minimum required lot size for 
a development of eight (8) dwelling units (9,625 SF). On July 13, 2016, the Planning 
Commission approved a CUP application for access off of Sullivan Road. 
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10. The existing site is located on Park Avenue, which is a major residential collector 
street.  The site is immediately surrounded by multi-family dwellings. 
 
11. The historic houses at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue are designated as “Significant” on 
the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI), and are not required to provide parking.  The six 
(6) new single-family dwellings proposed on the combined lot are required to provide two 
(2) parking spaces each for a total of twelve (12) spaces.   
 
12. To lessen traffic conflicts along Park Avenue, the applicants have chosen to locate 
most of the parking at the rear of the lot along Sullivan Road.  The applicant is proposing 
one (1) parking space accessible from Park Avenue to be adjacent to the historic house at 
1450 Park Avenue; two (2) parking spaces accessible from Park Avenue will be adjacent to 
the historic house at 1460 Park Avenue; and the remaining nine (9) parking spaces will be 
concentrated at the east (rear) of the lot along Sullivan Road in a single Parking Area.   
 
13. The City Engineer finds that on average, the eight (8) homes would generate ten (10) 
trips/day/home or approximately 80 new trips that will be absorbed by Sullivan Road and 
Park Avenue.  The additional trips will not cause additional congestion except during 
holiday weekends and special events when there is existing congestion.  There is no local 
remedy that this development can provide to alleviate the existing, holistic problem.   
 
14. A Parking Area of five (5) or more spaces is a Conditional Use in the HRM zoning 
district. 
 
15. The applicant will have to accommodate the necessary utility capacity for a functioning 
project.  The applicant is responsible for making these necessary arrangements.  The 
applicant shall also be accountable for working with the many utility companies and City 
Engineer related to utility capacity.  The utility capacity shall not adversely affect the project 
in a way that causes an unreasonable aesthetic look and feel. Storm water run-off has 
already been addressed as part of the overall development of the site. 
 
16. Emergency vehicles can easily access the project off Park Avenue and/or Sullivan  
Road and no additional access is required. 
 
17. The applicant requests that most of the direct access to the site come from Sullivan 
Road.  The applicant is proposing a total of three (3) parking spaces accessible from Park 
Avenue and nine (9) parking spaces accessible from Sullivan Road. 
 
18.  The applicant proposes to provide internal vehicular access from Park Avenue and 
Sullivan Road. A pedestrian path will straddle the existing interior lot line between 1450 
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and 1460 Park Avenue and provide a pedestrian connection between Park Avenue and 
Sullivan Road. 
 
19. The applicant has minimized the visual impacts of the nine (9)-car Parking Area along 
Sullivan Road at 1450-1460 Park Avenue by providing a fenced trash enclosure along the 
north property line, a vegetated berm between the Parking Area and Sullivan Road, and a 
vegetated side yard along the south property line. 
 
20. By constructing six (6) single-family residences behind the existing historic houses, the 
applicant has significantly reduced the mass and scale of the development. They have 
maintained the traditional orientation of buildings along the Park Avenue right-of-way.  By 
concentrating the uncovered Parking Area along Sullivan Road they have reduced the 
mass that would have been created on the lot by creating a covered parking structure. 
 
21. There are no open space requirements for this site as the applicant is proposing to 
construct single-family homes, not a multi-unit dwelling.  The total amount of open space 
on this lot is proposed to be approximately 10,160 square feet of open space or 55% of the 
combined lots.   
 
22. No signs and lighting are associated with this proposal.  All future lighting will be 
subject to the LMC development standards related to lighting and will be reviewed for 
compliance with the LMC and Design Guidelines at the time of the building permit review.  
Any existing exterior lighting will be required, as part of this application, to be brought up to 
current standards. 
 
23. The physical design of the proposed Parking Area and development is compatible with 
surrounding Structures in mass, scale, style, design, and architectural detailing.   
 
24. The proposed use does not provide noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical 
factors that are not already associated within the HRM District. The location of the Parking 
Area at the back of the lot along Sullivan Road and the vegetated berm will mitigate the 
associated vehicles from the view of the neighborhood. 
 
25. Trash storage and recycling pick areas will be located on the rear (south) elevation of 
the new houses.  Trash collection will occur along Sullivan Road.  
 
26. Expected ownership of the entire project is anticipated as a single entity until the 
applicant files a Condominium Record of Survey to be able to sell each private unit 
individually. 
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27. The site is not located within the Sensitive Lands Overly District.  There are no known 
physical mine hazards.  The site is within the Soils Ordinance Boundary and the site will 
have to meet the Soils Ordinance.  The site is not on any steep slopes and the proposal is 
appropriate for its topography. Storm water runoff from Parking Area has been addressed 
as part of the overall development of the site. 
 
28. Expected ownership of the entire project is anticipated as a single entity until the 
Condominium Plat has been recorded, enabling the applicant to sell each private unit 
individually.   Following the sale, these will be deed-restricted affordable housing units. 
 
29. Per LMC 15-2.4-3, the Planning Director shall review any Conditional Use permit (CUP) 
Application in the HRM District and shall forward a recommendation to the Planning 
Commission regarding compliance with the Design Guidelines for Park City’s Historic 
Districts and Historic Sites and Chapter 5. The proposed design of the six (6) new single-
family dwellings meets the Design Guidelines for Park City’s Historic Districts and Historic 
Sites. 
 
30. The applicant is not proposing to alter the Historic Structure to minimize the residential 
character of the building; rather, the applicant is proposing to remove non-historic additions 
on the historic house, construct a new addition, and restore the existing historic structure.  
The proposed Parking Area along Sullivan Road is also consistent with the Design 
Guidelines as the guideline encourage locating Parking Areas in rear yards where they do 
not detract from the historic character of the primary right-of-way.   
 
31. The new buildings and addition to the historic structure will be in scale and compatible 
with existing historic buildings in the neighborhood.  Larger masses will be located to the 
behind the historic structure to minimize the perceived mass from the street.   
 
32. By constructing the six (6) single family residences behind the historic houses, the 
applicant has significantly reduced the mass and scale of the development as viewed from 
Park Avenue.  The small scale of these new houses is consistent to that of the historic 
structures.  The low height of each house and the separation between the houses 
minimizes their visibility and allows the historic structure to remain the focal point of the 
project. 
 
33. Parking requirements of Section 15-3 will be met.  The required amount of parking for 
six (6) new single family homes is twelve (12) spaces. The applicant will provide three (3) 
parking spaces accessible from Park Avenue and nine (9) parking spaces accessible from 
Sullivan Road. 
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34. All yards are designed and maintained in a residential manner.  Existing mature 
landscaping shall be preserved as possible.   
 
35. As the property is surrounded by residential uses and no commercial uses are 
proposed, therefore the applicant is not providing fencing and screening between along 
common property lines. 
 
36. All utility equipment is proposed to be located underground. 
 
37. General statement about consistent with the GP. 
 
38. The staff findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein. 
 
Conclusions of Law – 1450-1460 Park Avenue – CUP 
 
1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code. 
2. The proposed use, as conditioned, will be compatible with the surrounding structures in 
use, scale, mass and circulation. 
3. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful 
planning. 
 
Conditions of Approval – 1450-1460 Park Avenue – CUP 
 
1. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the issuance of 
any building permits. The plan shall include phasing, timing, staging, and coordination of 
construction with adjacent projects to address mitigation of neighborhood impacts due to 
the volume of construction in this neighborhood.  
 
2. City Engineer review and approval of all construction, including grading, utility 
installation, public improvements and storm drainage plans, and all construction within the 
ROW, for compliance with City standards, is a condition precedent to building permit 
issuance.  
 
3. Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD) review and approval of the utility 
plans for compliance with SBWRD standards and procedures, is a condition precedent to 
building permit issuance.   A 21 foot wide utilities easement has been dedicated to SBWRD 
along the shared property line of 1450-1460 Park Avenue.  
 
4. A final landscape plan shall be submitted for approval by the Planning Department and 
the landscaping shall be complete prior to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for 
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the project. The landscape plan shall provide mitigation of the visual impacts of the 
driveways, parking areas, and mechanical equipment. 
 
5. The applicant shall dedicate façade preservation easements to the City for the historic 
structures at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue following their restoration and prior to sale of the 
historic buildings to a private property owners. 
 
6. The plat amendment to combine Lots 1 and 2 of the Retreat at the Park Subdivision, 
located at 1450-1460 Park Avenue shall be recorded else this CUP approval for a Parking 
Area of nine (9) parking spaces along Sullivan Road is void. 
 
 
7. The HOA shall create and enforce a parking plan to be approved by the City Planning 
Director and City Engineer prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy that addresses the 
following: 
 a. No more than 2 cars allowed per unit 
 b. The HOA shall maintain signed and striped ADA parking (if required) 
 c. Length of time a vehicle can be parked without moving 
 d. Restrictions on vehicle size to prevent semis, work trailers, storage units  
  (PODs), etc. in designated parking areas 
 e. Snow removal restrictions 
 f. Determine if parking spaces are assigned to individual owners or units 
 g. Signs  
 h. Fair tie-breaker and changes to plan clause 
 i. Signs 
 
8. The applicant is responsible for providing an updated landscape plan as part of the 
building permit application.  Any significant vegetation that needs to be removed shall be 
replaced in-kind or a multiple of trees of the same caliper shall be provided to match the 
diameter of the existing tree.   The updated landscape plan shall incorporate fruit trees and 
lilac bushes, consistent with the current vegetation that exists on site.  If possible, the 
applicant will preserve the lilac bushes. 
 
9. Existing mature landscaping shall be preserved per a tree preservation plan submitted 
by a certified arborist and approved by the City prior to issuance of a building permit.    
 
10. All ground-level equipment shall be screened from view using landscape elements 
such as fences, low stone walls, or perennial plant materials. 
 
11. All parking areas and driveways shall be screened in order to visually buffer off-street 
parking areas from adjacent properties and the primary rights-of-way. 
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12. All parking area signs shall be approved by the Planning Department prior to 
installation. 
 
13. Any new exterior lighting features shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Department prior to installation.  Exterior lighting features shall be compatible to the 
building’s style, period, and materials, but shall also be down-directed and shielded.  
 
14. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply. 
 
 
 
Findings of Fact – 1450-1460 Park Avenue – Condominium plat  
 
1. The property is located at 1450-1460 Park Avenue in the Historic Residential- 
Medium Density (HRM) District. 
 
2. The subject property consists of Lots 1 and 2 of the Retreat at the Park 
Subdivision approved by the City Council as Ordinance 07-20 and recorded at 
Summit County on August 16, 2007. 
 
3. On December 8, 2015, the Planning Department received two Historic District 
Design Review (HDDR) applications for the rehabilitation and relocation of the 
historic house at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue. The HDDR applications were 
approved on November 21, 2016. 
 
4. On February 3, 2016, the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) approved the 
material deconstructions for 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue. The relocation of the 
house at 1450 Park 8’6” to the west and the house at 1460 Park 5’5” to the west 
towards Park Avenue was approved by the HPB on March 2, 2016. 
 
5. On July 13, 2016, the Planning Department approved Conditional Use Permits 
(CUP) to allow access off Sullivan Road. 
 
6. On March 20, 2017, the Planning Department received a Condominium Record 
of Survey application for the Retreat at the Park Condominiums; it was deemed 
complete April 14, 2017. 
 
7. The property owner proposes to record a Condominium Record of Survey that 
creates a total of eight (8) units. 
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8. A condominium is not a type of use but a form of ownership. 
 
9. The proposal complies with the allowed uses in the HRM District. 
 
10. Together, Lots 1 and 2 of the Retreat at the Park Subdivision contain 18,294.43 
square feet. This is greater than the minimum lot size required for eight (8) 
dwelling units which is 9,625 square feet. 
 
11. The minimum lot width in the HRM District is 37.50 feet; together, Lots 1 and 2 
are 108.25 feet in width. 
 
12. The required front yard setback is 15 feet in the HRM District; the applicant is 
providing a 15 foot front yard setback. 
 
13. The required rear yard setback is 10 feet in the HRM District; the applicant is 
proposing a 30 foot setback. 
 
14. The required side yard setback is 5 feet in the HRM District; the applicant is 
proposing 5 feet along the north side yards. 
 
15. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the HRM District. 
 
16. The proposed Condominium Record of Survey Plat is appropriate as the 
requested form of ownership is not detrimental to the overall character of the 
neighborhood. 
 
17. This application allows the following residential units to be platted as private 
ownership: 
 a. Unit 1450A: 713.1 square feet 
 b. Unit 1450B: 944.5 square feet 
 c. Unit 1450C: 944.5 square feet 
 d. Unit 1450D: 1,170.6 square feet 
 e. Unit 1460A: 529.2 square feet 
 f. Unit 1460B: 944.5 square feet 
 g. Unit 1460C: 944.5 square feet 
 h. Unit 1460D: 944.5 square feet 
 
18. The total private ownership of this project is 7,235.4 square feet. 
 
19. This application allows the following residential units to be platted as limited 
common ownership: 
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 a. Unit 1450A: 100.3 square feet 
 b. Unit 1450B: 139.3 square feet 
 c. Unit 1450C: 139.3 square feet 
 d. Unit 1450D: 160.0 square feet 
 e. Unit 1460A: 124.1 square feet 
 
 f. Unit 1460 B: 139.3 square feet 
 g. Unit 1460C: 139.3 square feet 
 h. Unit 1460D: 219.0 square feet 
 
20. The application allows for 1,160.6 square feet of limited common area. 
 
21. This application allow for 12,736.3 square feet in common area. 
 
22. The proposed Record of Survey consists of common area, private residential, 
limited common residential, and private commercial. 
 
23. The exterior and boundary walls, floor joists, foundations, roofs, mechanical 
areas, utility chase, etc. are to be platted as common space. 
 
24. The site is not located within the Sensitive Lands Overly District. There are no 
known physical mine hazards. The site is within the Soils Ordinance Boundary 
and the site will have to meet the Soils Ordinance. It is also located in FEMA 
flood zone A. 
 
25. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated 
herein as findings of fact. 
 
Conclusions of Law – 1450-1460 Park Avenue – Condominium Plat 
 
1. The Condominium Plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code 
and applicable State law regarding condominium record of survey plats. 
2. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 
Condominium Plat. 
3. Approval of the Condominium Plat, subject to the conditions stated below, does 
not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval – 1450-1460 Park Avenue – Condominium Plat 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 
content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, 
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and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 
 
2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of 
City Council approval and after the homes are completed to ensure that the 
condo plat reflects the built conditions. If recordation has not occurred within one 
year’s time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an 
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is 
granted by the City Council. 
 
3. Required public improvements and landscaping, as applicable, shall be 
completed at the time of conversion or security provided to ensure completion as 
provided by ordinance. 
 
4. The applicant shall require façade preservation easements to the City for the 
historic structures at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue following their restoration and 
prior to sale of the historic building to private property owners. 
 
5. The property is located within the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil 
Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) boundary. Prior to building permit issuance, 
a soils management plan must be submitted and final construction must comply 
with the Soils Ordinance. 
 
6. The applicant shall show and label their easement with Snyderville Basin Water 
Reclamation District (SBWRD) on the condo plat amendment. 
 
7. A plat note shall be included indicating that the parking spaces off of Park 
Avenue are for the use of all residents within the condominium development. 
 
 

6. Land Management Code (LMC) amendments - Administrative and substantive 

amendments to the Park City Land Management Code, including, but not 

limited to amendments to address Utah State Code modifications specifically 

amending Land Management Code Title 15 Chapter 1, Section 18 Appeals and 

Reconsideration Process; Title 15 Chapter 11 Section 10 Park City Historic 

Sites Inventory (Council adoption of properties designated on the Historic 

Sites Inventory); Title 15 Chapter 11, Section 11 Design Guidelines for Park 

City’s Historic Districts and Historic Sites; Title 15, Chapter 2.25 Historic Sites 

Overlay Zone (new overlay zone for sites on the Historic Sites Inventory; and 

Title 15- Chapter 13 Design Guidelines (adopting new chapter to codify the 

existing Design Guidelines into the Land Management Code). 

 (Application PL-17-03588) 
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Director Erickson stated that the majority of these LMC Amendments were mandated by 
the 2017 State Legislature.  He commented on policy implications and noted that the 
Design Guidelines would now be included in the Code rather than be a separate document. 
The list of houses on the HSI would also be in the Code.  The intent is to make it easier for 
the public to recognize what is or is not on the Inventory.  Other amendments include a few 
changes to the appeal process to the Historic Preservation Board.   
 
Planner Grahn reported that the Staff report was re-published this morning.  The only 
change was to add asterisks to 569 Park and 1302 Norfolk.  The HPB had designated 
them as historic and they are listed on the HSI.  However, due to pending appeals, those 
homes may be removed in the future.    
 
Chair Strachan asked how the election takes place on the appeal.  He understood that in 
the event of a historic preservation appeal, the person could elect to have it heard by either 
the Board of Adjustment or the City Council.  He wanted to know how that election occurs.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean replied that it was required by State Code and Chair 
Strachan had raised a good point.  She recommended adding a sentence stating that at 
the time of submitting the appeal, the election needs to take place.  Chair Strachan 
believed that without that sentence it leaves it open for someone to say that they did not 
know that the City Council could have heard their appeal.  Commissioner Campbell 
concurred. 
 
Chair Strachan assumed that most of the language was taken from either case law or the 
new legislation.  Assistant City Attorney McLean replied that almost all of it was taken from 
the new legislation.  These amendments were the most important ones to implement as 
quickly as possible.   
 
Commissioner Joyce referred to page 399, (B) Procedure for Designating Sites, and read  
“It is hereby declared that all Buildings (main, attached, detached or public), Accessory 
Buildings, and/or Structures within Park City, which City Council considers comply with the 
criteria found in Sections 15-11-10(A)(1) or 15-11-10(A)(2) are determined to be on the 
Park City Historic Sites Inventory”.  He did not think it read like an actual sentence and 
asked if a word was missing.   Director Erickson suggested striking “comply with” and 
replace it with, “…which City Council considers to be in compliance with Sections 15-11-
10(A)(1) or 15-11-10(A)(2) are determined to be on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory”.   
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments.            
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Chair Strachan closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation for the 
various LMC Amendments pursuant to the attached draft ordinance and as amended. 
 
Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
 
 
Community Development Director, Anne Laurent, addressed the comments regarding 
1450-1460 Park Avenue.  She completely respects the perception that the timing caused 
on the project at 1450-1460.  She assured the Planning Commission that the next City 
project is Woodside Park, which is a Master Planned Development.  She believed it would 
come forward in a format where the Planning Commission would see it early rather, than 
how this process unfolded.  Ms. Laurent stated that a lot of work went into 1450-1460 Park 
Avenue to make sure it was Code compliant and a lot of money was spent to get it right.    
 
 
 
 
 
The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m. 
 
 
 
Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________ 
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Memo to the Planning Commission  
 
Application #: PL-17-03473 
Subject:  1003 Woodside Avenue  
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Date:   July 12, 2017 
Type of Item:  Staff Communication  
 
 
On April 14, 2017, the Park City Council approved the 1003 Woodside Avenue Plat 
Amendment with Condition of Approval #9 which stated: 
 

9. Planning Commission requires Staff to provide an additional review of the 
existing home at 1003 Woodside Avenue of Section 15-11-10(A)(3) and if 
necessary, recommend HPB review due to the possibility that the existing home 
may possess local or regional history, architecture, engineering, or cultural 
associated with (A) an Era of Historic importance to the community; or (B) Lives 
of Persons who were of historic importance to the community; or (C) Noteworthy 
methods of construction, materials, or craftsmanship used during the historic 
period. 

 
The Planning Department has reviewed the site’s historical significance based on the 
criteria outlined in Land Management Code (LMC) 15-11-10. The Historic Sites 
Inventory, adopted by City Council in 2009, currently only identifies three eras of 
historical significance:  Settlement & Mining Boom Era (1868-1893), Mature Mining Era 
(1894-1930), and Mining Decline & Emergence of the Recreation Industry (1931-1962).  
Staff finds that the A-frame structure at 1003 Woodside Avenue, constructed in 1967 
according to the Summit County Recorder’s Office, does not meet the criteria for 
Landmark or Significant Designation as the Ski Era has not been identified as significant 
to local history.  Though over 50 years old, the A-frame was constructed outside of the 
identified historic periods. 
 
At this time, staff is not recommending designating the site as historic on the Historic 
Sites Inventory (HSI).  Built in 1967, the structure is over 40 years old; it is 50 years old.  
The A-frame form does not reflect the design characteristics of the vernacular Victorian-
Era architecture that contributes to the Mining Era Residences National Register District 
as the A-frame form is reflective of recreational architecture styles that emerged in the 
1960s when travel become more affordable to middle-income Americans and second-
homes became popular for those desiring a weekend retreat from city life.   A-frames 
and Swiss chalet styles became popular in Park City after the development of the first 
ski resort, Treasure Mountain Resort, in 1962.   
 
Based on the pending ordinance to revise LMC 15-11-10 to reflect changes to the state 
legislature, the Park City Council may designate Sites to the Historic Sites Inventory.  
City Council shall make the final determination on all Determination of Significance 
applications.  During the July 13, 2017, work session with City Council to discuss 
Historic Preservation updates, staff will ask for City Council’s input on designating Ski 
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Era mining structures to the HSI.  City Council may then direct staff to review 1003 
Woodside Avenue for designation to the HSI. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: PL-17-03586 LMC Amendments - 

Conventional Chain Businesses in 
the HRC and HCB Zoning Districts 

Author:  Hannah M. Tyler, Planner 
Project Number:  PL-17-03586 
Date:   July 12, 2017 
Type of Item:  Legislative – LMC Amendment 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and continue the 
item to the July 26, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.   
 
Description 
Project Name: LMC Amendments regarding Conventional Chain Businesses in the 

Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) and Historic Commercial 
Business (HCB) Districts.    

Applicant:  Planning Department 
Proposal  Revisions to the Land Management Code 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit 1  Pending Ordinance  
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Exhibit 1 – Draft Ordinance 
 
Ordinance No. 2017-XX 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE OF PARK CITY, 
UTAH, AMENDING HISTORIC RECREATION COMMERCIAL (HRC) DISTRICT, 

SECTION 15-2.5; HISTORIC COMMERCIAL BUSINESS (HCB) DISTRICT, SECTION 
15-2.6; AND DEFINED TERMS, SECTION 15-15. 

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

 
WHEREAS, the Land Management Code implements the goals, objectives and 

policies of the Park City General Plan to maintain the quality of life and experiences for 
its residents and visitors and to preserve the community’s unique character and values; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the City reviews the Land Management Code on a regular basis and 

identifies necessary amendments to address planning and zoning issues that have 
come up; to address specific LMC issues raised by Staff, Planning Commission, and 
City Council; and to align the Code with the Council’s goals; and 

 
WHEREAS, Park City has an interest in promoting vibrancy and activity in the 

historic Main Street downtown area located in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) 
and the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) Zoning Districts and finds this vibrancy 
to be essential to the City’s long term economic and financial well-being; and 

 
WHEREAS, these proposed Land Management Code (LMC) amendments were 

reviewed for consistency with the recently adopted Park City General Plan. 
 
WHEREAS, the Park City General Plan includes Goal 12 that states, “Foster 

diversity of jobs to provide greater economic stability and new opportunities for 
employment in Park City.” Objective 12C states, “Support local owned, independent 
businesses that reflect the core values of Park City and add to the Park City 
experience.” and Objective 12D states, “Minimize commercial retail chains on Main 
Street and the impacts of big box and national chains on the unique Park City 
experience.”  Detailed Implementation Strategy for Local Business vs. Chain Stores 
states, “As Park City seeks to maintain its distinct, historic, small-town, tourism based 
economy, an ordinance restricting formula businesses along Main Street and the 
Bonanza Park districts should be seriously considered.” 

 
 WHERAS, Park City has an interest in the preservation of the historic integrity of 
Main Street and Heber Avenue as it relates to the historic feel and character, traditional 
rhythm and scale, and Main Street National Register Historic District designation.  Main 
Street is the historic core of Park City and is a focal point of the tourism economy. The 
Historic Commercial Districts reflects the history of Park City. 
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WHEREAS, Park City’s Economic Development Plan encourages facilitation and 

establishment of attractions and areas of interest for both visitors and residents;  
maintaining and improving the balance of Sustainable Community goals by going 
beyond economic initiatives to include social and environmental strategies; and 
protection and preservation of the historic Main Street downtown area as the heart of 
the region; and 

 
WHEREAS, in the HRC and HCB Zoning Districts, business storefronts located 

Main Street and Heber Avenue, that do not foster diversity or positive pedestrian 
experiences to the general public, may diminish the vibrancy, historic rhythm and scale, 
and activity of the historic Main Street area; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City monitors the downtown business mix and sales tax 

generation as part of its financial health assessment and finds a diversified business 
mix is critical to the attractiveness, vitality, and success of the historic Main Street 
downtown area; and 

 
WHEREAS, the long-term economic sustainability of Park City depends upon the 

continued economic success and aesthetic attractiveness of the historic Main Street 
area; and 

 
WHEREAS, in the HRC and HCB Districts, building storefronts that are not 

inviting to the general public and reflective of Park City’s unique historic and resort 
character may have a negative effect upon the overall economy and vitality of the 
historic downtown area in terms of satisfaction of visitor experience, diversity of visitors, 
activity on the street, and sales tax revenue generation;  and  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission duly noticed and conducted public 

hearings at the regularly scheduled meeting on July 12, 2017 and July 26, 2017and 
forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council duly noticed and conducted a public hearing at its 

regularly scheduled meeting on ______ __, 2017; and  
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the residents of Park City, Utah to amend 

the Land Management Code to be consistent with the values and goals of the Park City 
General Plan and the Park City Council; to protect health and safety and maintain the 
quality of life for its residents and visitors; to preserve and protect the vitality, 
attractiveness, activity and success of the historic Main Street area; to ensure 
compatible development; to preserve historic resources; and to preserve the 
community’s unique character. 

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

follows: 
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SECTION 1.  APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15 - Land Management 
Code Chapter 15-2.5 Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) Zoning District. The 
recitals above are incorporated herein as findings of fact. Chapter 15-2.5 of the Land 
Management Code of Park City is hereby amended as redlined in Exhibit A.  

 
SECTION 2.  APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15 - Land Management 

Code Chapter 15-2.6 Historic Commercial Business (HCB) Zoning District. The recitals 
above are incorporated herein as findings of fact. Chapter 15-2.6 of the Land 
Management Code of Park City is hereby amended as redlined in Exhibit B. 

 
SECTION 3.  APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15 - Land Management 

Code Chapter 15-15 Defined Terms. The recitals above are incorporated herein as 
findings of fact. Chapter 15-15 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby 
amended as redlined in Exhibit C. 

 
SECTION 4.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This Ordinance shall be effective upon 

publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of ________, 2017 
 
 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, Mayor  
 
Attest: 
 
 
___________________________ 
City Recorder 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
__________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney  
 

 
Exhibits  
Exhibit A – LMC § 15-2.5-2 Uses in HISTORIC RECREATION COMMERCIAL (HRC) 
Exhibit B – LMC § 15-2.6-2 Uses in HISTORIC COMMERCIAL BUSINESS (HCB) 
Exhibit C – LMC § 15-15 Defined Terms 
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Exhibit A – LMC § 15-2.5-2 Uses in HISTORIC RECREATION COMMERCIAL (HRC) 
 
15-2.5-2 Uses 
Uses in the HRC are limited to the following: 

A. ALLOWED USES0

10
. 

1. Single Family Dwelling
5
 

2. Duplex Dwelling
5
 

3. Secondary Living Quarters
5
 

4. Lockout Unit
1,5

 

5. Accessory Apartment
2,5

 

6. Nightly Rental
5
 

7. Home Occupation
5
 

8. Child Care, In-Home Babysitting 

9. Child Care, Family
3
  

10. Child Care, Family Group
3
 

11. Child Care Center
3
 

12. Accessory Building and Use 

13. Conservation Activity 

14. Agriculture 

15. Bed and Breakfast Inn
4,5

 

16. Boarding House, Hostel
5
 

17. Hotel, Minor, fewer than 16 rooms
5
 

18. Office, General
5 
 

19. Parking Area or Structure, with four (4) or fewer spaces
5
 

B. CONDITIONAL USES
9,10

. 

1. Triplex Dwelling
5
 

2. Multi-Unit Dwelling
5
 

3. Guest House, on Lots one acre
5
 

4. Group Care Facility
5
 

5. Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church, School 

6. Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service and Structure 

7. Telecommunication Antenna
6
  

8. Satellite Dish, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter
7 
 

9. Plant and Nursery stock products and sales 

10. Hotel, Major
5
 

11. Timeshare Projects and Conversions
5
 

12. Private Residence Club Project and Conversion
4,5

 

13. Office, Intensive
5
 

14. Office and Clinic, Medical
5
 

15. Financial Institution, without drive-up window
8 
 

16. Commercial Retail and Service, Minor
8
 

17. Commercial Retail and Service, personal improvement
8
 

18. Neighborhood Convenience Commercial, without gasoline sales 

19. Café or Deli
8
 

20. Restaurant, General
8
 

21. Restaurant and café, Outdoor Dining
4
 

22. Outdoor Events and Uses
4
 

23. Bar 

24. Parking Area or Structure, with five (5) or more spaces
5
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25. Temporary Improvement
4
  

26. Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility 

27. Ski Tow, Ski Lift, Ski Run, and Ski Bridge 

28. Recreation Facility, Commercial, Public, and Private 

29. Entertainment Facility, Indoor 

30. Fences greater than six feet (6') in height from Final Grade
4
 

31. Private Residence Club, Off-Site
5
 

32. Private Event Facility
5
 

33. Special Events
4
 

C. PROHIBITED USES. Unless otherwise allowed herein, any Use not listed above as an Allowed 

or Conditional Use is a prohibited Use. 

1
Nightly rental of Lockout Units requires a Conditional Use permit 

2
See LMC Chapter 15-4, Supplementary Regulations for Accessory Apartments 

3
See LMC Chapter 15-4-9 for Child Care Regulations 

4
Requires an Administrative or Administrative Conditional Use permit, see Section 15-4. 

5
Prohibited in HRC Zoned Storefront Property adjacent to Main Street, Heber Avenue and Park Avenue, 

excluding those HRC Zoned Properties on the west side of Park Avenue and also excluding those HRC 

Zoned Properties with the following addresses: 702 Main Street, 710 Main Street, 738 Main Street (for 

the plaza side storefronts), 780 Main Street, 804 Main Street (for the plaza side storefronts), 875 Main 

Street, 890 Main Street, 900 Main Street, and 820 Park Avenue. Hotel rooms shall not be located within 

Storefront Property; however access, circulation, and lobby areas are permitted within Storefront 

Property. 
6
See LMC Chapter 15-4-14, Supplemental Regulations For Telecommunication Facilities 

7
See LMC Chapter 15-4-13, Supplemental Regulations For Satellite Receiving Antennas 

8
If Gross Floor Area is less than 2,000 sq. ft., the Use shall be considered an Allowed Use 

9
No community locations are defined by Utah Code 32-B-1-102 (Alcoholic Beverage Control Act) are 

permitted within 200 feet of Main Street unless a variance is permitted for an outlet, as defined by Utah 

Code 32B-1-202, to obtain a liquor license.  
10

 Within the HRC Zoning District, no more than nine (9) Conventional Chain Businesses are 

permitted in Storefront Properties.  
 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 

Amended by Ord. 04-39 on 3/18/2004 

Amended by Ord. 06-69 on 10/19/2006 

Amended by Ord. 07-55 on 8/30/2007 

Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 

Amended by Ord. 12-37 on 12/20/2012 

Amended by Ord. 16-02 on 1/7/2016 
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Exhibit B – LMC § 15-2.6-2 Uses in HISTORIC COMMERCIAL BUSINESS (HCB) 
 
15-2.6-2 Uses 

Uses in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District are limited to the following: 

A. ALLOWED USES0

11
. 

1. Single Family Dwelling
1
  

2. Multi-Unit Dwelling
1
  

3. Secondary Living Quarters
1
 

4. Lockout Unit
1,2 

   

5. Accessory Apartment
1,3

  

6. Nightly Rental
4 

 

7. Home Occupation
1
 

8. Child Care, In-Home Babysitting
1
 

9. Child Care, Family
1,5

   

10. Child Care, Family Group
1,5

 

11. Child Care Center
1,5

 

12. Accessory Building and Use
1
 

13. Conservation Activity  

14. Agriculture 

15. Bed and Breakfast Inn
1, 6

 

16. Boarding House, Hostel
1
 

17. Hotel, Minor, fewer than 16 rooms
1
 

18. Office, General
1
 

19. Office, Moderate Intensive
1
 

20. Office and Clinic, Medical
1
 

21. Financial Institution, without drive-up window 

22. Commercial Retail and Service, Minor 

23. Commercial Retail and Service, personal improvement 

24. Commercial Neighborhood Convenience, without gasoline sales 

25. Restaurant, Cafe or Deli 

26. Restaurant, General 

27. Bar 

28. Parking Lot, Public or Private with four (4) or fewer spaces  

29. Entertainment Facility, Indoor 

30. Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games Legacy Displays
7
  

31. Temporary Winter Balcony Enclosures 

 

B. CONDITIONAL USES
10,11

. 

1. Group Care Facility
1
  

2. Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church, School 

3. Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service, and Structure 

4. Telecommunication Antenna
8
  

5. Satellite Dish, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") in diameter
9
  

6. Plant and Nursery stock products and sales 

7. Hotel, Major
1
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8. Timeshare Projects and Conversions
1
 

9. Timeshare Sales Office, Off-Site within an enclosed Building
1
 

10. Private Residence Club Project and Conversion
1,6

 

11. Commercial Retail and Service, Major
11

 

12. Office, Intensive
1
 

13. Restaurant, Outdoor Dining
6
 

14. Outdoor Events and Uses
6
 

15. Hospital, Limited Care Facility
1
 

16. Parking Area or Structure for five (5) or more cars
1
 

17. Temporary Improvement
6
 

18. Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility 

19. Ski Tow, Ski Lift, Ski Run, and Ski Bridge 

20. Recreation Facility, Public or Private  

21. Recreation Facility, Commercial 

22. Fences greater than six feet (6') in height from Final Grade
6
 

23. Private Residence Club, Off-Site
1 

 

24. Special Events
6
 

25. Private Event Facility
1
 

 

C. PROHIBITED USES. Any Use not listed above as an Allowed or Conditional Use is a 

prohibited Use. 

1
Prohibited in HCB Zoned Storefront Property adjacent to Main Street, Heber Avenue, Grant 

Avenue, and Swede Alley. Hotel rooms shall not be located within Storefront Property; however 

access, circulation and lobby areas are permitted within Storefront Property. 
2
Nightly Rental of Lock Units requires a Conditional Use permit 

3
See LMC Chapter 15-4, Supplementary Regulations for Accessory Apartments 

4
Nightly Rental of residential dwellings does not include the Use of dwellings for Commercial 

Uses 
5
See LMC Chapter 15-4-9 for Child Care Regulations 

6
Requires an Administrative or Administrative Conditional Use permit 

7
Olympic Legacy Displays limited to those specific Structures approved under the SLOC/Park 

City Municipal Corporation Olympic Services Agreement and/or Olympic Master Festival 

License and placed on the original Property set forth in the services Agreement and/or Master 

Festival License. Requires an Administrative Permit.  
8
See LMC Chapter 15-4-14, Supplemental Regulations for Telecommunication Facilities  

9
See LMC Chapter 15-4-13, Supplemental Regulations for Satellite Receiving Antennas 

10
No community locations as defined by Utah Code 32B-1-102 (Alcoholic Beverage Control 

Act) are permitted within 200 feet of Main Street unless a variance is permitted for an outlet, as 

defined by Utah Code 32B-1-202, to obtain a liquor license. 
11

Within the HRC Zoning District, no more than nineteen (19) Conventional Chain Businesses 

are permitted in Storefront Properties.  
 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 

Amended by Ord. 02-38 on 9/12/2002 

Amended by Ord. 04-39 on 3/18/2004 

Amended by Ord. 06-69 on 10/19/2006 
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Amended by Ord. 07-55 on 8/30/2007 

Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 

Amended by Ord. 12-37 on 12/20/2012 

Amended by Ord. 16-01 on 1/7/2016 

Amended by Ord. 16-02 on 1/7/2016 
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Exhibit C – LMC § 15-15 Defined Terms 
 
15-15 Defined Terms 

 

(…) 

 

X.XXX CONVENTIONAL CHAIN BUSINESS. Conventional Chain Business is a business not 

limited to retail or restaurants which maintains one or more of the following standardized items: 

standardized menu or merchandise with 50% or more of in stock merchandise from a single 

distributor bearing uniform markings, a standardized array of products or merchandise, a 

standardized menu, uniform apparel, standardized architectural design, layout of facade, 

standardized decor or color scheme and/or standardized signs, trademarks, service marks or 

logos, or similar standardized features which causes it to be substantially identical to more than 

10 other businesses regardless of ownership or location at the time of the application.   

 

(…) 

 

Adopted by Ord. 00-25 on 3/30/2000 

Amended by Ord. 02-07 on 5/23/2002 

Amended by Ord. 02-38 on 9/12/2002 

Amended by Ord. 04-39 on 9/23/2004 

Amended by Ord. 05-01 on 1/13/2005 

Amended by Ord. 06-86 on 12/21/2006 

Amended by Ord. 07-25 on 4/19/2007 

Amended by Ord. 07-55 on 8/30/2007 

Amended by Ord. 08-07 on 3/13/2008 

Amended by Ord. 09-05 on 1/22/2009 

Amended by Ord. 09-09 on 2/12/2009 

Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 

Amended by Ord. 09-14 on 4/9/2009 

Amended by Ord. 09-23 on 7/9/2009 

Amended by Ord. 09-40 on 11/5/2009 

Amended by Ord. 11-05 on 1/27/2011 

Amended by Ord. 11-12 on 3/31/2011 

Amended by Ord. 12-37 on 12/20/2012 

Amended by Ord. 14-57 on 11/20/2014 

Amended by Ord. 15-53 on 12/17/2015 

Amended by Ord. 16-02 on 1/7/2016 

Amended by Ord. 16-15 on 3/24/2016 

Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 

Amended by Ord. 2016-48 on 10/20/2016 

Amended by Ord. 2017-09 on 4/27/2017 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: Woodside Park Subdivision - Phase I (1333 Park Avenue, 1353 

Park Avenue, and 1364 Woodside Avenue) 
Author:  Hannah M. Tyler, Planner 
Project Number:  PL-17-03439 
Date:   July 12, 2017 
Type of Item:  Legislative – Plat Amendment  
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and continue the 
item to the July 26, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.   
  
Description 
Applicant:  Park City Municipal Corporation, Represented by Craig Elliot 

of Elliot Work Group 
Location: 1333 Park Avenue, 1353 Park Avenue, and 1364 Woodside 

Avenue 
Zoning: Historic Residential-Medium Density District (HRM) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Single-Family, Multi-Family, Municipal Uses 
Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council review and action 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: Woodside Park Affordable Housing 

Project Phase I – Multi-Unit Dwelling and 
Parking Area with five (5) or more spaces 

Project #:  PL-17-03453 
Author:  Hannah M. Tyler 
Date:   July 12, 2017 
Type of Item: Administrative – Conditional Use Permits   
 

 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and continue the 
item to the July 26, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.   
  
Description 
Applicant:  Park City Municipal Corporation, Represented by Craig Elliot 

of Elliot Work Group 
Location: Multi-Unit Dwelling - 1354 Woodside Avenue 
 Parking Area with five (5) or more spaces – 1364 Woodside 

Avenue 
Zoning District:  Historic Residential-Medium Density (HR-M) Zoning District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Single-Family, Multi-Family, Municipal Uses 
Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permit applications are reviewed and 

approved by the Planning Commission 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
Subject: Woodside Park Affordable Housing 

Project Phase I 
Project #:  PL-17-03454 
Author:  Hannah M. Tyler 
Date:   July 12, 2017 
Type of Item: Work Session – Master Planned Development  
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission open the Work Session to review the 
submitted Master Planned Development, provide comment, hold a public hearing, close 
the Work Session, and continue the Master Planned Development application to the 
July 26, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.     
 
Description 
Applicant:  Park City Municipal Corporation, Represented by Craig Elliot 

of Elliot Work Group 
Location: 1333 Park Avenue, 1353 Park Avenue, and 1364 Woodside 

Avenue 
Zoning District:  Historic Residential-Medium Density (HR-M) Zoning District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Single-Family, Multi-Family, Municipal Uses 
Reason for Review: Master Planned Development Applications are reviewed and 

approved by the Planning Commission 
 
Proposal 
Under City Council direction, the Master Planned Development (MPD) application was 
submitted on January 26, 2017 for the Woodside Park Affordable Housing Project 
Phase I.  The proposed site location consists of 1333 Park Avenue (“Significant” Single-
Family Dwelling), 1353 Park Avenue (the former Park Avenue Fire Station parcel), and 
1364 Woodside Avenue (vacant lot).  The MPD application proposal is described as 
follows: 

 Phase I of the Woodside Park Affordable Housing Project will consist of 10.68 
Unit Equivalents to be located between Woodside Avenue and Park Avenue.  
The scope will include: 

o Demolition of the former Park Avenue Fire Station 
o Four (4) Single-Family Dwellings 
o An eight-unit (8-unit) Multi-Unit Dwelling 
o A Thirteen-car (13-car) Parking Lot 
o An Access Easement running east-west. 

 
This project has triggered the following additional applications that require Planning 
Commission review (these applications can be found in separate staff reports in this 
Planning Commission meeting packet): 
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Application Matrix 1: Planning Commission Review. 

Project #: Application Type: Address: Description: 

PL-17-03439 Plat Amendment 1333 Park Avenue, 1353 Park 
Avenue, and 1364 Woodside 
Avenue 

Woodside Park Phase I 
Subdivision creating a 3-
Lot subdivision. 

PL-17-03452 Conditional Use 
Permit (Parking 
Lot) 

1364 Woodside Avenue 13-car Parking Lot. 

PL-17-03453 Conditional Use 
Permit (Multi-Unit 
Dwelling) 

1353 Park Avenue (actual 
building to be located at 1354 
Woodside Avenue) 

8-unit Multi-Unit Dwelling. 

 
The Woodside Park Affordable Housing Project Phase I triggered Historic District 
Design Review (HDDR) applications that do not require Planning Commission review: 

 
Application Matrix 2: HDDR applications.  

Project #: Application 
Type: 

Address: Description: Status: 

PL-16-03376 HDDR 1353 Park 
Avenue (1323 
Woodside 
Avenue) 

Reconstruction/relocation of a 
Historic Single-Family Dwelling to 
a vacant lot. 

Historic 
Preservation 
Board: 
Approved 
 
Staff: 
Approved 

PL-16-03377 HDDR 1334 Woodside 
Avenue 

Construction of a Non-historic 
Single-Family Dwelling. 

Staff: 
Under 
Review 

PL-16-03378 HDDR 1333 Park 
Avenue 

Rehabilitation of Historic Single-
Family Dwelling. 

Historic 
Preservation 
Board: 
Approved 
 
Staff: 
Approved 

PL-17-03451 HDDR 1353 Park 
Avenue, 1354 
Woodside 
Avenue, and 
1364 Woodside 
Avenue 

Non-historic Single-Family 
Dwelling (1353 Park Avenue), non-
historic 8-unit Multi-Unit Dwelling 
(1354 Woodside Avenue), and 
Carport (1364 Woodside Avenue) 
on vacant lots. 

Staff: 
Under 
Review 

 
Background 
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During a Work Session on August 25, 2016, City Council provided the Lower Park 
Avenue Affordable Housing Project Team (Elliot Workgroup, Economic Development, 
Housing, Planning, and Community Development) with direction to pursue a preferred 
concept for affordable housing on the former Park Avenue Fire Station Parcel (Staff 
Report – page 4, Minutes – Page 1).  This project would be known as the Woodside 
Park Affordable Housing Project Phase I. On September 20th, 2016, the Project Team 
held a Public Open House to gather public input on City Council’s preferred concept.   
 
With public input gathered, the Project Team returned to City Council on October 20, 
2016 with an updated preferred concept based on the community engagement and 
August 25th Council comments.  At the October 20th, 2016 meeting, Council provided 
affirmative direction to pursue the preferred concept, as amended, and begin the Land 
Use process (Staff Report – Page 4, Minutes – Page 2).   
 
Over the next few months, the Project Team met weekly to develop the required Land 
Use application submittals and conduct further LMC pre-reviews with Planning 
Department staff as required by the Land Management Code 15-6-4.  There are eight 
(8) applications total for the entire scope of Phase I.   
 
On January 26, 2017 Elliot Workgroup submitted the MPD application as the 
representative for Park City Municipal Corporation.   The application was deemed 
complete on March 2, 2017 after staff worked with the applicant on the requirements for 
the submittal.  The additional applications required for the Woodside Park Affordable 
Housing Project Phase I are listed in Application Matrices 1 and 2 on page 2 of this staff 
report.    
 
On March 1, 2017, the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) reviewed the Historic District 
Design Review (HDDR) application and approved the Material Deconstruction and 
Relocation of the “Significant” Single-Family Dwelling at 1323 Woodside Avenue to 
1353 Park Avenue (Staff Report, page 53 – Minutes, page 9).  The HPB also reviewed 
the HDDR application and approved the Material Deconstruction of the “Significant” 
Single-Family Dwelling located at 1333 Park Avenue (Staff Report, page 1 [157] – 
Minutes, page 23).     
 
The remaining HDDR applications are under review by Planning Staff pending 
additional modifications and/or reviews by Planning Commission for the Conditional Use 
Permits.   
 
Analysis 
The purpose of the Master Planned Development application public meeting is to have 
the applicant present their application proposal and give the public and Planning 
Commission an opportunity to evaluate the proposal in accordance with the applicable 
code criteria.  LMC § 15-6-5 indicates that all Master Planned Developments are to 
contain the following minimum requirements: 
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A. Density. The type of Development, number of units and Density permitted on a 
given Site will be determined as a result of a Site Suitability Analysis and shall 
not exceed the maximum Density in the zone, except as otherwise provided in 
this section.  The Site shall be looked at in its entirety and the Density located in 
the most appropriate locations.  
 
The proposed MPD consists of 9.69 Affordable Unit Equivalents (8,719 sf) and 
.99 Residential Unit Equivalents (1,973 sf).  Per Resolution 03-2017, Affordable 
Unit Equivalents shall be calculated using 900 sf per unit.  Residential Unit 
Equivalents are calculated using 2,000 sf per unit.  In total, the entire project 
contains 5.25 Residential Unit Equivalents if using the Residential Unit 
Equivalent calculation. 
 
The proposed Density of the MPD does not exceed the maximum Density in the 
zone.  The site could accommodate up to 14 Single-Family Dwelling lots, seven 
(7) Duplex Dwelling lots, five (5) Triplex-Dwelling lots, four (4) Four-plex Dwelling 
Lots, and/or a combination thereof.   
 
The configuration of the Single-Family Dwellings takes careful consideration for 
the Historic District and the surrounding Historic Sites, specifically on Park 
Avenue.  The Single-Family Dwelling, Multi-Unit Dwelling and Parking Lot 
locations on Woodside Avenue are consistent with the development patterns of 
the streetscape and bordering Recreation Commercial (RC) Zoning District.   
 
The proposed development includes the following: 

 Four (4) Single-Family Dwellings 

 An eight-unit (8-unit) Multi-Unit Dwelling 

 A Thirteen-car (13-car) Parking Lot 
 

B. Maximum Allowed Building Footprint for Master Planned Developments within 
the HR-1 and HR-2 Districts. 

 
Not applicable.  The site is not located in the HR-1 or HR-2 District.  The 
proposed MPD is located in the HRM Zoning District.  The HRM zoning district 
does not have a maximum building footprint.  Rather the development simply has 
to meet the required setbacks.   
 

C. Setbacks.  The minimum Setback around the exterior boundary of an MPD shall 
be twenty five feet (25') for Parcels greater than one (1) acre in size.  In some 
cases, that Setback may be increased to retain existing Significant Vegetation or 
natural features or to create an adequate buffer to adjacent Uses, or to meet 
historic Compatibility requirements.  The Planning Commission may decrease 
the required perimeter Setback from twenty five feet (25') to the zone required 
Setback if it is necessary to provide desired architectural interest and variation.  
The Planning Commission may reduce Setbacks within the project from those 
otherwise required in the zone to match an abutting zone Setback, provided the 
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project meets minimum Uniform Building Code and Fire Code requirements, 
does not increase project Density, maintains the general character of the 
surrounding neighborhood in terms of mass, scale and spacing between houses, 
and meets open space criteria set forth in Section 15-6-5(D). 

 
Complies, pending Planning Commission approval of requested Setback 
reduction.  Per LMC 15-6-5(C) MPD Requirements - Setbacks, the minimum 
Setback around the exterior boundary of an MPD shall be twenty five feet (25') 
for Parcels greater than one (1) acre in size. However, the Woodside Park 
Affordable Housing Phase I MPD area is less than one (1) acre in size, therefore, 
the applicant is requesting with the support of staff, that the setbacks be reduced 
to that of the Zone Setbacks for all Uses. 
 
Per LMC 15-6-5(C) MPD Requirements - Setbacks, the Planning Commission 
may reduce Setbacks within the project from those otherwise required in the 
zone to match an abutting zone Setback, provided the project meets minimum 
Uniform Building Code and Fire Code requirements, does not increase project 
Density, maintains the general character of the surrounding neighborhood in 
terms of mass, scale and spacing between houses, and meets open space 
criteria set forth in Section 15-6-5(D).   
 
The applicant is requesting an additional Front Yard setback reduction for the two 
(2) Single-Family Dwellings located on Lot 1 abutting Park Avenue (1343 Park 
Avenue and 1353 Park Avenue). The two (2) Single-Family Dwellings on Lot 1 
are proposing the 10 foot minimum rather than the Zone required15 foot 
minimum Front Yard Setback which staff finds is consistent with many of the 
existing single-family dwellings on Park Avenue (including the neighboring 
“Significant” Single-Family Dwelling located at 1359 Park Avenue).  The two (2) 
Single-Family Dwellings will actually maintain a minimum of 11 feet for the Front 
Yard Setback (see Figure 1). 
 
Per LMC 15-2.4-4 Lot and Site Requirements in the HRM Zoning District, if the 
Lot depth is 75 feet or less, then the minimum Front Yard 10 feet.  The Lot depth 
for Lot 1 of the Woodside Park Subdivision Phase I is 150 feet.  The depth of Lot 
1 is 150 feet because the area of Lot 1 will become a future Condominium Plat 
consisting of the two (2) single-family dwellings, 13-car Parking Lot, and the 
Multi-Unit Dwelling (A Condominium Plat application will be submitted at a later 
date).  The additional Lot depth created the 15 foot Front Yard depth rather than 
the typical 10 foot Front Yard Setback which is characteristic of many Single-
Family Dwellings on Park Avenue within the HRM Zone.  75 feet is the Lot depth 
for both 1359 Park Avenue and 1333 Park Avenue.  Staff finds that this Front 
Yard Setback reduction will maintain the historic rhythm and scale and setback 
orientations of the Historic District.   
 
The two (2) Single-Family Dwellings (1343 Park Avenue and 1353 Park Avenue) 
will comply with all other applicable Setbacks, will comply with the minimum 
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Uniform Building Code and Fire Code requirements, does not increase project 
Density, maintains the general character of the surrounding neighborhood in 
terms of mass, scale and spacing between houses, and meets open space 
criteria set forth in Section 15-6-5(D).  No additional density is achieved by the 
decreased setback and all other requirements will still be met.   
 
Figure 1: Parking Lot Setback Reduction for the two (2) Single-Family Dwellings 
located at 1343 Park Avenue and 1353 Park Avenue.   
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In addition, the applicant is proposing a Front Yard Setback reduction for Parking 
Space 13 of the Parking Lot abutting Woodside Avenue on Lot 1.  The minimum 
Front Yard Setback for a Parking Lot is 15 feet in the HR-M Zoning District.  The 
applicant is proposing a Front Yard Setback for Parking Space 13 of 12 feet 8 
inches.  The remainder of the Parking Lot will comply with all applicable Setbacks.  
Parking Space 13 encroaches into the Front Yard Setback by a maximum of 
approximately 2 feet 4 inches.  In total, approximately 42 square feet of Parking 
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Space 13 encroaches into the Front Yard Setback which is approximately 25% of 
the entire Parking Space.   
 
The applicant, with support of staff is requesting a setback reduction to 12 feet 8 
inches for Parking Space 13.  The Parking Requirement for the entire project 
requires that the Parking Lot provide 11.5 Parking Spaces (for complete Parking 
Analysis, please reference section E. Off-Street Parking); therefore Parking Space 
13 is not required to fulfill a Parking Requirement.   
 
Staff finds that the setback reduction will not result in greater project density and will 
be properly buffered/visually mitigated through vegetative and fenced screening that 
is compatible with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites (see 
sheet MPD-L200 for the Landscape Plan). The Setback reduction for Parking Space 
13 will result in an additional Parking Space for the project, which the project team is 
contemplating potential uses as electric car charging station, car-share, and other 
uses that are compatible with goals set forth in the General Plan (for a complete 
General Plan analysis, please reference N. General Plan Review). 
 
Figure 2a: Parking Lot – context and subject area identification. 

Figure 2b: Parking Lot Setback Reduction for Parking Space 13. 
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Figure 3: The applicable Land Management Code (LMC) Setbacks and compliance 
in the HRM District: 
 

Required: Proposed: Permitted: 

Lot 1  Lot 2  Lot 3 

Front Yard 
Setbacks 
by Use – 
feet (ft.) 
 
 
 
Front Yard 
Setbacks 
by Use – 
feet 
(ft.)/inches 
(in.) 

Single-Family 
Dwellings (Park 
Avenue) 11 ft. 
 
Multi-Unit 
Dwelling 
(Woodside 
Avenue) 20 ft. 
 
Parking Lot 
(Woodside 
Avenue) 15 ft. – 
12 ft. 8 in. 
(south to north) 

Single-
Family 
Dwelling 
(Park 
Avenue) 25 
ft. 

Single-Family 
Dwelling 
(Woodside 
Avenue) 11 ft. 

Single-Family 15 ft. 
or  if the Lot depth is 
75 ft. or less, then 
the minimum Front 
Yard 10 ft. complies 
pending MPD 
approval 
 
Multi-Family 
Dwelling 20 ft.; 
complies 
 
Parking Lot 15 ft. – 
12 ft. 8 in.; complies 
pending MPD 
approval 

Rear Yard 
Setbacks 
– feet (ft.) 

Parking Lot 
(Woodside 
Avenue) 10 ft. 

Single-
Family 
Dwelling 
(Park 
Avenue) 10 

Single-Family 
Dwelling 
(Woodside 
Avenue) 10 ft 

Single-Family 10 ft.; 
complies 
 
Parking Lot 10 ft.; 
complies 
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ft. 

Side Yard 
Setbacks– 
feet (ft.) 

Single-Family 
Dwellings (Park 
Avenue) 5 ft. 
(north) and 19 
ft. (north) 
 
Multi-Unit 
Dwelling 
(Woodside 
Avenue) 18 ft. 
 
Parking Lot 
(Woodside 
Avenue) 10 ft. 

Single-
Family 
Dwelling 
(Park 
Avenue) 5 
ft. (south 
and north) 

Single-Family 
Dwelling 
(Woodside 
Avenue) ) 5 ft. 
(south and 
north) 

Single-Family 5 ft.; 
complies 
 
Multi-Family 
Dwelling 10 ft.; 
complies 
 
Parking Lot 10 ft. 
complies 

 
Open Space.  All Master Planned Developments shall contain a minimum of sixty 
percent (60%) open space as defined in LMC Chapter 15-15. 
 

For Applications proposing the redevelopment of existing Developments, the 
Planning Commission may reduce the required open space to thirty percent 
(30%) in exchange for project enhancements in excess of those otherwise 
required by the Land Management Code that may directly advance policies 
reflected in the applicable General Plan sections or more specific Area plans. 
Such project enhancements may include, but are not limited to, Affordable 
Housing, greater landscaping buffers along public ways and public/private 
pedestrian Areas that provide a public benefit, increased landscape material 
sizes, public transit improvement, public pedestrian plazas, pedestrian way/trail 
linkages, Public Art, and rehabilitation of Historic Structures. 
 
Complies.  The proposed MPD is in the HR-M zone and is considered a 
redevelopment of existing Development; therefore, the Planning Commission 
may reduce the required open space to 30% in exchange for project 
enhancements.  The proposed MPD area is a total of 26,940 square feet.  The 
applicant is proposing 52.41% Open Space which equates to 14,119 square feet.  
 
Staff finds that this project provides ample project enhancements, including but 
not limited to: 

 Eleven (11) Affordable Housing units. 

 An Access Easement running east-west which will link the City Park and 
Park Avenue bus stops to Woodside Avenue, eventually creating a 
pedestrian thoroughfare to Park City Mountain Resort after Phase II is 
completed.   

 The reconstruction of a Historic Structure (1353 Park Avenue) and the 
rehabilitation of an existing Historic Structure (1333 Park Avenue).   
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 Common landscaping areas for use by the property owners within the 
Woodside Park Phase I.    

 An additional Parking Space Spaces (for complete Parking Analysis, 
please reference section E. Off-Street Parking) in the 13-car Parking Lot 
which may result in potential uses as electric car charging station, car-
share, and other uses that are compatible with goals set forth in the 
General Plan (ex. Goal 5 - Environmental Mitigation objectives and 
implementation strategies). 

 
D. Off-Street Parking.  The number of Off-Street Parking Spaces in each Master 

Planned Development shall not be less than the requirements of this code, 
except that the Planning Commission may increase or decrease the required 
number of Off-Street Parking Spaces based upon a parking analysis submitted 
by the Applicant at the time of MPD submittal.  
 
Complies.  The total required Parking Spaces of the entire project is 13.5 (14 
when rounded to the next whole number) Parking Spaces.  The total number of 
Parking Spaces provided by the project is 15 Parking Spaces.  As can be seen in 
Figure 3, the proposed MPD is providing one (1) additional Parking Space in 
excess of what is required by the Land Management Code.  The following bullet 
points outline the Parking Requirement and location of Parking for each use:   

 The two (2) Historic Single-Family Dwellings located on Park Avenue 
(1333 Park Avenue and 1353 Park Avenue) do not have a Parking 
Requirement per LMC 15-2.4-6 Existing Historic Structures; therefore, no 
parking is provided for these structures.   

 The non-Historic Single-Family Dwelling located at 1334 Woodside 
Avenue has a single-car garage and driveway providing the required two 
(2) parking spaces on its own site.  

 The remaining Multi-Family Dwelling (1354 Woodside Avenue) and non-
historic Single-Family Dwelling (1343 Park Avenue) combine for a total of 
11.5 (12 when rounded to next higher whole number) Parking Spaces 
required which will be provided in the 13-car Parking Lot.  One (1) of the 
Parking Spaces is ADA compliant for van accessibility in accordance with 
the ADA requirements.    

 Per LMC 15-3-9 Bicycle Parking Requirements, the Multi-Unit Dwelling 
must provide at least three (3) bicycle Parking Spaces or ten percent 
(10%) of the required off-Street Parking Spaces, whichever is greater, for 
the temporary storage of bicycles.  The applicant is proposing to provide 
five (5) Bicycle Parking Spaces. 

 
In total, the Parking Lot provides an extra one (1) Parking Space, which as stated 
previously will likely facilitate potential uses such as electric car charging station, 
car-share, and other uses that are compatible with goals set forth in the General 
Plan (ex. Goal 5 - Environmental Mitigation objectives and implementation 
strategies). 
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Figure 4: Parking Requirement Analysis, provided by Elliot Workgroup, see sheet 
MPD-004. 

 
 
E. Building Height.  The Building Height requirements of the Zoning Districts in 

which an MPD is located shall apply except that the Planning Commission may 
consider an increase in Building Height based upon a Site specific analysis and 
determination. Height exceptions will not be granted for Master Planned 
Developments within the HR-1, HR-2, HRC, and HCB Zoning Districts.  The 
Applicant will be required to request a Site specific determination and shall bear 
the burden of proof to the Planning Commission that the necessary findings can 
be made.   
 
Complies.  The proposed MPD complies with the Building Height requirements 
for the HRM Zoning District.  No Height exception is requested.   
 

F. Site Planning.  An MPD shall be designed to take into consideration the 
characteristics of the Site upon which it is proposed to be placed.  The project 
should be designed to fit the Site, not the Site modified to fit the project.  The 
following shall be addressed in the Site planning for an MPD: 

1. Units should be clustered on the most developable and least visually 
sensitive portions of the Site with common open space separating the 
clusters.  The open space corridors should be designed so that existing 
Significant Vegetation can be maintained on the Site. 

2. Projects shall be designed to minimize Grading and the need for large 
retaining Structures. 

3. Roads, utility lines, and Buildings should be designed to work with the 
Existing Grade.  Cuts and fills should be minimized. 

4. Existing trails should be incorporated into the open space elements of the 
project and should be maintained in their existing location whenever 
possible.  Trail easements for existing trails may be required.   
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Construction of new trails will be required consistent with the Park City 
Trails Master Plan. 

5. Adequate internal vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle circulation should be 
provided.  Pedestrian/ bicycle circulations shall be separated from 
vehicular circulation and may serve to provide residents the opportunity to 
travel safely from an individual unit to another unit and to the boundaries 
of the Property or public trail system.  Private internal Streets may be 
considered for Condominium projects if they meet the minimum 
emergency and safety requirements. 

6. The Site plan shall include adequate Areas for snow removal and snow 
storage.  The landscape plan shall allow for snow storage Areas.  
Structures shall be set back from any hard surfaces so as to provide 
adequate Areas to remove and store snow.  The assumption is that snow 
should be able to be stored on Site and not removed to an Off-Site 
location. 

7. It is important to plan for trash storage and collection and recycling 
facilities.  The Site plan shall include adequate Areas for trash dumpsters 
and recycling containers, including an adequate circulation area for pick-
up vehicles.  These facilities shall be enclosed and shall be included on 
the site and landscape plans for the Project.   Pedestrian Access shall be 
provided to the refuse/recycling facilities from within the MPD for the 
convenience of residents and guests.  […] 

8. The Site planning for an MPD should include transportation amenities 
including drop-off Areas for van and shuttle service, and a bus stop, if 
applicable. 

9. Service and delivery Access and loading/unloading Areas must be 
included in the Site plan.  The service and delivery should be kept 
separate from pedestrian Areas. 

 
Complies.  Below, Staff has provided analysis for the each applicable criteria 
which are listed above: 

1. The units are sited in such a way that is compatible with other residential 
structures in the Historic District, specifically respecting the Historic rhythm 
and scale of the streetscape on both Woodside Avenue and Park Avenue.   

2. Due to the relatively flat topography, very little retaining will be necessary.  
All retaining walls on site are no higher than 4 feet in total height.  All 
retaining walls will be stacked stone consistent with those found in the 
Historic District.   

3. Roads, utility lines, and Buildings are designed to work with the Existing 
Grade.  Cuts and fills are minimized. 

4. Not applicable.  No Trails exist on site nor are proposed. 
5. The project scope includes an Access Easement running east-west which 

will link the City Park and Park Avenue bus stops to Woodside Avenue, 
eventually creating a pedestrian thoroughfare to Park City Mountain 
Resort after Phase II is completed.  This access easement will provide an 
important link to future development and improve existing 
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pedestrian/bicycle circulation in the Lower Park Avenue core. Sidewalks 
external and internal to the site provide pedestrian connectivity. 

6. The architect has provided ample snow storage areas in accordance with 
the requirements of the LMC for the Access Easement, internal sidewalks, 
and Parking Lot.  Specific square footage calculations have been provided 
on sheet MPD-004 where required by the LMC.   

7. An enclosed trash and recycling structure has been provided on site which 
included a total of 12 cans (6 Recycling and 6 Trash).   

8. Not applicable, there is already a bus stop on Park Avenue.  An ADA 
compliant Parking Space has been provided in the Parking Lot which will 
facilitate van/shuttle drop-off for ADA uses. 

9. Not applicable, there are no commercial uses proposed as a part of the 
MPD application which would require service and delivery access.   

 
G. Landscape and Street Scape.  A complete landscape plan must be submitted 

with the MPD application. The landscape plan shall comply with all criteria and 
requirements of LMC Section 15-5-5(M) Landscaping.   
 
Complies. A landscape plan has been submitted, see sheet MPD-L200.  The 
applicant is proposing landscape buffering for the Parking Lot and landscaping 
throughout the remainder of the project that is consistent with that found in the 
Historic District, including, but not limited to, natural turf, native grasses, 
deciduous trees, shrubs, and other alpine perennials. 
 

H. Sensitive Lands Compliance.  All MPD Applications containing any Area within 
the Sensitive Areas Overlay Zone will be required to conduct a Sensitive Lands 
Analysis and conform to the Sensitive Lands Provisions, as described in LMC 
Section 15-2.21. 
 
Not Applicable. The site is not located within the Sensitive Lands Overly District.   

 
I. Employee/Affordable Housing.  MPD Applications shall include a housing 

mitigation plan which must address employee Affordable Housing as required by 
the adopted housing resolution in effect at the time of Application. 
 
Not applicable.  Eleven (11) of the twelve (12) proposed units are designated as 
Affordable Housing and will be deed restricted as such.  The Affordability has 
been established by Resolution 03-2017, specifically in Section 17 (B) Rental 
Units and (C) For Sale Units.  This project will comply with the above Sections of 
Resolution 03-2017 and definitions of Affordable.   

 
J. Child Care.  A Site designated and planned for a Child Care Center may be 

required for all new single and multi-family housing projects if the Planning 
Commission determines that the project will create additional demands for Child 
Care. 
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Complies.  Staff does not find that this project shall trigger the requirement for a 
Child Care Center as the scale of this project is less than the allowed Zone 
Density.  In addition, the Park City Library has Child Care which is located within 
walking distance and there is significant open space within the vicinity and on the 
proposed project site (City Park, Library Park, etc.).  
 

K. Mine Hazards.  All MPD applications shall include a map and list of all known 
Physical Mine Hazards on the property and a mine hazard mitigation plan. 

 
Not Applicable.  There are no known Physical Mine Hazards on the property.     

 
L. Historic Mine Waste Mitigation.  For known historic mine waste located on the 

property, a soil remediation mitigation plan must be prepared indicating areas of 
hazardous soils and proposed methods of remediation and/or removal subject to 
the Park City Soils Boundary Ordinance requirements and regulations. See Title 
Eleven Chapter Fifteen of the Park City Municipal Code for additional 
requirements. 
 
Not Applicable.  There are no known Physical Mine Hazards on the property.   
The site is within the Soils Ordinance Boundary and the site will have to meet the 
Soils Ordinance which is standard for all Development and is Condition of 
Approval #5 of the Plat Amendment.    

 
M. General Plan Review.  All MPD applications shall be reviewed for consistency 

with the goals and objectives of the Park City General Plan; however such review 
for consistency shall not alone be binding. 
 
Complies.  Staff finds that the proposed MPD fulfills the following Goals, 
Objectives, and/or Implantation Strategies of the General Plan:  

 Goal 3: Park City will encourage alternative modes of transportation on a 
regional and local scale to maintain our small town character, page 42. 

o Objective 3A, page 43. 
o Community Planning Strategies 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, page 44. 
o City Implementation Strategies 3.7, 3.11, 3.12, 3.15, page 45. 

 Goal 5: Environmental Mitigation: Park City will be a leader in energy 
efficiency and conservation of natural resources reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions by at least 15% below 2005 levels in 2020, page 56. 

o Objectives 5A, 5B, 5C, page 57. 
o Community Planning Strategies 5.1, 5.2, 5.6, 5.8, page 58. 
o City Implementation Strategies 5.15, 5.17, 5.20, 5.24, page 59. 

 Goal 7: Life Cycle Housing: Create a diversity of primary housing 
opportunities to address the changing needs of residents, page 70. 

o Objectives 7A, 7B, page 71. 
o Community Planning Objectives 7.1, 7.1.3, page 72. 
o City Implementation Strategies 7.7, page 73. 
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 Goal 8: Workforce Housing: Increase affordable housing opportunities and 
associated services for the workforce of Park City, page 74. 

o Objectives 8A, 8B, 8C, page 74. 
o Community Planning Strategies 8.1, 8.2, 8.8, page 76. 
o City Implementation Strategies 8.11, 8.15, 8.17, page 77. 

 Goal 15: Preserve the integrity, mass, scale, compatibility and historic 
fabric of the nationally and locally designated historic resources and 
districts for future generations, page 106.   

o Objectives 15A, 15B, 15E, page 107. 
o Community Planning Strategy 15.7, page 108. 
o City Implementation Strategies 15.16, page 109.  

 
N. Historic Sites. All MPD Applications shall include a map and inventory of 

Historic Structures and Sites on the Property and a Historic Structures Report, as 
further described on the MPD application. The Historic Structures Report shall be 
prepared by a Qualified Historic Preservation Professional. 

 
Complies.  The applicant submitted a Historic Preservation Plan and Physical 
Conditions Report for the Historic Single-Family Dwellings located at 1333 Park 
Avenue and 1353 Park Avenue (Exhibits C-H).  1333 Park Avenue will be 
rehabilitated and 1353 Park Avenue will be relocated from 1323 Woodside 
Avenue and reconstructed at the new site.  As a part of the Plat Amendment 
application, Condition of Approval #4 requires that both structures (1333 Park 
Avenue and 1353 Park Avenue) shall have Façade Preservation Easements 
placed on them prior to sale to a new property owner.  Both structures are 
already listed as “Significant” on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI)– 1333 
Park Avenue HSI Form – 1353 Park Avenue HSI Form. 

 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission open the Work Session to review the 
submitted Master Planned Development, provide comment, hold a public hearing, close 
the Work Session, and continue the Master Planned Development application to the 
July 26, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.     

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A: Woodside Park Affordable Housing Project Phase I Plans 
Exhibit B: Applicant Written Statement 
Exhibit C: 1333 Park Avenue Historic Preservation Package Plans 
Exhibit D: 1333 Park Avenue Physical Conditions Report 
Exhibit E: 1333 Park Avenue Historic Preservation Plan  
Exhibit F: 1353 Park Avenue Historic Preservation Package Plans 
Exhibit G: 1353 Park Avenue Historic Preservation Plan 
Exhibit H: 1353 Park Avenue Physical Conditions Report 
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Exhibit A - Woodside Park Affordable Housing
Project Phase I Plans



BUILDING DESCRIPTION

The proposed project consist of combining the existing non-
historic fire station lot at 1353 Park Avenue with the 1364 
Woodside Avenue lot (Sernyak Subdivision Lot 2) to 
accommodate a new development of five affordable housing 
residential units and open space.

The non-historic fire station at 1353 Park Avenue will be 
demolish (Per Demolition Permit) to accommodate the new 
residential units and the 1364 Woodside Avenue (Sernyak 
Subdivision Lot 2) will be use as parking area for them.

The relatively flat lot of the old fire station will accommodate 
one single family home located at the new 1343 Park 
Avenue parcel and four townhouse units with lockout units 
on the back at the new 1354 Woodside Avenue parcel.

All residential units consist of two levels with pitched and flat 
roofs under the hight requirements. The response of the 
statutory regulation, all new work or repair, replacement, 
rehabilitation or restoration shall be compliant. Design 
Guidelines intended to secure, compatibility with and provide 
for visual aesthetics complement to the character and 
function of the community shall be paramount to any 
proposed improvement. All design on these houses has 
been design  to comply with the Design Guidelines 
regulations.

COPYRIGHT ELLIOTT WORKGROUP ARCHITECTURE, LLC, 2017

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER MECHANICAL ENGINEER

PLUMBING ENGINEER

ELECTRICAL ENGINEER

PROJECT CONTACT INFORMATION
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OWNER

INTERIOR DESIGN

ARCHITECT BUILDER
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Qwest Phone Company
Salt Lake City,UT
(800) 922-7387

Park City Fire Department
730 Bitner Rd
Park City, UT 84098
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Comcast Cable
1777 Sun Peak Dr. #105
Park City,UT84098
(435)649-4020

Division of Water Quality
288 South 1460 East 
Salt Lake City,UT 84112
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Snyderville Basin Water 
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Park City,UT84098
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Rocky Mountain Power
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Questar Gas
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Gross Main Level
SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"

2
Gross Second Level
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Woodside Park

CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS

MPD-009

Aerial View 1 From Park Avenue

Aerial View 2 From Woodside Avenue
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CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS

MPD-010

Courtyard View 1

Courtyard View 2
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CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS

MPD-011

Park Avenue View
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CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS

MPD-012

Woodside Avenue View
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CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS

MPD-013

Woodside Avenue View
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CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS

MPD-014

Woodside Avenue View
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SITE SECTION ANALYSIS

MPD-015
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Exhibit B - Applicant Written Statement



MPD Description 

   
1353 Park Avenue 
Park City UT 84060 (Existing Lot) 

January 19, 2017 

The project site is located in the Historic District Medium zone (HD-M). It is surrounded 
by HD-M zone on all property boundaries. 

The proposed project consist of a Master Plan Development of the lots in the Snyder’s 
Addition to Park City, block 24, addresses: 1333 Park Avenue, 1353 Park Avenue (Fire 
Station Lot) and 1364 Woodside Avenue lot (Sernyak Subdivision Lot 2). The project will  
accommodate a new development of seven affordable housing units with four accessory 
apartments and one residential unit with accessory apartment, as well as the 1333 Park 
Avenue historic house and the relocation of the old 1323 Woodside Avenue historic 
house. 

The non-historic fire station at 1353 Park Avenue, will be demolish (Per Demolition 
Permit) as well as the non-historic garage of the 1333 Park Avenue resident. These lots 
will accommodate the new residential units, the historic houses and the 1364 Woodside 
Avenue (Sernyak Subdivision Lot 2) will be use as parking area for them. 

The Master Plan Development, as proposed, uses less than 50% of the maximum density 
(Affordable Housing density increase of 10%) of the site. The development has 51.76% 
open space, more than the 30% required by the LMC 15-6-5-D.  
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Exhibit C - 1333 Park Avenue
Historic Preservation Package Plans



Copyright Elliott Workgroup Architecture, LLC    2014
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BUILDER

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 

CenturyLink Phone Company
4160 Atkinson Dr
Park City UT 84098
(435) 649-6186

Park City Fire Department
730 Bitner Rd
Park City, UT 84098
(435) 649-6706

Comcast Cable
1777 Sun Peak Dr. #105
Park City UT 84098
(435)649-4020

Division of Water Quality
195 North 1950 West
Salt Lake City UT 84116
(801)536-4123

Snyderville Basin Water 
Reclamation District
2800 Homestead Rd
Park City UT 84098
(435)649-7993

Rocky Mountain Power
201 South Main St, Suite 2300 
Salt Lake City UT 84111
(866) 870-3419

Park City School District
2700 Kearns Blvd
Park City UT 84060
(435) 645-5600

Park City Municipal Corp
445 Marsac Avenue
Park City UT 84060
(435)658-9471

Questar Gas
P.O. Box 45360
Salt Lake City UT 84145
(800)541-2824

Snyderville Post Office
6440 Hwy 224
Park City UT 84098
(800)275-8777
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Historic Preservation Package

Park City Municipal Corporation
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Historic Preservation Photos

HPP-003
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Sanborn Fire Insurance Map From 1907

1995 Picture

Packet Pg. 101



Packet Pg. 102

hannah.turpen
Text Box















Exhibit D - 1333 Park Avenue
Physical Conditions Report
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Exhibit E - 1333 Park Avenue
Historic Preservation Plan
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Exhibit F - 1353 Park Avenue
Historic Preservation Package Plans



COPYRIGHT ELLIOTT WORKGROUP ARCHITECTURE, LLC, 2007

3
6
4
 M

a
in

 S
tr

e
e
t 

  
  
P

O
 B

o
x
 3

4
1
9
  
  
P

a
rk

 C
it

y
, 
U

ta
h

 8
4
0
6
0

4
3
5
.6

4
9
.0

0
9
2
  
8
0
1
.4

1
5
.1

8
3
9
  
w

w
w

.e
ll
io

tt
w

o
rk

g
ro

u
p
.c

o
m

1
1
/8

/1
6
 1

2
:0

9
:3

6
 P

M

HPP-001

Cover Sheet

N
o
v
e
m

b
e
r 

1
s
t,
 2

0
1
6

H
is

to
ri
c
 P

re
s
e
rv

a
ti
o
n
 P

a
c
k
a
g
e

G
re

e
n
 H

o
u
s
e
 F

o
u
n
d
a
ti
o
n

1
3
5
3
 P

a
rk

 A
v
e
n
u
e

1
3
5
3
 P

a
rk

 A
v
e
n
u
e

(o
ld

 1
3
2
3
 W

o
o
d
s
id

e
 A

v
e
)

P
a
rk

 C
it
y
, 
U

ta
h

November 1st, 2016

Historic Preservation Package

1353 Park Avenue

1353 Park Avenue
(old 1323 Woodside Ave)
Park City, Utah

DRAWING INDEX

Historic Preservation Drawings

HPP-001 Cover Sheet

HPP-002 Historic Preservation Photo Documentation

HPP-003 Existing Survey

HPP-004 Demolition/ Preservation Site Plans

HPP-005 Demolition/ Preservation Floor Plan

HPP-006 Demolition/ Preservation Elevations

PROJECT CONTACT INFORMATION

Owner

Park City Municipal Corporation
445 Marsac Avenue. P.O.Box 1480
Park City, UT 84060

Architect

EWG Architecture
449 Main Street, PO BOX 3419
Park City, Utah 84060
801.415.1839
CONTACT:  Craig Elliott
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Remove/Replace Existing Hip Roof 
Structure

Remove/Replace Existing Windows

Remove/Replace Existing Brick 
Pattern Asphalt Shingle Siding on 
Stud Walls

Remove Non-Historic Windows and 
Filled in Porch-Replicate Original 
Porch

Remove Existing Fence

Remove/Replace Existing Brick 
Pattern Asphalt Shingle Siding on 
Stud Walls

Remove/Replace Existing Hip Roof 
Structure

Remove/Replace Existing Hip Roof Structure

Remove Existing Dormer

Remove Non-Historic Windows/ Door 
Placement and Filled in Porch Area -
Replicate Original Porch

Remove/Replace Existing Brick Pattern 
Asphalt Shingle Siding on Stud Walls

Remove/Replace Existing Windows

Remove Existing Fence

Remove/Replace Existing Hip Roof 
Structure; Remove added Shed 
Roof

Remove Existing Chimney/Flues

Remove Existing Plumbing Vent

Remove Existing Vertical Siding on 
Stud Walls - Replace with Historic 
Brick Pattern Asphalt Shingle 
Siding or Horizontal Lap Siding

Remove Existing Windows

Remove Non-Historic Door and 
Added Shed

GENERAL NOTES

1.  Non-Historic Additions Are to be Removed by 
Contractor & Disposed of Properly According to the 
Municipality

2.  Items to be Removed Shown Dashed.

3.  House to be Reconstructed as per Building's Historical 
Character within Project Location to be Determined at 
Later Date as Approved by Planning Process.

1323 WOODSIDE AVE

DOUBLE JACK 
CONDOMINUMS

PARK CITY 
MUNICIPAL CORP. 
SENIOR CITIZEN 

CENTER

WOODSIDE AVENUE

SILVER CLIFF 
VILLAGE

November 1st, 2016

1353 Park AvenueHistoric Preservation Photo Documentation

HPP-002

SCALE:N.T.S.
3

Existing Looking South
SCALE:N.T.S.

5
Existing Looking North

SCALE:N.T.S.
2

Existing Looking West
SCALE:N.T.S.

4
Existing Looking East

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"
1

Site plan/ photo documentation
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RIM ELEVATION=6903.17
INV IN=6895.06 (8" MAIN)
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     I, GREGORY R. WOLBACH, OF PARK CITY, UTAH, CERTIFY THAT I AM A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, AND
THAT I HOLD LICENSE NO. 187788, AS PRESCRIBED BY THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH, AND THAT I HAVE PERFORMED A
SURVEY OF THE HEREON DESCRIBED PROPERTY.
     I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THIS RECORD OF SURVEY IS A CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF THE LAND SURVEYED AND HAS
BEEN PREPARED IN CONFORMITY WITH THE MINIMUM STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS OF THE LAW.

.                                       . .                   .
GREGORY R. WOLBACH                                           DATE:

COMMENCING AT THE INTERSECTION OF 14TH STREET AND PARK AVENUE, SNYDERS ADDITION TO PARK CITY SURVEY,
ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLATS THEREOF ON FILE AND OF RECORD IN THE OFFICE OF THE SUMMIT COUNTY RECORDER
AND RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 35°59'00" EAST ALONG THE CENTERLINE OF SAID PARK AVENUE, 458.50 FEET AND SOUTH
54°01'00" WEST A DISTANCE OF 225.00 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING (SAID POINT OF BEGINNING ALSO BEING
NORTH 54°01'00" EAST, 150.00 FEET AND NORTH 35°59'00" WEST, 106.50 FEET FROM THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF BLOCK
24, SNYDERS ADDITION TO PARK CITY SURVEY); THENCE SOUTH 54°01'00" WEST A DISTANCE OF 75.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH
35°59'00" WEST A DISTANCE OF 50.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 54°01'00" EAST A DISTANCE OF 6.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH
35°59'00" WEST A DISTANCE OF 61.50 FEET; THENCE NORTH 54°01'00" EAST A DISTANCE OF 75.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
35°59'00" EAST A DISTANCE OF 60.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 54°01'00" WEST A DISTANCE OF 6.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
35°59'00" EAST A DISTANCE OF 51.50 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
CONTAINS: 8,353.50 SQUARE FEET OR 0.19 ACRES.

1.  BASIS OF BEARING: NORTH 35°59'00" WEST 580.08 FEET BETWEEN THE STREET MONUMENT LOCATED AT 13TH STREET AND
    PARK AVENUE AND THE STREET MONUMENT AT 14TH STREET AND PARK AVENUE.
2.  PROPERTY CORNERS: SET REBAR WITH CAP MARKED "EVERGREEN ENG" "LS 187788" AT EXTERIOR BOUNDARY CORNERS AS
    SHOWN HEREON.
3.  LOCATED WITHIN: THE SW. 1/4 OF SEC. 9, T. 2 S., R. 4 E., S.L.B.&M., PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH.
4.  DATE OF SURVEY: MAY 25, 2007
5.  THIS PROPERTY IS WITHIN ZONE RC. SEE THE PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION MUNICIPAL CODE: "TITLE 15 LAND
    MANAGEMENT CODE - CHAPTER 2.16 RECREATION COMMERCIAL (RC) DISTRICT" FOR DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS.
6.  THE OWNERS OF THIS PROPERTY SHOULD BE AWARE OF ANY ITEMS AFFECTING THE PROPERTY THAT MAY APPEAR IN A
    TITLE INSURANCE REPORT. THE SURVEYOR HAS FOUND NO OBVIOUS EVIDENCE OF EASEMENTS, ENCROACHMENTS OR
    ENCUMBRANCES ON THE PROPERTY SURVEYED, EXCEPT AS DRAWN OR NOTED HEREON.
7.  ALL BEARINGS AND DISTANCES, EXCEPT AS DRAWN OR NOTED HEREON.
8.  ALTERATION OF ANY SURVEY DATA SHOWN HEREON WITHOUT THE SURVEYORS CONSENT MAKES THIS SURVEY INVALID.

BOOK 1750 PAGE 1100:
BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS NORTH 54°01' EAST 150.0 FEET AND NORTH 35°59' WEST 156.50 FEET FROM THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF BLOCK 24, SNYDERS ADDITION TO PARK CITY; THENCE SOUTH 54°01' WEST 69.0 FEET; THENCE
NORTH 35°59' WEST 1.5 FEET; THENCE NORTH 54°01' EAST 69.0 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 35°59' EAST 1.5 FEET TO THE POINT
OF BEGINNING.

BOOK 1750 PAGE 1098:
BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS NORTH 54°01' EAST 150.0 FEET AND NORTH 35°59' WEST 106.50 FEET FROM THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF BLOCK 24, SNYDERS ADDITION TO PARK CITY, UTAH AND RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 54°01' WEST
75.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 35°59' WEST 40.78 FEET; THENCE NORTH 54°01' EAST 75.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 35°59'
EAST 40.78 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

BOOK 1750 PAGE 1096:
BEGINNING AT A POINT NORTH 54°01' EAST 156 FEET AND SOUTH 35°59' EAST 332 FEET FROM THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF
BLOCK 24, SNYDERS ADDITION TO PARK CITY; THENCE SOUTH 35°59' EAST 60 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 54°01' WEST 75 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 35°59' WEST 60 FEET; THENCE NORTH 54°01' EAST 75 FEET TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING.

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS NORTH 54°01' EAST 150.0 FEET AND NORTH 35°59' WEST 147.28 FEET FROM THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF BLOCK 24, SNYDERS ADDITION TO PARK CITY, UTAH AND RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 54°01' WEST 75
FEET; THENCE NORTH 35°59' WEST 9.22 FEET; THENCE NORTH 54°01' EAST 75.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 35°59' EAST 9.22
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
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1323 WOODSIDE AVE

DOUBLE JACK 
CONDOMINUMS

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL 
CORP. SENIOR CITIZEN 

CENTER

GENERAL NOTES

1.  Non-Historic Additions Are to be Removed by 
Contractor & Disposed of Properly According to the 
Municipality

2.  Items to be Removed Shown Dashed.

3.  House to be Reconstructed as per Building's Historical 
Character within Project Location to be Determined at 
Later Date as Approved by Planning Process.

November 1st, 2016

1353 Park AvenueDemolition/ Preservation Site Plans

HPP-004

SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"
1

PROPOSED DEMO/PRESERVATION SITE
PLAN
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1353 Park AvenueDemolition/ Preservation Floor Plan

HPP-005

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
1

Level 1 Floor Plan
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

2
Roof Plan

Packet Pg. 146



Floor Level
100' - 0"

Roof Plan
108' - 0"
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Location - Replace at Original 
Location

Remove Non Historic Filled-in 
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Shed Structure
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Roof Structure
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Floor Level
100' - 0"

Roof Plan
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Roof Structure
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GENERAL NOTES

1.  Non-Historic Additions Are to be Removed by 
Contractor & Disposed of Properly According to the 
Municipality

2.  Items to be Removed Shown Dashed.

3.  House to be Reconstructed as per Building's Historical 
Character within Project Location to be Determined at 
Later Date as Approved by Planning Process.
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1353 Park AvenueDemolition/ Preservation Elevations

HPP-006

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
1

EAST ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
2

NORTH ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
3

WEST ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
4

SOUTH ELEVATION
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Exhibit G - 1353 Park Avenue
Historic Preservation Plan
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Exhibit H - 1353 Park Avenue
Physical Conditions Report
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Exhibit F - Historic District Design Review 
Existing and Proposed Plans



BUILDING DESCRIPTION

The resident located at 1323 Woodside in Park City, was 
built in 1925 on the Woodside Avenue site (Per Demolition 
Permit).  The proposed location in 1353 Park Avenue, has a 
relatively flat site with no natural landscape.
The historic House is a "foursquare" form one story structure 
with hipped roof. Many element of the house where altered 
like the roof and porch (See Preservation Package).
The porch area has it's original form as well as the roof. A 
new addition on the back follows the historic era and 
improves the interior space.
In response to statutory regulation, all new work or repair, 
replacement, rehabilitation or restoration shall be compliant. 
Design Guidelines intended to secure, compatibility with and 
provide for visual aesthetic complement to the character and 
function of the community shall be paramount to any 
proposed improvement. All new design on this house has 
been design to comply with the Design Guidelines 
regulation.

COPYRIGHT ELLIOTT WORKGROUP ARCHITECTURE, LLC, 2008

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER MECHANICAL ENGINEER

PLUMBING ENGINEER

ELECTRICAL ENGINEER

PROJECT CONTACT INFORMATION

CIVIL ENGINEER

OWNER

INTERIOR DESIGN

ARCHITECT BUILDER

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 

Qwest Phone Company
Salt Lake City,UT
(800) 922-7387

Park City Fire Department
730 Bitner Rd
Park City, UT 84098
(435) 649-6706

Comcast Cable
1777 Sun Peak Dr. #105
Park City,UT84098
(435)649-4020

Division of Water Quality
288 South 1460 East 
Salt Lake City,UT 84112
(801)538-6146

Snyderville Basin Water 
Reclamation District
2800 Homestead Rd
Park City,UT84098
(435)649-7993

Rocky Mountain Power
201 South Main St, Suite 2300 
Salt Lake City,UT 84111
(866) 870-3419

Park City School District
2700 Kearns Blvd
Park City UT 84060
(435) 645-5600

Park City Municipal Corp
1354 Park Ave
Park City UT 84060
(435)658-9471

Questar Gas
P.O. Box 45360
Salt Lake City,UT 84145
(800)541-2824

Snyderville Post Office
6440 Hwy 224
Park City UT 84098
(800)275-8777

SERVICE CONTACTS
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Park City Municipal Corporation
445 Marsac Avenue, P.O. Box 1480
Park City, UT 84060
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1353 Park Avenue

EXISTING SITE PLAN
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1323 Woddside Ave. Site Plan
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1353 Park Avenue

PHOTOS - EXISTING CONDITIONS
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Existing Looking East
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Existing Looking North
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Neighborhood Looking South
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1353 Park Avenue

EXISTING PLANS
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Existing Floor Plan
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Existing Roof Plan
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject:  Treasure 
Project #:  PL-08-00370 
Author:  Francisco Astorga, AICP, Senior Planner 
Date:   12 July 2017 
Type of Item: Administrative – Conditional Use Permit 

Constructability Assessment Report & Refinement 17.1 and 
17.2  

   
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the applicant’s submitted 
updated Construction Assessment Report and allow the applicant to present refinement 
17.1 and 17.2.  As noticed, a public hearing should be held.  Staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission continue the item to the August 9, 2017 Planning Commission 
meeting. 
 
Description 
Property Owner: Sweeney Land Company and Park City II, LLC represented 

by Patrick Sweeney 
Location:   Creole Gulch and Mid-station Sites 

Sweeney Properties Master Plan 
Zoning:   Estate (E) District – Master Planned Development 
Adjacent Land Use:  Ski resort area and residential 
Topic of Discussion: Constructability Assessment Report & Refinement 17.1    

and 17.2  
Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permits are required for development per 

the Sweeney Properties Master Plan.  Conditional Use 
Permits are reviewed by the Park City Planning Commission 

 
Background 
Despite the applicant’s stated goal of completing their Transportation/Traffic Study 
addendum in February 2017, the applicant was not able to conclude their update until 
early May 2017.  The applicant introduced this update on May 10, 2017 and again on 
June 14, 2017.  The applicant is currently updating their Transportation/Traffic Study final 
version and was unable to submit it to the City and present it to the Planning 
Commission for this meeting.  Staff will have to receive the Applicant’s final version of 
the Transportation/Traffic Study on July 20, 2017 in order to have ample time to prepare 
a staff report and recommendation for the scheduled August 9, 2017 Planning 
Commission meeting.   
 
Applicant requests to present the Constructability Assessment Report to the Planning 
Commission, also Refinement 17.1 which includes video renderings, as well as providing 
an introduction of Refinement 17.2.   
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Refinement Summaries 
Refinement 17.1 (Exhibit D) submitted to the City on June 27, 2017, includes the 
following components as summarized by the applicant: 

 
1. Elimination of the mine exhibit. 
2. Shifted a nominal number of commercial and residential UEs from the Creole-

Gulch to the Mid-Station Site. 
3. Reduced the footprint and added a penthouse unit to Building 1B. 
4. Eliminated one (1) story from Building 3B. 
5. Added a step at the top story, southeast corner, of a Building 4A. 
6. Added a step at the top story, east end, and eliminated two (2) stories from the 

west wing of Building 5A. 
7. Converted Building 5B from 3-story townhouses to flats. 
8. Added a step at the top story, west end, of Building 5C. 
9. Total gross area was reduced from 1,016,887 square feet (2009) to 1,005,387 

square feet (V17.1), which is an 11,500 square foot reduction. 
10. Reconfigured the Cliffscape behind Building 1 and 5 based upon further 

geotechnical analysis. 
 
Refinement 17.1 (Exhibit D) includes plans, plans compared to 2009 plans, photo 
viewpoints location plan, rendering stills and view points. 
 
Refinement 17.2-partial (Exhibit E) submitted to the City on June 30, 2017, includes the 
following components as summarized by the applicant: 
 

1. Acceptance of the existing grade of the Lowell/Empire turnaround. 
2. Elimination of the Footprints and below grade accessory space of Building 5B and 

5D. 
3. Transfer of the above grade mass from Building 5B and 5D to Building 5A-5C and 

Building 4B, stepping of Building 5A-5C east to west. 
4. Compression of the footprint of Building 4B and shifting the footprint downhill, 

widening of Creole ski trail. 
5. More efficient parking and underground circulation.  Centralized check-in and 

lobby, shifting of the main entrance off Lowell Avenue away from residences. 
6. More efficient design of Building 1B and 1C consisting of conversion of Building 

1C to flats, elimination of some accessory space, and bringing in the Cliffscapes 
behind Building 1B and 1C (design work still progressing). 

7. All resulting in less excavation, cliffscapes, site disturbance, and accessory 
spaces, i.e., less impact and gross, more efficient design. 

 
Refinement 17.2-partial (Exhibit E) includes comparison of Refinement 17.2 vs. 
Refinement 17, and working massing, elevations, and plans.  Near the end of July the 
applicant expects to submit finished drawings of Refinement 17.2, comparison video, 
and still renderings.  Applicant also expects to have an updated Written and Pictorial 
Explanation which will be intended to serve to tie everything together in an easier to read 
package.  Staff will have to receive the Applicant’s final version of this refinement on July 

Packet Pg. 199

http://www.parkcity.org/government/document-central/-folder-12530
http://www.parkcity.org/government/document-central/-folder-12530
http://www.parkcity.org/government/document-central/-folder-12531
http://www.parkcity.org/government/document-central/-folder-12531


20, 2017 in order to have ample time to prepare a staff report and recommendation for 
the scheduled August 9, 2017 Planning Commission meeting. 
 
Constructability Assessment Report 
The updated Constructability Assessment Report and its exhibits, and various 
references, were submitted to the Planning Department on June 27, 2017.  As indicated 
on the report, it is an overview study of the constructability of the project.  The applicant 
outlined planned construction methods and mitigation measures.  Planning Staff’s initial 
concern, shared by other relevant departments, is that the “plans” primarily commit to 
perform or meet a certain standard in the future without any specific detail identifying 
and mitigating the specific impacts of the proposal.  
 
Excavation 
Applicant explains that in an effort to reduce the excavation impact and to improve 
efficiency, they have developed two (2) refinements referred to as version 17.1 and 
version 17.2 respectively to the 2009 packet.  The applicant would like to present these 
two (2) refinements to the Planning Commission via presentation.    
 
The Applicant requests to manage and place the excavated materials principally on site 
and on the adjacent Park City Mountain (Resort) property.  Three (3) primary material 
placement zones have been identified on exhibit E2.0 Material Placement Zones.  The 
Applicant requests to strip the existing topsoil and layback the soils in a berm that is 
then used in the re-vegetation and restoration operation.  The estimated excavation 
quantities listed below, provided by the applicant, are “neat line” template quantities and 
do not account for material “swell” or expansion. For placement operations and zone 
capacity a swell factor of 25% was used by the applicant to estimate the expected 
quantity of material to be transported and placed in the material placement zones.  
 
The applicant indicates that the subject site can be divided into four (4) main excavation 
sites as shown on exhibits E1.0 Refinement 17.1 Excavation Volumes and E1.1 
Refinement 17.2 Excavation Volumes.  Listed below are the estimated “neat line” 
quantities of total material to be excavated: 
 

2009 packet  960,000 cubic yards 
17.1 Refinement 905,000 cubic yards 
17.2 Refinement 868,500 cubic yards 

 
The three (3) primary material placement zones are identified on exhibit E2.0 Material 
Placement Zones. The primary placement zone is the Creole Gulch which is 
supplemented with the Kings Crown and Payday placement zones.  Listed below are 
the placement zones and the estimated capacities as identified by the Applicant: 
 

Area (Acres)  Capacity (CY)  
Creole Zone   16.0    1,040,500  
Kings Crown Zone  6.0    117,500  
Payday Zone  5.5    86,000 

Packet Pg. 200

http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42018
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42020
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42020
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42020#page=3
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42020
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42020#page=2
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42020#page=2
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42020#page=3
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42020#page=3


 
The excavation section of the Constructability Assessment Plan (June 27, 2017) 
has a significant change from ref.3, Treasure Excavation Management Plan 
(December 2008), to the Creole (placement) Zone which was listed as a 5.0 acre 
site with capacity of 125,000 cubic yards.  The Excavation Management Plan 
(December 2008) also had a Secondary Zones Combined areas with a capacity of 
625,000 cubic yards.  Staff is in the process of reviewing the current proposal 
which includes this significant change to the Creole placement excavation Zone.  
 
While the Applicant explains that AGEC has provided a technical review that outlines 
AGEC’s confirmation of the viability of the submitted placement and excavation design, 
Staff finds that there remaining components that need to be addressed and 
resolved, e.g., AGEC’s letter dated May 15, 2017 (ref.4.1 AGEC Geo Opinion Letter 
15May2017) indicates that AGEC has been requested to proceed with their 
recommended scope of work to conduct the geotechnical investigation.  AGEC’s 
investigation will include providing their professional opinions and 
recommendations on the following items for design and construction: 

 
1. Temporary construction slopes 
2. Long-term slopes and “cliff” like landscaping 
3. Foundation support 
4. Lateral support for the deep cuts, it needed 
5. Excavated material placement. 

 
The City Engineer provided a preliminary review of the geotechnical studies and 
provides the following comments/concerns: 
 

 All three (3) soils studies and opinion reports note that the hillside is 
creeping. 

 All three (3) soils studies and opinion reports recommend that all surface 
waters crossing the site and generated from the site must be routed around 
and/or immediately off the site. 

 None of the studies evaluated the potential soil waste sites located higher 
up on the mountain. 

 The studies assume two to three stories at best with stick construction. 

 The allowable bearing pressures are assumed. 

 The first report has a short inadequate section on slope stability. 

 None of the studies provide insight on soil/rock management (other than 
the concern with protecting down slope houses from rolling boulders). 

 The field investigations did not necessarily located the exact location of the 
bedrock. 

 
Soil Management & Water Source Protection 
The applicant requests to follow their referenced report which recommends a protocol of 
maintaining the soil on-site and capping it to comply with current regulations. The 
applicant estimates the total quantity of the mine waste areas to be less than 3,500 
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cubic yards.  The Applicant request to encapsulate the concentrated material, if 
necessary, and bury it on-site in environmentally acceptable areas. 
 
The applicant retained a regional culinary water consulting firm to study the 
hydrogeology and the drinking water impacts of the project.  They provided a technical 
review that summarizes the evaluation of the excavation and material placement sites 
and concludes that construction of the project does not pose a risk to the Park City 
drinking water sources.  
 
Storm Water Management 
Applicant explains that it is expected that construction phase storm water management 
will entail the design of a construction storm water management plan and the 
procurement of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) permit for the entire 
project.  The items to be employed will include a storm water detention facility with 
supportive erosion control fencing and channeling.  Applicant also further explains that 
the ongoing practices and design facilities of the post construction design will be in 
accordance and comply with the Park City Storm Water Master Plan and the State of 
Utah MS-4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) Program.  Staff requests to 
understand specifics of the mentioned storm water detention facilities, such as 
location, capacity, diversion of run-off water, etc.   
 
Service Utilities- Storm Sewer & Culinary Water   
The planned internal storm water collection system and planned outfall are shown on 
the Concept Utilities Plans exhibits E4.0 Refinement 17.1 Concept Utility Plan and E4.1 
Refinement 17.2 Concept Utility Plan.  Applicant explains that the water service and fire 
flow requirements of the project were discussed with the Park City Public Works 
Department and it was determined that a twelve inch (12”) dedicated water main line 
would be required.  The Applicant acknowledges the financial responsibility of the 
required improvements to offsite infrastructure made necessary by the development of 
the project.  This mentioned main water line is not being built on the current 
Lowell Avenue road reconstruction.  The future water tank will need to be located 
somewhere within Park City Mountain.  
 
Service Utilities-Sanitary Sewer/Telecommunications/Power/Natural Gas   
Various utility letters explains that the servicing entities can provide services to the 
project provided that the established procedure is followed with each entity that may 
include subsequent receipt of payments of all required fees including impact fees, 
signed contracts, review of development plans, specific requirements, etc.  See ref.8-
11.  Service routes and locations of dry utilities, transformers, etc., have not been 
identified and determined.  
 
Construction Phase Activities 
The applicant provided an updated a letter from Big-D Construction, see ref.13 Big-D 
Opinion Letter 30May2017, regarding construction feasibility and mitigation.  The letter 
indicates that they conclude that the project is buildable within an estimated timeline of 
3-5 years in the general configuration of construction.  The applicant recognizes that 
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their outlined measures will be part of an approved Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) 
which will be collaboratively developed.  Currently CMPs are reviewed and approve 
approved by the Building Department as each CMP is specifically tailored to each 
project depending upon the extent of construction.   
 
Applicant also provided a construction phasing and construction staging section on their 
Constructability Assessment Report.  The construction phasing section fails to 
deliver a specific timeframe for the various construction phases, e.g., how long 
they will take for excavation, footing & foundation, vertical construction, etc.  The 
Constructability Assessment Report provides a summary of construction 
mitigation regarding construction traffic, environmental impacts, construction 
schedule, and construction staging.  Staff requests specificity of the construction 
impacts and mitigation.  The submitted Big-D construction letter and summary of 
construction mitigation in the Constructability Assessment Report provide 
current construction standards and do not outline specific mitigation measures 
aligned with direct and indirect construction impacts within Old Town.  It does 
not adequately describe the proposed mitigations based on the size and scale of 
the proposal.  Planning Staff does not recommend relying solely on current CMP 
standards at time of building permit due to the size and scale of the project.   
 
All of the approaches above steer towards formation of conditions of approval 
addressing future performance- Does the Planning Commission agree with this 
approach?  If not, the Commission should request specific follow-up information 
to enable a finding of compliance with the applicable Conditional Use Permit 
criteria, approved Sweeney Properties Master Plan, and applicable standards.  
    
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on 
May 11, 2016 for the initial meeting held on June 8, 2106. Legal notice was published 
in the Park Record according to requirements of the Land Management Code prior to 
every meeting.  
 
Public Input 
Public input has been received by the time of this report.  See the following hyperlink: 
Link A - Public Comments with public input received as of April 2016. All public 
comments are forwarded to the Planning Commission via the staff report link above and 
kept on file at the Planning Office. Planning Staff will not typically respond directly to 
the public comments, but may choose to address substantive review issues in 
subsequent staff reports. There are four (4) methods for public input to the Planning 
Commission: 
 

 Attending the Planning Commission meetings and giving comments in the 
public hearing portion of the meeting 

 Preparing comments in an e-mail to treasure.comments@parkcity.org 

 Visiting the Planning office and filling out a Treasure CUP project Comment 
Card 

Packet Pg. 203

http://www.parkcity.org/government/document-central/-folder-6469
mailto:treasure.comments@parkcity.org


 Preparing a letter and mailing/delivering it to the Planning Office 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the applicant’s submitted 
updated Construction Assessment Report and allow the applicant to present refinement 
17.1 and 17.2.  As noticed, a public hearing should be held.  Staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission continue the item to the August 9, 2017 Planning Commission 
meeting. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Constructability Assessment Report (Printed) 
Exhibit B – Constructability Assessment Report Exhibits (Printed) 
  E1.0 Refinement 17.1 Excavation Volumes 
  E1.1 Refinement 17.2 Excavation Volumes 
  E2.0 Material Placement Zones 
  E3.0 Vicinity Map & Ski Run Grading 
  E4.0 Refinement 17.1 Concept Utility Plan 

E4.1 Refinement 17.2 Concept Utility Plan 
Exhibit C – Constructability Assessment References 
  ref.1.1 Soils Studies And Opinion Reports Rollins 
  ref.1.2 Soils Studies And Opinion Reports Lund 
  ref.1.3 Soils Studies And Opinion Reports SHB Agra 

ref.2.1 AGEC ESA 12Oct2005 
ref.2.2 AGEC ESA Fig1-5 
ref.2.3 AGEC ESA AppA 
ref.2.4 AGEC ESA AppB 
ref.2.5 AGEC ESA AppC 
ref.3 Excavation Management Plan 15Dec2008 
ref.4.1 AGEC Geo. Opinion Letter 15May2017 
ref.4.2 AGEC Geo. Opinion Letter 7Oct2003 
ref.4.3 AGEC Geo. Opinion Letter 28Sep2016 
ref.4.4 AGEC Geo. Opinion Letter 10Jan2017 
ref.5 Robinson Const. Opinion Letter 24May2017 
ref.6 Alta Mine Waste Quant 27Jan2006 
ref.7 Hansen Water Sources 25May2017 
ref.8 SBWRD SPLetter 14Jun2017 
ref.9 Comcast SPLetter 30May2017 
ref.10 Rocky Mountain Power SPLetter 7Jun2017 
ref.11 Questar SPLetter 31May2017 
ref.12.1 050126 presentations Big-D 
ref.12.2 060111 presentations Big-D 
ref.12.3 060208 presentations-Big-D 
ref.13 Big-D Opinion Letter 30May2017 
ref.14.1 060308 presentations blasting concrete 
ref.14.2 060308 reports 

Exhibit D – Refinement 17.1 
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Exhibit E – Refinement 17.2-partial 
 
Hyperlinks 
Link A - Public Comments 
Link B - Approved Sweeney Properties Master Plan (Narrative)  
Link C - Approved MPD Plans 
Link D - Proposed Plans – Visualization Drawings1 

Sheet BP-01 The Big Picture 
Sheet V-1 Illustrative Plan 
Sheet V-2 Illustrative Pool Plaza Plan  
Sheet V-3 Upper Area 5 Pathways  
Sheet V-4 Plaza and Street Entry Plan  
Sheet V-5 Building 4b Cliffscape Area  
Sheet V-6 Exterior Circulation Plan 
Sheet V-7 Parking and Emergency Vehicular Access 
Sheet V-8 Internal Emergency Access Plan 
Sheet V-9 Internal Service Circulation 
Sheet V-10 Site Amenities Plan 
Sheet V-11   Usable Open Space with Development Parcels  
Sheet V-12   Separation-Fencing, Screening & Landscaping  
Sheet V-13   Noise Mitigation Diagrams 
Sheet V-14 Signage & Lighting 
Sheet V-15 Contextual Site Sections - Sheet 1 
Sheet V-16 Contextual Site Sections - Sheet 2 

Link E - Proposed Plans – Visualization Drawings2 
Sheet V-17 Cliffscapes 
Sheet V-18 Retaining Systems 
Sheet V-19 Selected Views of 3D Model - 1 
Sheet V-20 Selected Views of 3D Model – 2 
Sheet V-21 Viewpoints Index 
Sheet V-22 Camera Viewpoints 1 & 2 
Sheet V-23 Camera Viewpoints 3 & 4 
Sheet V-24 Camera Viewpoints 5 & 6 
Sheet V-25 Camera Viewpoints 7 & 8 
Sheet V-26 Camera Viewpoints 9 & 10 
Sheet V-27 Camera Viewpoint 11 
Sheet V-28 Illustrative Plan – Setback 

Link F - Proposed Plans – Architectural/Engineering Drawings 1a 
Sheet VM-1  Vicinity & Proposed Ski Run Map 
Sheet EC.1 Existing Conditions  
Sheet SP.1 Site & Circulation Plan Sheet  
Sheet GP.1  Grading Plan 
Sheet HL.1 Height Limits Plan 
Sheet HL.2 Roof Heights Relative to Existing Grade 
Sheet FD.1 Fire Department Access Plan 

Link G - Proposed Plans – Architectural/Engineering Drawings 1b 
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Sheet P.1 Level 1 Use Plan  
Sheet P.2 Level 2 Use Plan  
Sheet P.3 Level 3 Use Plan  
Sheet P.4 Level 4 Use Plan  
Sheet P.5 Level 5 Use Plan  
Sheet P.6 Level 6 Use Plan  
Sheet P.7 Level 7 Use Plan  
Sheet P.8 Level 8 Use Plan  
Sheet P.9 Level 9 Use Plan  
Sheet P.10 Level 10 Use Plan  
Sheet P.11 Level 11 Use Plan  
Sheet P.12 Level 12 Use Plan  
Sheet P.13 Level 13 Use Plan  
Sheet P.14 Level 14 Use Plan  
Sheet P.15 Level 15 Use Plan 
Sheet P.16 Area, Unit Equivalent & Parking Calculations 

Link H – Proposed Plans – Architectural/Engineering Drawings 2 
Sheet E.1AC2.1 Buildings 1A, 1C& 2 Exterior Elevations 
Sheet E.1B.1  Building 1B Exterior Elevations 
Sheet E.3A.1  Building & Parking Garage Exterior Elevations 
Sheet E.3BC.1 Building 3BC Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.3BC.2 Building 3BC Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.3BC.3 Building 3BC Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.4A.1  Building 4A Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.4A.2  Building 4A Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.4B.1  Building 4B Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.4B.2  Building 4B Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.4B.3           Building 4B Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.4B.4           Building 4B Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.5A.1           Building 5A Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.5B.1           Building 5B Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.5C.1          Building 5C Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.5C.2          Building 5C Exterior Elevations  
Sheet E.5D.1          Building 5D Exterior Elevations  
Sheet S.1                Cross Section 
Sheet S.2                Cross Section  
Sheet S.3                Cross Section  
Sheet S.4                Cross Section  
Sheet S.5                Cross Section  
Sheet S.6                Cross Section  
Sheet S.7                Cross Section  
Sheet S.8                Cross Section  
Sheet S.9                Cross Section 
Sheet UP.1             Concept Utility Plan 

Link I – Applicant’s Written & Pictorial Explanation 
Link J – Fire Protection Plan (Appendix A-2)  
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Link K – Utility Capacity Letters (Appendix A-4)  
Link L – Soils Capacity Letters (Appendix A-5) 
Link M – Mine Waste Mitigation Plan (Appendix (A-6)  
Link N – Employee Housing Contribution (Appendix A-7)  
Link O – Proposed Finish Materials (Appendix A-9)  
Link P – Economic Impact Analysis (Appendix A-10)  
Link Q – Signage & Lighting (appendix A-13) 
Link R – LEED (Appendix A-14)  
Link S – Worklist (Appendix A-15) 
Link T – Excavation Management Plan (Appendix A-16)  
Link U – Project Mitigators (Appendix A-18) 
Link V – Outside The Box (Appendix A-20) 
 
Additional Hyperlinks 
2009.04.22 Jody Burnett MPD Vesting Letter 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2017 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2016 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2009-2010 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2006 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2005 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2004 
2004 LMC 50th Edition 
1997 General Plan 
1986.10.16 City Council Minutes 
1985.12.18 Planning Commission Minutes 
1986 Comprehensive Plan 
1985 Minutes 

1985 LMC 3rd Edition 
1983 Park City Historic District Design Guidelines  
Parking, Traffic Reports and Documents 
MPD Amendments: 

October 14, 1987 - Woodside (ski) Trail  
December 30, 1992 - Town Lift Base  
November 7, 1996 – Town Bridge 
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June 26, 2017  

 

Pat Sweeney 

MPE, Inc. 

P.O. Box 2429  

Park City, Utah 84060 

 

 

 

RE:  Treasure Project 

 Constructability Assessment  

 

 

 This Report is an overview study of the constructability of the Treasure Project. The following 

planned construction methods and mitigation measures are outlined and support related activities 

defined.  

    

 Excavation          

 Estimated Material Quantities        

 Excavated Material Management and Procedures  

 Soils Management & Water Source Protection       

 Soils Protocol            

 Park City Municipal Corporation (PCMC) Water Sources 

 Storm Water Management         

 Construction Phase         

 Post Construction  

 Service Utilities           

 Existing Facilities        

 Anticipated PCMC Utility Improvements         

 Updated Services Provider Letters     

 Construction Phase Activities          

 Employee Transportation       

 Materials Delivery          

 Overview of Construction Methodology      

 General Outline of Project Schedule 

 

___________________________ 

Rob McMahon,  P.E. 
 

1352 White Pine Canyon Rd P.O. Box 2864 

Park City, Utah  84068 (435)640-8777   www.alta-engr.com 

           Robert J McMahon
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SUMMARY 

 

This report brings together items that are anticipated to be encountered in the construction phase of the 

Treasure Project. The scope of the following construction items are defined together with mitigation 

measures. It is expected that the following construction items and mitigation measures will be augmented 

and further defined in the final design and review processes related to building permit application(s).   

 

The construction related items methodology and design have been defined and evaluated by professional 

consultants and references to supporting reports and documentation are provided.        

                  

 

PRE-DEVELOPMENT SITE 

 

The existing geology and soil of the Treasure Site is characterized by a series of soil reports prepared for the 

Treasure Site and are assembled in the Historical Soils Reports ( ref. 1) including a geologic reconnaissance 

study conducted on the subject property dated April 22, 1994, prepared by SHB Agra. The environmental 

assessment of the subject property is outlined in a comprehensive Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment 

dated October 12, 2005, prepared by AGEC P.C. Project No. 1051008 (ref. 2).     

 

The study area is comprised of approximately 63.9 acres vegetated with indigenous aspen, fir, oak, mountain 

maple and various scrubs and grasses. The site is primarily undeveloped other than the existing ski runs and 

lift traversing the property, bike & footpaths, and power & PCMC water utilities. There is evidence of prior 

mining activities and the existing old Silver King mine tram towers traverse the property. Elevation of the 

site ranges between 7,080 feet above mean sea level at the Northeast corner to 7,760 feet at the Southwest 

corner.  

 

The site is geologically characterized as consisting of Permian Park City Formation consisting of pale grey 

weathered fossiliferous and cherty limestone containing a medial phosphatic shale member and 

Pennsylvanian Weber Quartzite consisting of pale gray tan weathered quartzite and limy sandstone with 

some inter bedded gray to white limestone and dolomite. 

 

The majority of the excavation materials from the site are expected to be weathered quartzite and white 

limestone and dolomite. These materials are generally easy to process into compactable and workable fill 

material through the use of conventional earthmoving equipment.      

      

 

EXCAVATION 

 

In an effort to reduce the excavation impact of the Treasure Project and to improve efficiency, the project 

team has developed two refinements referred to as version 17.1 and version 17.2 respectively to the 2009 

Treasure Conditional Use Plan packet. The first refinement, version 17.1, is partially the result of further 

analysis of the geologic structure of the excavation site that allows steeper cut slopes. These modifications to 

the “cliffscape” cut slopes reduce the disturbed area of the excavation and reduce the anticipated excavation 

quantities.  

 

Other refinements contained in version 17.1 are shifting commercial and residential back to the Midstation 

Site at the request of the present PCMC staff and massing adjustments to address what has been previously 

stated by the Park City Planning Commission. 
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The second refinement, version 17.2, contains individual refinements to the overall plan and site that reduce 

and shift the footprint, reduce accessory space, resulting in further reduction of site disturbance and 

excavation limits and quantities. This plan refinement was developed in response to the comments from the 

Planning Staff and Planning Commission during the more recent Conditional Use Permit Application 

meetings taking place in 2016-2017.    

 

Other refinements of version 17.2 include more efficient parking and underground driveways and 

redistributing building massing in order to achieve the density allowed by the Sweeney Master Plan. 

 

The 2009 plan, refinement 17.1, and refinement 17.2  ”neat line” quantities of total material to be excavated 

are listed below. 

 

Estimated Material Quantities  

 

The overall concept of the excavation operations is to manage and place the excavated materials principally 

on site and to a lesser extent on the adjacent Park City Mountain (Resort) property. The excess excavation 

material not used for the restoration of the building sites will be transported to material placement sites 

higher on the Sweeney Master Plan property and the adjacent Park City Mountain (Resort) property. Three 

primary material placement zones have been identified on exhibit E-2.0. The concept is to strip the existing 

topsoil and layback the soils in a berm that is then used in the revegetation and restoration operation. The 

three placement zones have capacity to accept the estimated excess excavated material that will be generated 

by the construction of the Treasure buildings including parking garages and landscape features. The purpose 

of managing the excavated material on site is to reduce construction related trips to and from the Project and 

thus significantly reduce the impact of the Project on surrounding neighborhoods and streets.    

 

Volumetric analysis of the excavation required for the construction of the Treasure Project was performed 

and presented to the PCMC Planning Commission in 2008-2009 and is summarized in the Excavation 

Management Plan, December 15, 2008, prepared by Alta Engineering, (ref. 3). A topographic analysis of the 

above referenced excavation template with the existing topography was performed in 2016-2017 to verify 

and confirm the previous volumetric analysis. The estimated excavation quantities listed below are “neat 

line” template quantities and do not account for material “swell” or expansion. For placement operations and 

zone capacity a swell factor of 25% was used to estimate the expected quantity of material to be transported 

and placed in the material placement zones.   

 

The site can be divided into four main excavation sites as shown on exhibits E-1.0 and E-1.1. Listed below 

are the estimated “neat line” quantities of total material to be excavated. 

 

2009 

Entry Level Site Buildings 3A,3B3C, 4A 240,000 cy 

Mid Level Site Building 4B 270,000 cy 

Upper Level Site Buildings 5A,5B,5C,5D 275,000 cy 

Mid Station Site Buildings 1A,1B,1C 175,000 cy 

 Estimated Total 960,000 cy 

 

17.1 Refinement 

Entry Level Site Buildings 3A,3B3C, 4A 240,000 cy 

Mid Level Site Building 4B 270,000 cy  

Upper Level Site Buildings 5A,5B,5C,5D 252,000 cy 

Mid Station Site Buildings 1A,1B,1C 143,000 cy  

 Estimated Total 905,000 cy   
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17.2 Refinement 

Entry Level Site Buildings 3A,3B3C, 4A 232,000 cy  

Mid Level Site Building 4B 265,000 cy 

Upper Level Site Buildings 5A,5B,5C,5D 236,000 cy  

Mid Station Site Buildings 1A,1B,1C 135,500 cy 

 Estimated Total 868,500 cy  

 

 

The four sites can be separate excavation operations or can operate concurrently. The initial phase will most 

likely be to establish the entry level site adjacent to Lowell and Empire Avenues. This site could then serve 

as the initial staging area and contain the erosion control and storm water structures necessary for the 

subsequent phases. This staging area will proactively implement landscaping, sound abatement, and other 

screening measures to mitigate the excavation impacts on the immediate surrounding neighborhoods. Each 

subsequent excavation operation can then follow different phasing schemes. 

 

It is likely that lift and ski run improvements and the associated excavation will proceed concurrently. 

However it is conceivable that lift improvements may occur in advance of, or after other excavation 

operations. The critical item dictating the schedule of the lift improvements is that the lifts be operational 

with sufficient skiable terrain each ski season. 

 

Three primary material placement zones are identified on exhibit E-2.0. The primary placement zone is the 

Creole Gulch which is supplemented with the Kings Crown and Payday placement zones. The grading of the 

excavated material is designed to improve the existing ski run system into the Old Town service area 

including improving the beginner/ intermediate experience. Listed below are the placement zones and the 

estimated capacities. 

 

    Area (Acres) Capacity (CY) 

Creole Zone    16.0   1,040,500 

Kings Crown Zone   6.0   117,500 

Payday Zone   5.5   86,000 

 

 

Excavated Material Management and Placement  

 

Applied Geotechnical Engineering Consultants (AGEC), a regional geotechnical consulting firm 

headquartered in Salt Lake City, Utah, with extensive knowledge of the Treasure Site, has been involved in 

studying and defining parameters for the current refined Treasure CUP. AGEC has provided a technical 

review that outlines it’s confirmation of the viability of the submitted placement and excavation design.   

(ref. 4)   

 

Robinson Construction Group LLC (Robinson), a large regional excavation and heavy civil construction 

company headquartered in Provo, Utah, was retained to study the current Treasure CUP application packet 

items pertaining to excavation and materials placement. Robinson has provided an opinion letter verifying 

the construction method feasibility and general construction time frame. (ref. 5) 

 

 A construction protocol for the excavation operations and materials placement with final geotechnical design 

will be followed with quality control measures incorporated into the construction process as further defined 

in the code defined building permit process. The protocol outlining the proposed final design grading and 

revegetation methods are anticipated to also be further defined in the code required building permit process.   
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SOIL MANAGEMENT & WATER SOURCE PROTECTION 

 

Soil Management  

 

The Treasure Project is not part of, nor does the Treasure Project intend to become part of the Park City Soil 

Overlay Zone. The above referenced comprehensive Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment found “no 

evidence of recognized environmental conditions” except for four defined historic mine waste areas that 

contained significant concentrations of arsenic and lead. The above referenced report recommends a protocol 

of maintaining the soil onsite and capping it to comply with current regulations. The total quantity of the 

mine waste areas is estimated to be less than 3,500 CY. (ref. 6)  

 

Accordingly, the concentrated material will be encapsulated if necessary, and buried on site in 

environmentally acceptable areas. The material placement will follow protocol standards of the EPA and 

State of Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). 

    

Water Quality 

 

Hansen Allen & Luce Consultants (Hansen), a regional Hydro-Geologic and Hydrology consulting firm 

headquartered in Salt Lake City, Utah, with prior knowledge of the PCMC Spiro water source, has been 

retained to study the hydrogeology and storm water hydrology of the Treasure Project. Hansen has provided 

a technical review that summarizes the evaluation of the hydrogeology of the excavation and material 

placement sites and concludes that construction of the Treasure Project does not pose a risk to the Park City 

water sources. (ref. 7)  

   

 

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT 

 

Storm water management is divided into the construction phase management and post construction 

operational management. 

 

Construction Phase 

 

It is expected that construction phase storm water management will entail the design of a construction storm 

water management plan and the procurement of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) permit 

for the entire project. The items to be employed will include a storm water detention facility with supportive 

erosion control fencing and channeling. The development of the construction storm water management plan 

together with the pollution control best management practices will be a coordinated effort between the 

Treasure general contractor and the Park City Building Department. It is anticipated that a comprehensive 

plan will be designed to include the entire construction operations of the Project and that the comprehensive 

plan will be put in place as part of the initial building permit to be issued for the below grade segment of the 

project.                 

 

Post Construction 

 

The Post Construction Management will rely on a designed internal storm drain collection system that will 

be maintained by the master condominium management association. Onsite retention will be provided in 

accordance with the MS-4 requirements through the use of onsite surface features and augmented with 

subsurface holding structures where required. Onsite detention facilities will be designed to meet the 
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individual requirements of each of the components of the Project in the final design and building permit 

phase.     

 

The internal collection system will utilize the existing municipal infrastructure in 8th Street for the outfall 

connection. The ongoing practices and design facilities of the post construction design will be in accordance 

and comply with the Park City Storm Water Master Plan and the State of Utah MS-4 Program.        

 

 

SERVICE UTILITIES 

 

Storm Sewer & Culinary Water   

Provider: Park City Municipal  

 

The planned internal storm water collection system and planned outfall are shown on the Concept Utilities 

Plans exhibits E-4.0 and E-4.1. The Project detention system will be designed to keep the post development 

storm water outflow rates equal to the predevelopment outflow rates. These facilities will be engineered and 

designed as part of the final design process. 

 

The water service and fire flow requirements of the Treasure Project were discussed with the Park City 

Public Works Department and it was determined that a 12” dedicated water main is required. Accordingly a 

12” water main as per PCMC Public Works requirements will be installed in the Lowell right of way in a 

PCMC dedicated corridor concurrent with the Treasure Project Construction.  

 

The Treasure Project acknowledges the financial responsibility of the required improvements to offsite 

infrastructure made necessary by the development of the Project.                  

 

Sanitary Sewer  

Provider: Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD)  

The Concept Utilities Plan was submitted to SBWRD June 05, 2017, and a service provider letter was 

received on June 14, 2017. (ref. 8)   

 

Telecommunications  

Provider: fiber optics provider of choice  

The Concept Utilities Plan was submitted to Comcast May 30, 2017, and a service provider letter was 

received May 30, 2017. (ref. 9)   

 

Power  

Provider: Rocky Mountain Power  

The Concept Utilities Plan was submitted to Rocky Mountain Power May 30, 2017, and a service provider 

letter was received June 7. 2017. (ref. 10)   

 

Natural Gas  

Provider: Questar Inc.  

The Concept Utilities Plan was submitted to Questar May 30, 2017, and a service provider letter was 

received May 31, 2017.  (ref. 11)   

 

Concept Alternative Energy Sources  

Geothermal and solar systems will be considered during final design according to any applicable ordinances 

subject to maintaining exterior heat melting systems integral to the Fire Protection Plan and Project snow 

management. 
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE ACTIVITIES 

  

Construction Impacts of Traffic, Environmental Quality, Noise   

 

Big-D Construction Corporation (Big-D), a large regional, multi-disciplined construction company 

headquartered in Salt Lake City, Utah, was retained to study the Treasure CUP application and provide an 

outline of construction method feasibility, a general construction time frame, and to address proposed traffic 

management of construction personnel and construction material deliveries. Big-D made three presentations 

to the Planning Commission on January 26, 2005, January 11, 2006, and February 8, 2006 (ref. 12). The 

presentations provided an overview of the traffic reduction methods to be used such as offsite parking for 

construction personnel with planned shuttles to the job site and coordinated material delivery routes and 

managed hours of delivery. The presentations discussed environmental controls and the SWPPP compliance 

procedure. The mitigation measures to address construction phase noise, dust control, and public 

communications were discussed with an acknowledgement of sensitivity to the surrounding neighborhoods 

and the desire to buffer the construction impacts as much as possible.  

 

Big-D has provided an updated opinion letter that reviews the current refined Treasure CUP with regard to 

the prior proposed management practices. The memorandum reaffirms and updates certain measures and 

approaches discussed in the previous presentations referenced above. (ref. 13)   

 

Excavation of the site may require blasting as part of the construction process When necessary due to hard 

rock conditions, blasting is a more efficient construction methodology with less environmental impact and 

disruption than the alternatives of hammer drilling or tedious ripping with large dozers/tractors or excavators. 

A presentation and a comprehensive report discussing the construction protocol, safety, and effects of 

blasting was presented to the Planning Commission on March 08, 2006, (ref. 14). The conclusion of the 

report is that blasting can be designed and managed to effectively aid in the excavation process with minimal 

impacts to the surrounding areas and neighborhoods. The included report’s evaluations and conclusions, 

based on current industry standards remain a valid assessment of the blasting operations anticipated.                

 

 

Construction Phasing  

 

The initial excavation of the site will most likely be concentrated in the entry level site shown on Exhibit E-

1.0. This zone will serve as the initial staging area that will contain the storm water management to be 

utilized throughout the construction phase. 

 

The Treasure Project anticipates that a building permit will be issued for the below grade work either as an 

overall permit or a series of phase dependent permits. A subgrade permit would include the grading, 

excavation, material placement and the construction of the parking structure(s) that would then be pad ready 

for construction of the associated above grade structures. Permits can then be submitted sequentially or 

concurrently for construction of the subsequent above grade structures as appropriate.  

 

During the initial phase of excavation and parking structure construction, the Town Lift(s) will operate each 

ski season and ski access into the Old Town Core area will remain a priority and will be maintained to the 

reasonable extent practicable with all presently functioning ski routes restored and new routes added as soon 

as possible as construction progresses. 
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Construction Staging 

 

The overall concept of construction staging will be to expeditiously establish an initial staging area on site, 

then construct and move as much activity as possible into the parking structures as soon as possible. As 

construction progresses staging can move further into the property away from the adjacent neighborhoods. 

Early establishment of the initial staging area will serve for construction of the first section of the 

underground parking structure, most likely the parking structure under the Midtation site. This approach will 

bring almost all construction related activities immediately onsite. Berming, fencing, screening, and 

aggressive re-vegetation will be employed as noise and visual abatement measures. As staging moves further 

into the site, intervening landscaping to create a visual barrier will be completed.          

 

Due to the requirement for ambulances to be able to be driven throughout the parking structures and fire 

trucks through portions of the parking structures, and the enhanced dimensions of the parking spaces and 

driveways, the parking structures and associated surface routes to the interior of the Project will serve 

particularly well for construction staging on site screened from the neighbors.  

 

The overall construction schedule will be developed through a collaborative effort with the PCMC building 

department and will adhere to current Park City ordinances at the time of building permit application. 

Detailed mitigation measures will be defined and coordinated through the Building Department and will be 

incorporated in the construction mitigation plan submitted as part of the code required building permit 

process. 

 

Summary of Construction Mitigation 

 

Listed below are some key mitigation measures. The mitigation measures mentioned or referenced in this 

report will be part of a mitigation plan satisfactory to PCMC, fully developed, implemented, and monitored 

during all phases of construction. 

 

 Construction Traffic  

 The enhanced road section on Lowell Avenue will be used for heavy loads.   

 Significant offsite parking for employees and shuttles to the Project will be provided. 

 Material deliveries will be coordinated and adhere to a traffic control plan and will be limited to 

favorable weather conditions on delivery routes. 

 Excavated waste material will be placed onsite and the adjacent Park City Mountain to the 

greatest extent possible resulting in reduced construction haul traffic on access routes. 

 Traffic Control meetings will be held regularly addressing employee parking, safety, and noise. 

 A project website will be maintained to communicate schedules to neighbors as well as receive 

input from neighbors; the construction superintendent will be available to communicate directly 

with neighbors. 

  

 Environmental Impacts  

 Fencing, screening, and berms will be installed and proactive re-vegetation will occur.          

 Material deliveries will be coordinated and adhere to an agreed upon traffic control plan. 

 Deliveries will be limited to favorable weather conditions on delivery routes. 

 Noise levels will be limited in accordance with the Noise Ordinance at the time of building 

permit issuance. 

 Construction work hours (and associated noise) will comply with Park City ordinances and, 

nonetheless, hours will be reduced and/or skeleton crews used during busy holidays periods and 

special events. 
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 Environmental protection (temporary erosion and sedimentation control facilities) will be 

installed in accordance with Best Management Practices. 

 Fugitive dust control measures will be employed according to DEQ standards.  

 If necessary, a wash station will be installed on site to decrease tracking of mud and dirt onto 

City streets; dirt and debris carried from the construction site on tires of vehicles to the street will 

be removed at the end of each working day. 

 

 Construction Schedule  

 Construction will progress for each phase adhering to the principal of “time is of the essence” 

with no period of inactivity (except for special events, holidays, and necessary re-scheduling due 

to unforeseen circumstances such as inclement weather, and periods of inactivity between 

phases).  

 A construction schedule will be submitted and approved by the City and updated periodically for 

each phase of the Project.           

 Hours of Construction will comply with Ordinances in place at the time of building permit 

issuance.          

 

 Construction Staging  

 Initial Construction Staging will be expeditiously established on site and internalized to the 

extent practical and as soon as possible inside the Project parking structures.           

 Pro-active re-vegetation will be scheduled to occur as soon as practical and installed and 

maintained in accordance with the approved construction mitigation plan. 

 Material placement and laydown will be carefully managed onsite. 

 Staging will move further towards the interior of site as construction progresses. 
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EXHIBITS 

 

E 1.0  Refinement 17.1 Excavation Volumes 

E 1.1 Refinement 17.2 Excavation Volumes  

E 2.0  Material Placement Zones 

E 3.0   Vicinity Map & Ski Run Grading 

E 4.0 Refinement 17.1 Concept Utility Plan 

E 4.1 Refinement 17.2 Concept Utility Plan 
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APPENDIX 

 

Ref. 1 Historic Soils Studies: Rollins June 1977; Lund May 1979; 

 SHB Agra; Project No. E 93-22-67 April 22, 1994  

  

Ref. 2 ESA AGEC P.C.; Project No. 1051008 October 12, 2005 

  

Ref. 3 EMP Alta Engineering Inc.; December 15, 2008   

  

Ref. 4 Applied Geotechnical Engineering Consultants: Project No. 1160503 May 17, 2017; 

 Project No. 1030820 October 7, 2003; Project No. 1160503 September 8, 2016;  

 Project No. 1160503 January 10, 2016  

  

Ref. 5 Robinson Construction Technical Letter; May 24, 2017  

 

Ref. 6 Quantities; Alliance Engineering Technical Letter; January 27, 2006 

  

Ref. 7 Hansen Allen & Luce Consultants; Project No. 344.150.100 May 25, 2017  

 

Ref. 8 Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation Service Provider Letter  

  

Ref. 9 Telecommunications Service Provider Letter  

  

Ref. 10 Rocky Mountain Power Service Provider Letter  

  

Ref. 11 Questar Gas Service Provider Letter  

  

Ref. 12 Big D Construction Presentations to Planning Commission: 

 January 26, 2005 

 January 11, 2006 

 February 8, 2006   

 

Ref. 13 Bid-D Construction Technical Letter; May 30, 2017  

  

Ref. 14 Blasting Analysis Report; March 05, 2006  
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Planning Commission  
Staff Report  
 
Application:  PL-15-03005 
Subject: First Amendment to the Park City Film Studios Subdivision  
Author:  Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP- Senior Planner 
Date:   July 12, 2017 
Type of Item:  Legislative  
 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and forward a 
positive recommendation to City Council to approve the First Amendment to the Park 
City Film Studios Subdivision plat to create three lots of record pursuant to the findings 
of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as stated in the draft Ordinance.   
 
Description 
Applicant:  Quinn’s Junction Partners L.C. 
Location:   4001 Kearns Blvd 
Zoning District: Community Transition (CT) with Regional Commercial 

Overlay (RCO) per Annexation Agreement 
Surrounding Land Uses: IHC Park City Medical Campus, Summit County Health 

Department and People’s Health clinic, USSA Training 
Facility, Quinn’s Recreation and Park City Ice Rink complex, 
US 40, Park City Heights residential MPD, open space and 
trails. 

Reason for Review: Plat amendments require a public hearing and 
recommendation by the Planning Commission with final 
action by City Council.   

 
 
Summary of Proposal 
This application for the First Amended Park City Film Studios Subdivision plat (Exhibit 
A) is a request to create three platted lots of record from an existing 29.55 acre lot and 
to include a 0.8 acre parcel acquired from the Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT) for storm water detention into Lot A. The purpose of the subdivision is to 
provide platted lots for the three phases of the Quinn’s Junction Partnership Master 
Planned Development (MPD). Uses on the lots are restricted by conditions of the MPD 
and associated Development Agreement. See Exhibits B, C, and D for the existing Park 
City Studio plat and ordinances for the approved subdivision and annexation.  
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Purpose of CT Zoning District 
 
The purpose of the Community Transition (CT) District is to: 
 
(A) Encourage low-Density public, quasi-public, and/or institutional Uses relating to 
community open space, recreation, sports training and Development, tourism, and 
community health; 
 
(B) Encourage low Density Development designed in a manner so as to cluster Uses 
in the least visually sensitive Areas and maximizes open space; 
 
(C) Enhance and expand public open space and recreation Uses Compatible with 
the adjacent public deed-restricted open space; 
 
(D) Prohibit highway service commercial, regional-commercial, and limit residential 
land Uses;  
 
(E) Require Building and Site design solutions that minimize the visual impacts of 
parking and parking lot lighting from the entry corridor and adjacent neighborhoods and 
land Uses; 
 
(F) Preserve and enhance environmentally Sensitive Lands such as wetlands, Steep 
Slopes, ridgelines, wooded Areas, and Stream Corridors; 
 
(G) Preserve Park City’s scenic entry corridor by providing significant open space 
and landscape buffers between Development and the highway corridor;  
 
(H) Encourage transit-oriented Development and Uses; 
 
(I) Promote significant linkages to the broader community open space and trail 
network;  
 
(J) Encourage the Development of high quality public places such as parks, trails, 
and recreation facilities; 
 
(K) Encourage Development which preserves the natural setting to the greatest 
extent possible; and 
 
(L) Minimize curb cuts, driveways, and Access points to the highway. 
 
(M) Encourage sustainability, conservation, and renewable energy. 
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Background 
 
May 12, 2012 – The property was annexed into Park City with the Quinn’s Junction 
Partnership (QJP) Annexation and was zoned Community Transition (CT) with Regional 
Commercial Overlay (RCO). The intent of the RCO is to allow for commercial uses on 
properties not otherwise zoned for regional commercial uses. The property is subject to 
Annexation Ordinance12-12 and a Master Planned Development (MPD) Development 
Agreement (May 24, 2012). The Development Agreement includes concept plans for a 
film studio campus, including film studios and support uses, a 100 key hotel with an 
events center/film screening theater component, as well as support retail uses for the 
campus, as further defined in the Agreement, and consistent with a  January 17, 2012 
pre-annexation Agreement. The permitted uses, density, and development 
requirements were part of the negotiated Annexation Agreement. 
 
December 5, 2013 – City Council approved an amendment to the Phasing Plan 
allowing Phase One to be broken into three sub-phases (1-A, 1-B, 1-C). Council 
included a condition of approval requiring approval and recordation of a subdivision plat 
for the property prior to issuance of a building permit for the Film Studio project. 
 
December 11, 2013 – Administrative Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application for 
Phase 1-A of the Park City Film Studios project was submitted. 
 
April 17, 2014 – City Council approved a final subdivision plat to create a 29.55 acre 
platted lot of record for the Park City Film Studios project pursuant to the Quinn’s 
Junction Partnership Annexation and the Park City Film Studio project Master Planned 
Development (MPD). Conditions of approval of the Annexation and MPD Development 
Agreements, including conditions of approval of the amended phasing plan and the Film 
Studio Conditional Use permit, continued to apply.  
 
April 30, 2014 – Planning Director approved the Administrative Conditional Use Permit 
for Phase 1-A. 
 
May 23, 2014 – Park City Film Studio Subdivision plat recorded at Summit County. 
 
March 28, 2014 – Park City Film Studio submitted for a building permit for Buildings 7, 
7a, and 7b (Phase 1A). 
 
May 23, 2014 – Park City Film Studio building permit issued for Phase 1A. 
 
September 9, 2015 – final planning, building, and engineering site inspections were 
conducted.   
 
October 13, 2015 – constructed Phase 1-A (Buildings 7, 7A, and 7B) received a 
certificate of occupancy and a landscape bond for completion of a portion of the 
landscaping for this phase was posted. All of the required landscaping was installed and 
inspected per the landscape plan approved with the Conditional Use Permit for Phase 
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1-A. The area south of the studio building, used for the access road, construction 
trailers, stockpiling of materials as well as excess top soil and dirt, had not been 
sufficiently graded and seeded at the time of requested certificate of occupancy. Due to 
weather and contract for studio uses the applicant posted a landscape bond for 
completion of this landscaping. As of today, this landscaping has not been completed, 
an inspection has not been requested and the bond has not been released. 
 
November 19, 2015 – applicant submitted an application for the First Amended Park 
City Film Studios Subdivision plat.  
 
December 15, 2015 – Initial Development Review and comment letter sent to applicant 
requested revised plat and resolution of utility issues. SBWRD commented that they 
would be unable to provide sewer service to all of the lots due to the configuration. 
 
February 16, 2016 – application was taken to Development Review for second time 
with revised Plat addressing comments from Engineering Department and SBWRD. 
 
April 19, 2016 – staff visited the site and observed that many trees along the perimeter 
fence and in the parking islands at the rear of the building were not thriving. Staff 
verbally communicated to the applicant that they should check on the landscape 
warranty and have the dying trees replaced while still on warranty.   
 
June 14, 2016 – Third time to Development Review with revised plat and information 
from the Park City Fire District related to fire flow and water storage requirements. 
 
October 3, 2016 – staff met with the applicants to discuss the plat application and 
reminded the applicant that the dying and now dead trees needed to be replaced. 
 
January 30, 2017 – following a meeting regarding the plat amendment application staff 
again reminded the applicant to inspect the trees and arrange to have someone replace 
the dead trees in the Spring (of 2017) when the weather would be conducive to planting. 
 
February 14, 2017 – Fourth time to Development Review with revised plat and 
additional information regarding adequacy of water for fire flow and water storage 
related to the proposed type of construction. 
 
April 5, 2017 – amended application for a three lot subdivision was deemed complete 
upon submittal of final letters from the Park City Fire District, Summit Water Company, 
and Weber Basin Conservancy District addressing water concerns raised at the 
development review meetings.  
 
May 10th, 2017 – staff visited the site to post the notice sign and again observed that 
the trees previously identified as dead or dying and not been replaced and 
communicated this to the applicant.  
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Analysis 
The proposed subdivision plat creates three lots of record from Lot One (29.55 acres) of 
the Park City Film Studios Subdivision and a 0.8 acre parcel acquired by the owner from 
UDOT and utilized for storm water detention. Total property is 30.35 acres in area. 
Access for all lots is at an existing signalized intersection of SR 248 with Round Valley 
Way. This is an approved UDOT access point according to the 248 Corridor 
Preservation Plan and a traffic signal for west bound traffic was installed during 
construction of the first phase of the Film Studio building.  
 
All streets and drives within the subdivision plat are private and all maintenance and 
snow removal is the responsibility of the property owner. Shared public utility, drainage 
easements and sewer easements are provided on the proposed plat, subject to final 
review by the City Engineer and Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District 
(SBWRD). 
 
The property is subject to the Quinn’s Junction Property Annexation and Master 
Planned Development Agreements (Exhibit H) that identified uses, site layout for 
buildings and parking, specific building heights and setbacks, architectural character, 
green building requirements, landscaping, and pedestrian connectivity. This proposed 
plat amendment does not propose changes to these requirements.  
 
On October 13, 2015, the constructed Phase 1-A (Buildings 7, 7A, and 7B) received a 
certificate of occupancy and a landscape bond for completion of a portion of the 
landscaping for this phase was posted. All of the required landscaping was installed and 
inspected per the landscape plan approved with the Conditional Use Permit for Phase 
1-A. The area south of the studio building, used for the access road, construction 
trailers, stockpiling of materials as well as excess top soil and dirt, had not been 
sufficiently graded and seeded at the time of requested certificate of occupancy. Due to 
weather and contract for studio uses the applicant posted a landscape bond for 
completion of this landscaping. As of today, this landscaping has not been completed, 
an inspection has not been requested and the bond has not been released. 
 
On April 19, 2016, staff visited the site and observed that many trees along the 
perimeter fence and in the parking islands at the rear of the building were not thriving. 
Staff verbally communicated to the applicant that they should check on the landscape 
warranty and have the dying trees replaced while still on warranty. October 3, 2016, 
staff met with the applicants to discuss the plat application and reminded the applicant 
that the dying and now dead trees needed to be replaced. On January 30, 2017,  
following a meeting regarding the plat amendment application staff again reminded the 
applicant to inspect the trees and arrange to have someone replace the dead trees in 
the Spring (of 2017) when the weather would be conducive to planting. On May 10, 
2017 staff visited the site to post the notice sign and again observed that the trees 
previously identified as dead or dying and not been replaced and communicated this to 
the applicant. 
  
Based on the timeline above Staff recommends a condition of approval of this plat that 
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prior to plat recordation a revised landscape plan shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department for approval. The landscape plan is for landscaping in Phase 1-A that did 
not survive initial planting, e.g. primarily the perimeter landscaping and trees within the 
parking islands located north and east of the building.The landscape plan shall include 
appropriate drought tolerant trees and shrubs and shall indicate the methods of 
irrigation. A landscape bond for this landscaping shall be posted prior to plat 
recordation. The amount of the bond shall be approved by the City Attorney. See 
Condition #16. 
 
Land Management Code and Master Planned Development review 
Zoning for the subdivision is Community Transition (CT) with Regional Commercial 
Overlay (RCO) zone, subject to the Quinn’s Junction Partnership Annexation and MPD 
Agreement (Exhibit H) as further described below:  
 
 

CT Zone Permitted through MPD Proposed  

Building Height MPD allowed max 32’, 
except 50’ for main Sound 
Stage Building 7 or up to 
max of 60’ if contract for 
long term film production 
necessitated full studio 
height. Also 70% of non-
studio buildings may have 
height of 36 – 40 feet.  

Heights per Annexation and 
MPD Development 
Agreement. No changes to 
permitted heights are 
requested. No buildings are 
proposed with this plat. 

Unit Equivalents Up to 1 unit per acre for 
residential with MPD/bonus 
criteria of the zone. 
Up to 3 units per acre for 
non-residential uses with 
MPD/bonus criteria or as 
negotiated during 
Annexation/MPD process. 

Per Annexation/MPD 
maximum total of 374,000 
sf as specified in the 
Annexation and 
Development Agreement. 
No change to density is 
requested with this plat. 
 

Lot Size No minimum lot size A- 14.71 acres 
B- 7.42 acres 
C- 8.22 acres 

Total- 30.35 acres (29.55 + 
0.8).  

Front setback (minimum) CT zone requires minimum 
25’ setback. MPD requires 
minimum 150’ setback from 
centerline of SR 248 and 
US 40 for any building over 
28’ in height and 100’ 
setback for all other 
buildings and structures.   

No changes proposed to 
allowable setbacks with this 
plat. 
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Rear setback (minimum) CT zone requires minimum 
25’ setback. MPD requires 
minimum 150’ setback from 
centerline of SR 248 and 
US 40 for any building over 
28’ in height and 100’ 
setback for all other 
buildings and structures.   

No changes proposed to 
allowable setbacks with this 
plat. 

Side setbacks (minimum) CT zone requires minimum 
25’ setback from side 
property lines. 
 

No changes proposed to 
allowable setbacks with this 
plat. 

Parking Per LMC for specific uses 
or as approved by Planning 
Commission during MPD 
review. Maximum of 730 
surface spaces and 150 
underground spaces 
permitted by the 
Annexation Ordinance with 
parking to be phased with 
phases of development. 

Phase 1 parking proposed 
is 449 spaces with 316 
spaces constructed with 
Phase 1-A and 133 spaces 
remaining to be built on Lot 
A for the rest of Phase 1.  
Parking for future phases 
on Lots B and C will be 
reviewed with each 
Administrative CUP and if 
shared parking is desired 
between lots, then a shared 
parking agreement will be 
submitted with the Admin 
CUP applications and 
recorded at Summit County 
upon approval (Exhibits E 
and F). No changes to 
parking are requested with 
this plat. 

Uses MPD allows specific uses 
as outlined in the 
Annexation and MPD 
Agreements, such as 
recreation, international film 
school, commercial support 
retail, entertainment center, 
hotel/lodging, motion 
picture media campus, 
sound stages/studios, and 
event center.  

No changes in uses are 
proposed with this plat. 

 
General Subdivision Requirements 

(A) Subdivision Name- The proposed subdivision name does not duplicate or 
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closely approximate the name of another Subdivision in the area.  
(B) Monuments- All survey monumentation is required to be completed prior to 

acceptance of public improvements.  
(C) Limits of Disturbance- A landscape and limits of disturbance plan for 

construction will be submitted with the CUP applications as well as with building 
permit applications per the MPD Agreement for each phase of development.   

(D) Ridgeline Development- Not applicable as there are no major or minor  
ridgelines within the property.   

(E) Open Space- There are no open space parcels designated with this property per 
conditions of the QJP Annexation and MPD Agreement.   

(F) Roads and Utility Lines- All roads internal to the development are to be 
designated as private drives. Easements are provided as needed for public 
utilities and storm drainage. A shared access easement with the City’s parcel to 
the south is provided for possible future shared access point with SR 248, 
consistent with the existing subdivision plat. Staff recommends a condition of 
approval that dry utility infrastructure must be located on the property and shown 
on the building plans prior to building permit issuance to ensure that utility 
companies verify that the areas provided for their facilities are viable and that 
exposed meters and boxes can be screened with landscaping elements. 

(G) Drainage Ways- Final design of the storm water management system and 
required public utility easements are subject to approval by the City Engineer.  

(H) Soils Conditions- Due to the potential for areas of expansive soils within this 
subdivision, a soils conditions report shall be submitted prior to issuance of any 
building permits for structures, utilities, and roads, and shall be reviewed by the 
City Engineer and Building Official prior to issuance of an excavation permit for 
any construction. The property is not located within the Park City Soils Ordinance 
boundary however; any areas of disturbance due to off-site utility improvements 
that fall within the Park City Soils Ordinance boundary are required to adhere to 
all requirements of the Ordinance. 

(I) Trails and Sidewalks- Trails and sidewalks are to be provided consistent with 
the MPD Development Agreement for each phase of development. Public 
access easements shall be shown on the plat consistent with the MPD 
Agreement. The applicant provided the City with the required $75,000 for trails to 
be constructed to the site by the City.  

(J) Limits of Disturbance/Building Pad locations- The MPD and Annexation 
Agreement identify approximate location of building pads with final location to be 
determined during Conditional Use Permit and building permit review.  

(K) Top Soil Preservation and Final Grading- Top soil preservation and final 
grading shall be reviewed with Conditional Use Permits for each phase of 
development consistent with the Annexation and MPD Agreement. No portion of 
this property is within the Park City Soils Ordinance boundary;  

(L) Architectural Standards- Compliance with architectural guidelines is reviewed 
by the Planning Director at the time of Administrative CUP per the Annexation 
and MPD Agreement.  

(M) Water Bodies and Water Courses- There are no bodies of water incorporated 
into the lots so as to not burden the City with responsibility of a water body. 
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There are remnants of an irrigation ditch on the southern portion of the property.  
No water has been diverted through the ditch since 1995, according to the City 
Water Department. If the applicant intends to use the ditch for irrigation of 
landscaping for Phases Two and Three, there would first need to be resolution of 
water right and water source issues relative to this ditch. The property owner is 
responsible for maintenance of drainage areas, including any irrigation ditches 
and canals that are required to provide water for downstream users. Retention 
areas that are part of the storm water management plan may have standing 
water at times. Maintenance of these areas is the responsibility of the property 
owner.  

(N) Fire Sprinkling- There is a plat note requiring all construction to comply with the 
International Building Code requirements for fire protection or as required by the 
City’s Chief Building Official. 

 
General Lot Design Requirements  
Staff has reviewed the proposed plat for compliance with the General Lot Design 
Requirements per LMC 15-7.3-3 as follows:  
 
(A) Lot Arrangement- there are no foreseeable difficulties, for reasons of 

topography or access, in securing building permits to build on these lots subject 
to compliance with the applicable building codes, the LMC, and in providing 
reasonable access and utilities. 

(B) Building Sites- building sites shall comply with the Annexation and MPD 
Agreements and all LMC Setback requirements for the proposed lots, consistent 
with the Annexation and Development stipulations (Exhibit H). 

(C) Square footage- maximum building size and floor area for all buildings and uses 
are identified in the Annexation and MPD Development Agreements (Exhibit H). 

(D) Lot Dimensions- proposed lot dimensions comply with the minimum lot 
dimensions of the CT and RCO zones per the MPD. No non-conforming 
conditions are created by the proposed plat amendment. 

(E) Double Frontage Lots and access to Lots- Lots fronting on two streets is 
generally to be avoided. The lots front State Highway 248 to the west, and US 40 
to the east. Only the west side frontage provides access. 

(F) Lot Drainage- Drainage plans are required with each Conditional Use Permit 
and building permit. Drainage easements on the plat are subject to final approval 
by the City Engineer. 

(G) Landscaping- Prior to issuance of building permits for each phase of 
development a landscape plan is required to be submitted and reviewed by the 
Staff for compliance with the LMC and conditions of the MPD and Administrative 
Conditional Use Permits.  

(H) Limits of Disturbance/Vegetation protection- Prior to issuance of a building 
permit for each lot a limits of disturbance and vegetation protection plan is 
required to be submitted and reviewed by the Staff for compliance with conditions 
of the MPD and/or CUP plans and conditions. 

(I) Re-vegetation, seed, and sod- All disturbed areas will be re-vegetated, seeded, 
and/or sodded prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy and a financial 
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guarantee for the completion of this re-vegetation is required to be paid or posted 
prior to issuance of the permit.  

(J) Debris and Waste- Debris and waste are required to be removed per the LMC 
prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. This is a condition of building 
permitting. Consolidation and recycling of construction waste and debris shall be 
identified on the Construction Mitigation Plan prior to issuance of a building 
permit. 

(K) Fencing- Fencing of hazardous conditions may be required by the Chief Building 
Official. Fences will be constructed according to standards of the LMC and 
conditions of approval of the MPD and CUP for the various phases of 
development.  

 
Road Requirements and Design 
Staff has reviewed the proposed plat for compliance with the Road Requirements and 
Design per LMC 15-7.3-4. There are no public streets proposed. The MPD access point 
is at an existing signalized intersection with Round Valley Way as contemplated by the 
February 1, 2007 Cooperative Corridor Preservation Agreement between UDOT and 
Park City. Staff recommends a condition of approval that a note shall be added to 
the plat regarding a future shared access easement with the City’s parcel to the 
south to provide shared access to SR 248 if this access is approved by UDOT 
consistent with existing plat. The City Engineer shall approve access easement 
language prior to plat recordation.   
 
Utility Requirements 
Sanitary sewer facilities are required to be installed in a manner prescribed by the 
SBWRD. The applicants have met with the SBWRD officials to review the plat and utility 
plans for compliance with these requirements (Exhibit G). Final approval of the sewer 
facilities and a signature on the plat from SBWRD is required prior to final plat 
recordation. Water is provided by Summit Water for this property, per the Annexation 
Agreement. The applicant coordinated with Park City Fire District, Summit Water, and 
Weber Basin regarding water service, adequacy of water storage and sufficient fire 
flows for existing and future construction (Exhibit I). 
 
Green Building 
The Annexation/MPD requires LEED construction at the certified level without 
commissioning per the Annexation Agreement for the Studio Building. Also, at a 
minimum, the future Hotel shall include a “Green” operational policy within industry 
standards and a door key activated light shut-off (or similar system) in all rooms.  

 
Analysis Summary 
Staff finds this subdivision, as conditioned complies with the Land Management Code 
regarding final subdivision plats, including zoning requirements (with exceptions as 
permitted during the Annexation /MPD approvals), general subdivision requirements, 
and lot and street design standards and requirements. General subdivision 
requirements related to 1) drainage and storm water; 2) water facilities; 3) sidewalks 
and trails; 4) utilities such as gas, electric, power, telephone, cable, etc.; 5) public uses, 
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such as trails and trail heads; and 6) preservation of natural amenities and features 
have been addressed through the Master Planned Development process and this plat 
amendment application as required by the Land Management Code.  
 
Process 
Approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be 
appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18. Development of each lot is 
subject to requirements of the Community Transition zone and the Annexation and MPD 
Agreement. Lots are also subject to approved Conditional Use Permits.  
 
Good Cause 
There is good cause for this subdivision plat in that it creates legal lots of record for 
future phases of the Park City Film Studios MPD, incorporates a remnant parcel that the 
applicant owns into Lot A, provides necessary utility and access easements, and is 
consistent with the approved QJP Annexation and MPD.  
   
Department Review 
The application has been reviewed by the Planning, Building, Engineering and Legal 
departments as well as the utility providers. Issues raised during the review process 
have been addressed with revisions to the submittal, plat notes, and by conditions of 
approval.  
 
Notice 
On May 10, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet. Legal notice was published in the Park Record and on the Utah Public 
Notice website on and May 10th for the May 24th meeting.  
 
Public Input 
No public input was received prior to publication of this report. The Planning 
Commission held a public hearing on May 24th and continued the item to June 14, 2017 
to allow staff additional time for review of the staff’s recommended conditions. There 
was no public input at the meeting on May 24th. On June 14, 2017 the Commission 
conducted a public hearing, there was no input, and voted to continue this item to June 
28th. Prior to the June 28th meeting the applicant requested a continuation to July 12th as 
he was unable to attend the June 28th meeting. The Planning Commission opened a 
public hearing on the 28th, there was no public input provided, and the Commission 
voted to continue this item to July 12th. 
 
Alternatives 
 

 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to approve 
the plat amendment as conditioned and/or amended; or 

 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to deny the 
plat amendment and direct staff to make findings of fact to support this decision; 
or 

 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion and request additional 
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information on specific items. 
 
 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal and environmental impacts from this amended 
subdivision. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
Lot 1 will remain in its current configuration with future development occurring on the 
single lot of record pursuant to the approved annexation and master planned 
development agreements. Portions of the property could not be sold separately. The 
acquired UDOT parcel will remain a separate parcel for storm drainage purposes. 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and forward a 
positive recommendation to City Council to approve the First Amendment to the Park 
City Film Studios Subdivision plat pursuant to the findings of fact, conclusions of law, 
and conditions of approval as stated in the draft Ordinance.   
 
Exhibits (link to June 28, 2017 PC Packet) 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A- Proposed plat  
Exhibit B- Park City Film Studios Subdivision recorded plat  
Exhibit C- Ordinance 14-16 (Subdivision approval) 
Exhibit D- Ordinance 12-12 (Annexation approval) 
Exhibit E- Parking layout  
Exhibit F- Amended Phasing Plan 
Exhibit G- SBWRD letter and Grant of Easement 
Exhibit H- QJP Annexation and MPD Development Agreements 
Exhibit I - Fire District, Summit Water, and Weber Basin letters regarding water service
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DRAFT Ordinance No. 2017-XX 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE PARK CITY FILM 
STUDIOS SUBDIVISION PLAT, LOCATED AT 4001 KEARNS BLVD, PARK CITY, 

UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 4001 Kearns Boulevard 
petitioned the City Council for approval of the First Amendment to the Park City Film 
Studios Subdivision Plat; and 
 

WHEREAS, on April 22 and May 10, 2017, proper legal notice was published in 
the Park Record and on the Utah Public Notice website; and 

 
WHEREAS, on May 10, 2017 the property was properly posted and notices were 

sent to property owners according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearings on May 24th, June 
14th, June 28th, and July 12th, 2017, to receive input on the First Amendment to the Park 
City Film Studios Subdivision plat; 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on July 12, 2017, forwarded a 
recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 

WHEREAS, on July 20, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing on the First 
Amendment to the Park City Film Studios Subdivision plat; and 
 

WHEREAS, there is good cause and it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to 
approve the First Amendment to the Park City Film Studios Subdivision plat. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as findings of 
fact. The First Amendment to the Park City Film Studios Subdivision plat as shown in 
Exhibit A is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, 
and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 4001 Kearns Boulevard in Park City, Utah. 
2. The property is located north of Richardson Flat Road, east of SR 248 and west of 

US Highway 40. 
3. The property contains 30.35 acres and includes a 29.55 acre Lot One of the Park 

City Film Studios Subdivision and a 0.80 acre remnant parcel to be combined with 
proposed Lot A. 
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4. The property was annexed into Park City with the Quinn’s Junction Partnership 
(QJP) Annexation on May 12, 2012, and is subject to Ordinance 12-12. The property 
was zoned Community Transition (CT) with Regional Commercial Overlay (RCO). 

5. On May 24, 2012 a Development Agreement was executed and recorded at Summit 
County.  

6. The Development Agreement includes concept plans for a film studio campus, a 100 
key hotel, and commercial and support uses, as further defined in the Development 
Agreement, consistent with the prior January 17, 2012 Annexation Agreement, a 
pre-annexation agreement between the City and the property owner.  

7. The Annexation Agreement and Ordinance 12-12 include a condition of approval 
that an Administrative Conditional Use Permit is required for the Park City Film 
Studio project prior to issuance of any building permits. 

8. On December 5, 2013, the City Council approved an amended phasing plan for 
Phase 1 allowing it to be broken into three sub-phases (1-A, 1-B, 1-C). 

9. On December 11, 2013, the applicant submitted an Administrative Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) application for Phase 1-A of the Park City Film Studios project.  

10. On March 28, 2014, application for a building permit for Phase 1-A was submitted to 
the Building Department. 

11. On April 17, 2014, City Council approved a final subdivision plat to create a 29.55 
acre platted lot of record for the Park City Film Studios project pursuant to the 
Quinn’s Junction Partnership Annexation and the Park City Film Studio project 
Master Planned Development (MPD). The plat was recorded at Summit County on 
May 23, 2014. 

12. Conditions of approval of the Annexation and MPD Development Agreements, 
including conditions of approval of the amended phasing plan and the Film Studio 
Conditional Use permit, continued to apply to this property.  

13. On April 30, 2014, the Planning Director approved the Administrative Conditional 
Use Permit for Phase 1-A. 

14. On May 23, 2014 a building permit for Phase 1-A was approved by the Building 
Department. 

15. On September 9, 2015 final planning, building, and engineering site inspections 
were conducted.   

16. October 13, 2015, constructed Phase 1-A (Buildings 7, 7A, and 7B) received a 
certificate of occupancy and a landscape bond for completion of a portion of the 
landscaping for this phase was posted. All of the required landscaping was installed 
and inspected per the landscape plan approved with the Conditional Use Permit for 
Phase 1-A. The area south of the studio building, used for the access road, 
construction trailers, stockpiling of materials as well as excess top soil and dirt, had 
not been sufficiently graded and seeded at the time of requested certificate of 
occupancy. Due to weather and contract for studio uses the applicant posted a 
landscape bond for completion of this landscaping. As of today, this landscaping has 
not been completed, an inspection has not been requested and the bond has not 
been released. 

17. On November 19, 2015, the applicant submitted an application for a four lot 
subdivision plat amendment that was taken to Development Review on December 
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15, 2015. SBWRD commented that they would be unable to provide sewer service 
to all of the lots due to the configuration. 

18. On February 16, 2016, staff took a proposed three lot subdivision plat to 
Development Review and provided comments to the applicant regarding utility and 
drainage easements, parking requirements, and water service. 

19. On April 19, 2016, staff visited the site and observed that many trees along the 
perimeter fence and in the parking islands at the rear of the building were not 
thriving. Staff verbally communicated to the applicant that they should check on the 
landscape warranty and have the dying trees replaced while still on warranty.   

20. On June 14, 2016, a further revised plat was taken to Development Review.  
21. On October 3, 2016, staff met with the applicants to discuss the plat application and 

reminded the applicant that the dying and now dead trees needed to be replaced. 
22. On January 30, 2017, following a meeting regarding the plat amendment staff again 

reminded the applicant to inspect the trees and arrange to have someone replace 
the dead trees in the Spring (of 2017) when the weather would be conducive to 
planting. 

23. February 14, 2017, the application was taken back to Development Review with 
information regarding water service provided by the applicant. Staff requested 
further documentation regarding water storage and flow required for fire protection, 
as well as information regarding anticipated type of construction of the remaining 
phases. 

24. On April 5, 2017, the application for a three lot subdivision amendment was deemed 
complete upon submittal of letters from the Park City Fire District, Summit Water 
Company, and Weber Basin Conservancy District addressing water concerns raised 
at the initial development review meeting. 

25. On May 10th, 2017, staff visited the site to post the notice sign and again observed 
that the trees previously identified as dead or dying and not been replaced and 
communicated this to the applicant.  

26. No portion of this plat is within the Park City Soils Ordinance boundary.  
27. The proposed subdivision plat creates three lots of record for the Park City Film 

Studios project.  
28. Phase 1 parking proposed is 449 spaces with 316 spaces constructed with Phase 1-

A and 133 spaces remaining to be built on Lot A for Phase 1.  
29. Parking for future phases shall be provided on each lot that corresponds to each 

future Phase. Parking will be reviewed with each Administrative CUP and if shared 
parking is desired between lots, then a shared parking agreement shall be submitted 
with CUP applications and recorded at Summit County upon approval. 

30. No non-conforming conditions are created by the subdivision plat.  
31. The property is accessed from Kearns Blvd, aka SR 248, a State Highway. The 

MPD access point is at an existing signalized intersection with Round Valley Way as 
contemplated by the February 1, 2007 Cooperative Corridor Preservation 
Agreement between UDOT and Park City.  

32. All roads will be designated as private drives and streets. Easements are provided 
as needed for public utilities, including storm drainage.  

33. A shared access easement with the City’s parcel to the south is provided for 
possible future shared access point with SR 248. 
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34. There are no public streets within the subdivision. Each phase is designed to 
accommodate fire and emergency vehicle circulation through the phase. 

35. The subdivision plat application complies with the Land Management Code 
regarding final subdivision plats. 

36. General subdivision requirements related to 1) drainage and storm water; 2) water 
facilities; 3) sidewalks and trails; 4) utilities such as gas, electric, power, telephone, 
cable, etc.; 5) public uses, such as parks and playgrounds; and 6) preservation of 
natural amenities and features have been addressed through the Master Planned 
Development process as required by the Land Management Code.  

37. The Annexation Ordinance applies to this plat. The Ordinance requires LEED 
construction at the certified level without commissioning per the Annexation 
Agreement and at a minimum, the Hotel shall include a “Green” operational policy 
within industry standards and a door key activated light shut-off (or similar system) in 
all of the rooms. 

38. Sanitary sewer facilities are required to be installed in a manner prescribed by the 
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).  

39. Water facilities are required to be installed in a manner prescribed by the Park City 
Fire District, Summit Water, and Weber Basin Water Conservancy District. 

40. There are wetlands adjacent to the site to the north and east, as identified on the 
National Wetlands Inventory. The Inventory does not identify wetlands on the 
property.  

41. There are remnants of an irrigation ditch running through the southern portion of the 
property. If the applicant intends to use the ditch for irrigation of landscaping for 
Phase Two, there would first need to be resolution of water right and water source 
issues.  

42. A Riparian Analysis prepared by Psomas and submitted with the CUP application, 
concludes that no riparian conditions exist within the property boundaries. 

43. Water service is provided by Summit Water for this property per the Annexation 
Agreement. 

44. There is good cause for this subdivision plat in that it creates legal lots of record for 
the film studios campus uses. 

45. Trails and sidewalks are provided consistent with the MPD Development Agreement. 
46. The applicant has provided the City with the required $75,000 for trails to be 

constructed to the site by the City.  
47. Development of each lot requires an Administrative Conditional Use permit subject 

to the QJP Annexation and MPD Agreement. 
48. Attention to the location of visible dry utility boxes and installations is an important 

consideration when designing a site in order to ensure that adequate area is 
available for landscape elements to provide adequate screening from public view.  

49. The findings in the Analysis section are incorporated herein.     
 
Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this amended subdivision plat. 
2. The plat complies with LMC 15-7.3 as conditioned. 
3. The plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and applicable 

State law regarding subdivisions and amendments. 
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4. The plat is consistent with the May 12, 2012, Quinn’s Junction Partnership 
Annexation and May 24, 2012 MPD Development Agreement, as amended with the 
December 5, 2013 Council approved phasing plan for Phase 1-A.   

5. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured as a result of approval of 
the proposed subdivision plat, as conditioned herein.   

6. Approval of the proposed subdivision amendment, subject to the conditions stated 
herein, does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of 
Park City. 

 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the final form and content of 

the subdivision plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and 
the conditions of approval, is a condition precedent to recordation of the plat. 

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

3. Conditions of approval of the May 12, 2012, Quinn’s Junction Partnership 
Annexation, as stated in the Annexation Agreement and Ordinance 12-12, continue 
to apply, and shall be noted on the plat.  

4. Conditions of approval of the May 24, 2012, MPD Development Agreement, as 
amended by the City Council on December 5, 2013, continue to apply, and shall be 
noted on the plat. 

5. Final utility, storm water, and grading plans shall be approved by the City Engineer 
prior to Building Permit issuance. 

6. Final sewer easements and conditions must be approved by the SBWRD prior to 
recordation of the plat. A note shall be included on the plat prior to recordation 
stating that at the time of any resurfacing of paved areas, the property owner shall 
be responsible to adjust waste water manholes to grade according to SBWRD 
standards. Prior notification of the adjustments and inspection by SBWRD are 
required. 

7. Any proposed impacts to the off-site wetland areas require prior approval from the 
Army Corps of Engineers and/or UDOT. All proposed impacts shall be identified with 
the conditional use and building permit applications.  

8. A construction mitigation plan (CMP) shall be submitted and approved by the City for 
compliance with the Municipal Code, LMC, and the MPD/CUP conditions of approval 
prior to issuance of a building permit. A construction recycling area and excavation 
materials storage area within the development shall be utilized and identified on the 
CMP.  

9. A financial guarantee, in a form and amount acceptable to the City and in 
conformance MPD conditions of approvals, for the value of all public improvements, 
including landscaping, shall be provided to the City prior to building permit issuance 
for new construction within each phase. All public improvements shall be completed 
according to City standards and accepted by the City Council prior to release of this 
guarantee. 
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10. Documentation reconfirming that there is water sufficient for adequate redundancy 
and fire flows per the Park City Fire District, is required prior to issuance of building 
permits for vertical construction for each phase of development. 

11. Topsoil shall be stockpiled on site for use on the property and export of excess 
material from the site shall be minimized and shall be described in the CMP prior to 
building permit issuance. 

12. A note shall be added to the plat regarding a future shared access easement with 
the City’s parcel to the south to provide shared access to SR 248 if this access is 
approved by UDOT consistent with the existing plat.  

13. Due to the potential for areas of expansive soils within this subdivision, a soils 
conditions report shall be submitted prior to issuance of any building permits for 
structures, utilities, and roads, and shall be reviewed by the City Engineer and 
Building Official prior to issuance of an excavation permit for any construction. 

14. Dry utility infrastructure must be located on the property and shown on the building 
plans prior to building permit issuance to ensure that utility companies verify that the 
areas provided for their facilities are viable and that exposed meters and boxes can 
be screened with landscaping elements.  

15. The development will disturb over 1.0 acre and is part of a common plan 
development therefore an MS4 storm water permit is required for all land 
disturbance activities for each separate phase and/or each separate lot of 
construction, prior to building permit issuance. 

16. Prior to plat recordation a revised landscape plan shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department for approval. The landscape plan is for landscaping in Phase 1-A that 
did not survive initial planting, e.g. primarily the entrance and perimeter landscaping 
and trees within the parking islands located north and east of the building. The 
landscape plan shall include appropriate drought tolerant trees and shrubs and shall 
indicate the methods of irrigation. The landscaping required in the revised plan shall 
be installed before September 15, 2017. Additionally, prior to plat recordation a 
financial guarantee, in a form approved by the City Attorney, in an amount for 
installation of plant materials and irrigation, as shown on the approved, revised 
landscape plan shall be posted. Once the landscaping has been installed and 
inspected, the bond will be released, minus 10% of the bond amount, which shall be 
held by the City until the end of a one year warranty period. 

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

publication. 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 20th day of July, 2017. 
 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      

 
________________________________ 

Jack Thomas, MAYOR 
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ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
 
 
Exhibit 
Exhibit A- Proposed plat  
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: Lilac Hill Subdivision- First Amended 

at 632 Deer Valley Drive 
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Project Number:  PL-17-03494 
Date:   July 12, 2017 
Type of Item:  Legislative – Plat Amendment  
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision- First Amended located at 632 Deer Valley Loop and consider forwarding a 
positive recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions 
of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance. 
 
Description 
Applicant:    Lilac Hill LLC, a Delaware limited liability company  
Location:  632 Deer Valley Loop 
Zoning: Residential-Medium Density (RM)  
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential—Single family, duplex, and multi-family 

dwellings  
Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council review and action. 
 
Proposal 
The Lilac Hill Subdivision was approved by the Park City Council on October 20, 2016, 
as Ordinance 16-32.  The property has since been sold to Lilac Hill LLC, and the new 
owner is requesting to subdivide the parcel in order to create two (2) legal lots of record.  
The historic house at 632 Deer Valley Loop will be located on Lot 1A of the proposed 
subdivision.   
 
Background  
On March 13, 2017, the City received a Subdivision application for the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision—First Amended located at 632 Deer Valley Loop; the application was 
deemed complete on March 15, 2017. The property is in the Residential Medium (RM) 
District.  
 
The site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as a 
Significant Site. The house was constructed c.1900 during the Mature Mining Era 
(1894-1930) by George and Elizabeth Thompson. The early twentieth century Sanborn 
Fire Insurance Maps show that this site was part of a much denser neighborhood 
comprised of approximately fourteen (14) structures. Of these, only four (4) structures 
currently exist. 
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This property has had a long history. The house was initially constructed on mining 
claims, which came to be held by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). At the time 
of its construction, it consisted of a two-room cottage; however, between 1912 and 
1918, it was expanded to a four-room cottage. Then in c.1969, the house was 
remodeled to what exists today. The property was purchased by William and Juli 
Bertagnole in 1981 from Harold and Mary Dudley. On May 17, 1999, a fire severely 
damaged the rear addition of the structure. The Bertagnoles did not make repairs 
following the fire. The BLM granted the Bertagnoles a land patent for ownership of the 
parcel on May 2, 2013. 
 
On August 21, 2013, the Park City Building Department issued a Notice and Order to 
Vacate and Demolish the structure due to fire damage and the dilapidated state of the 
structure.   
 
The Planning Department moved forward with a Determination of Significance (DOS) to 
review the site’s historic designation. On November 13, 2013, the Historic Preservation 
Board (HPB) found that the site should remain designated as ―Significant‖ on the HSI in 
accordance with LMC 15-11-10(A)(2).  The Bertagnoles appealed the HPB’s decision to 
the Board of Adjustment (BOA) on April 15, 2014; however, the BOA remanded it back 
to the HPB as the applicant had submitted new evidence.  The HPB once again found 
that the site met the criteria for ―Significant‖ on May 21, 2014.  The Bertagnoles 
withdrew their appeal on July 9, 2014.   
 
The Bertagnoles finalized their sale of the property to 632 DVL, LLC in February 2016. 
On April 26, 2016, the City received a subdivision application for the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision.  It was approved by the Park City Council on October 20, 2016, as 
Ordinance 16-32.   
 
The property was then sold to the current owners, Lilac Hill LLC in March 2017.  The 
current owner is proposing to subdivide the property into two (2) lots that will be 
developed separately.    
 
Purpose  
The purpose of the Residential Medium Density RM District is to:  

A. allow continuation of permanent residential and transient housing in original 
residential Areas of Park City, 

B. encourage new Development along an important corridor, that is Compatible with 
Historic Structures in the surrounding Area, 

C. encourage the rehabilitation of existing Historic Structures, 
D. encourage Development that provides a transition in Use and scale between the 

Historic District and the resort Developments, 
E. encourage affordable housing, 
F. encourage Development that minimizes the number of new driveways Accessing 

existing thoroughfares and minimizes the visibility of Parking Areas. 
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Analysis 
The applicant located the proposed lot line to subdivide the property based on the 
assumption that the rear addition of the historic house could be removed.  The rear 
addition was constructed in c.1969 and was severely damaged in a fire in 1999.  Prior to 
removal of the addition, the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) will need to find that the 
addition is not historic and does not contribute to the historical significance of the house 
through their Material Deconstruction Review.  The applicant submitted a Historic 
District Design Review (HDDR) application on March 26, 2017 and the Material 
Deconstruction of the house has been scheduled for August 2, 2017. 
 
Staff added Condition of Approval #8 in order to address this issue: The plat 
amendment shall not be recorded unless the south (rear) addition has been removed 
based on the approval of the Historic Preservation Board through their Material 
Deconstruction Review.  
 
The purpose of this application is to subdivide Lot 1 of the Lilac Hill Subdivision into two 
legal lots of record.  Following the subdivision, the following conditions will exist: 
 

 LMC Requirements for 
RM Zoning District: 

Lot 1A: Lot 1B: 

Lot Size: Single Family: 2,812 SF 
Duplex: 3,750 SF 

7,616 SF 
 

6,703 SF 

Lot Width: Minimum 37.50 ft. 
measured 15 ft. back 
from Front Lot Line.   

128 ft. 116 ft. 

Setbacks: 
Front Yard: 
Rear Yard: 
Side Yard: 

 
15 ft.  
10 ft. 
5 ft. 

 
35 ft. 
10 ft. 
17 ft. (west), 66 ft. (east) 

 
15 ft.  
10 ft. 
5 ft. 

Height: 28 ft. from existing grade 19.5 ft. (Historic House) 28 ft. 

 
When the Lilac Hill Subdivision was recorded on January 31, 2017, it included several 
plat notes, including: 

5. Any Development on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall 
provide a transition in scale between the historic structures in the neighborhood, 
the Historic District, and Deer Valley Resort.  Any new development on this lot or 
future subdivided lots within this lot shall comply with Park City’s Design 
Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites to ensure that the new 
development is compatible with the historic structure on this lot and the historic 
structures in the surrounding area. 

6.  Any new development on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall 
not block the view of the historic house from the 632 Deer Valley Loop and Deer 
Valley Drive rights-of-way. 
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7.  So long as the zone remains RM, new construction on this lot or future 
subdivided lots within this lot shall provide a minimum of 40% of the site to be 
Open Space, Landscaped and/or Open Space, Natural as defined by the Park 
City Land Management Code.  If it is rezoned, open space requirements may be 
re-established at that time. 

8. Driveway access to any development to this one-lot subdivision shall be 
limited from Deer Valley Loop Road.  Should the future subdivision of this lot 
result in new lots fronting Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall only be accessible 
from the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage where the property line directly 
abuts the City right-of-way. 

9.  Any future access off of Rossie Hill shall have a slope of no more than 5% for 
the first 20 feet of the driveway off of the right-of-way to maintain sight lines. 

These conditions will remain in effect for the Lilac Hill Subdivision- First Amended and 
shall be noted on the plat. These conditions have not yet been met because the 
applicant has not started construction on the redevelopment of the site. The applicant 
has submitted two (2) separate Historic District Design Review (HDDR) applications for 
the construction of separate duplex dwellings on both proposed lots—staff has required 
that the new development comply with the plat notes of the first Lilac Hill Subdivision. 

In particular, staff finds that the subdivision will actually create more open space square 
footage than if the site were to remain a single lot.  The following definitions apply to the 
plat note: 

 Open Space, Landscaped. Landscaped Areas, which may include local 
government facilities, necessary public improvements, and playground 
equipment, recreation amenities, public landscaped and hardscape plazas, and 
public pedestrian amenities, but excluding Buildings or Structures. 

 Open Space, Natural. A natural, undisturbed Area with little or no 
improvements. Open space may include, but is not limited to, such Areas as 
Ridge Line Area, Slopes over thirty percent (30%), wetlands, Stream Corridors, 
trail linkages, Subdivision or Condominium Common Area, or view corridors. 

As a single lot, the 14,319 square feet lot would require 5,727.6 square feet of open 
space due to the plat note.  Based on the setback required for each of the two lots, 
there will be approximately 3,623 square feet of open space on Lot 1A (about 48% of 
the total lot) and 4,110 square feet of open space on Lot 1B (about 61.3% of the total 
lot) within the setback areas.  The total amount of open space, based on the setbacks 
alone, will equate to 7,733 square feet.  Driveways in the setbacks will not count as 
open space, and staff finds that additional open space will be provided within the 
building pad of the house.   

Access restrictions are based on feedback from the City Engineer during the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision, and a plat note was added in order to restrict the location of any new 
driveway access off of Rossie Hill Drive as well as the slope of the driveway. There is a 
gap between the City’s right-of-way and the applicant’s property on the western side of 
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the lot that is owned by the BLM; for this reason, the City Engineer limited access off of 
Rossie Hill to the east side of the property.  He also provided limitations on driveway 
slope to ensure visibility from the driveway and road.  The City Engineer does not find 
that two additional units off of Rossie Hill Drive will significantly add to the existing 
limitations of Rossie Hill Drive.  

The only existing encroachments on site are the gravel driveway and parking area that 
extends beyond the property lines along Deer Valley Loop.   
 
Good Cause  
Staff finds good cause for this Plat Amendment as the proposed subdivision complies 
with the Land Management Code, a public snow storage easement will be provided 
along Rossie Hill, and a utility easement will be dedicated for the waterline in Deer 
Valley Loop Road. Staff has also worked with the applicant to require any future 
development of these lots to comply with the Historic Site Design Guidelines and 
provide a minimum of 40% open space on this lot. 
 
As proposed, the two duplexes (total of four units) are an allowed use in the RM zone 
on lots 3,750 square feet or larger. Should the subdivision not be approved, the 
applicant would need to redesign the project in order to limit access from Deer Valley 
Loop Road to meet Condition of Approval #8 of the Lilac Hill Subdivision for the single 
lot.   
 
Condo plat(s) will be required prior to the individual sale of the proposed units. 
 
Process 
The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final 
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC §15-1-18.   
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.  No further issues were 
brought up at that time.  
 
Notice 
On June 28, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet.  Legal notice was also published in the Park Record and the Utah Public 
Notice Website on June 24, 2017, according to requirements of the Land Management 
Code.  
 
Public Input 
Public input from the neighborhood has been submitted in opposition of the proposed 
subdivision.  It is included as Exhibit E. 
 
Alternatives 

 The Planning Commission may forward positive recommendation to the City 
Council for the Lilac Hill Subdivision- First Amended at 632 Deer Valley Drive as 
conditioned or amended; or 
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 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for the Lilac Hill Subdivision- First Amended at 632 Deer Valley Drive 
and direct staff to make Findings for this decision; or 

 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision- First Amended at 632 Deer Valley Drive. 

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Consequences of not taking recommended action 
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's recommendation are that the 
Site would remain as is—a single lot of record. The applicant would not be able to 
pursue his plans to redevelop the site with four (4) units as currently proposed. 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision- First Amended at 632 Deer Valley Drive and consider forwarding a positive 
recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, 
and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1) 
Exhibit B – Survey 
Exhibit C – Aerial Photographs with 500’ Radius 
Exhibit D – Site Photographs 
Exhibit E – Public Comment 
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance 
 
 
Ordinance No. 17-XX 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE LILAC HILL SUBDIVISION- FIRST AMENDED AT 
632 DEER VALLEY DRIVE 
 

WHEREAS, the owner of the property (tax id LILACH-1) located at 632 Deer 
Valley Drive have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, on June 28, 2017, the property was properly noticed and posted 
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, on June 24, 2017, proper legal notice was published according to 
requirements of the Land Management Code and courtesy letters were sent to 
surrounding property owners; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 12, 2017, to 
receive input on plat amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on July 12, 2017, forwarded a _____ 
recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 

WHEREAS, on August 3, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing to receive 
input on the plat amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision- First Amended at 632 Deer Valley Drive. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL.  The Lilac Hill Subdivision- First Amended, as shown in 
Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of 
Law, and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 632 Deer Valley Loop.  
2. The property consists of all of the Lilac Hill Subdivision.  The applicant is proposing 

to subdivide the property into two (2) lots. 
3. The property is located in the Residential-Medium Density (RM) District.  
4. This site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as 

Significant.   
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5. The proposed subdivision will create two (2) lots of record: Lot 1A will contain 7,616 
SF and Lot 1B will contain 6,703 SF. 

6. Single-family, duplex, and triplex dwellings are allowed uses in this zone.   
7. Lot 1A, along with the three historic cottages 555, 560, and 577 Deer Valley 

contribute to Park City’s history and provide a density of historic structures that 
largely retain their relationship with one another and the hillside.   

8. The purpose statements of the RD zoning district include (B) encouraging new 
Development along an important corridor, that is Compatible with Historic Structures 
in the surrounding Area, and (C) encouraging the rehabilitation of existing Historic 
Structures. 

9. The proposed lot width of Lot 1A is 109.46 feet along the north property line (facing 
Deer Valley Drive) and the proposed lot width of Lot 1B is 130.43 along the south 
property line (facing Rossie Hill Drive).  The minimum lot width required is 37.50 
feet, and both proposed lots meet the minimum lot width requirement. 

10. LMC § 15-2.2-4 indicates that historic structures that do not comply with building 
setbacks are valid complying structures.  The applicant is not proposing to relocate 
the historic house. 

11. The minimum front yard setbacks are 15 feet and rear yards are 10 feet.   
12. The minimum side yard setbacks are 5 feet.   
13. An addition to the historic house encroaches over the proposed lot line between Lots 

1A and 1B. 
14. Existing access to the Lot 1A is limited to a driveway from Deer Valley Loop. 
15. The City Engineer finds that only the eastern half of the lot directly abuts the City’s 

right-of-way along Rossie Hill Drive and there are poor sight lines along Rossie Hill 
Drive. 

16. The utilities were disconnected from this property on May 26, 1999.   
17. The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil 

Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) 
18. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein 

as findings of fact. 
 
Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this Plat Amendment. 
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law regarding lot combinations. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat 

Amendment. 
4. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 

adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final 

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

2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City 
Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this 
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approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing 
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council. 

3. Any development on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall provide a 
transition in scale between the historic structures in this neighborhood, the Historic 
District, and Deer Valley Resort. Any new development on this lot or future 
subdivided lots within this lot shall comply with Park City’s Design Guidelines to 
ensure that the new development is compatible with the Historic Structure on this lot 
and the Historic Structures in the surrounding area.  

4. Any new development on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall not 
block the view of the historic house from the 632 Deer Valley Loop and Deer Valley 
Drive rights-of-way. 

5. New construction on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall provide a 
minimum of 40% of the site to be Open Space, Landscaped and/or Open Space, 
Natural as defined by the Park City Land Management Code. 

6. A ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the Rossie Hill 
frontage of the property. 

7. Driveway access to any development of these lots shall be limited from Deer Valley 
Loop Road and Rossie Hill Drive.  The new lot facing Rossie Hill Drive shall only be 
accessible from the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage where the property line 
directly abuts the City right-of-way. The slope of the access off of Rossie Hill Drive 
shall be no more than 5% for the first 20 feet of driveway off of the right-of-way to 
maintain sight lines. 

8. The plat amendment shall not be recorded unless the south (rear) addition has been 
removed based on the approval of the Historic Preservation Board through their 
Material Deconstruction Review. The property is located outside the Park City 
Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) and 
therefore not regulated by the City for mine related impacts.  If the property owner 
does encounter mine waste or mine waste impacted soils they must handle the 
material in accordance with State and Federal law.   

9. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building 
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on 
the final Mylar prior to recordation. 

10.  All conditions of the Lilac Hill Subdivision, approved as Ordinance 16-32, continue 
to apply and shall be noted on this plat.  

 
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 3rd day of August 2017. 
 
 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      
 
________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 
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ATTEST: 
   
 
____________________________________ 
City Recorder 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
 
 
Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat 
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Anya Grahn

From: Allison Kitching <allison_kitching@me.com>
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2017 11:52 PM
To: Anya Grahn; Council_Mail
Cc: Mary Wintzer; Jennifer Strauss Gurss; Jeff Camp; robert.gurss@gmail.com; Diane 

Bernhardt; Christina Shiebler
Subject: PL-17-03450 632 Deer Valley Loop - HDDR II

Hi Anya and Park City Council Members, 
 
I appreciated the opportunity to view the plans for renovation of 632 Deer Valley Loop historic home and other 
future structures on this property.  I own and live full time at 670 Deer Valley Loop Unit #19.  The 632 Deer 
Valley Loop property is located just across the trail from my patio.  
 
I request the access to the historic home and the new structures be limited to Deer Valley Loop.  Before 
any development plans are approved for this lot, the access must be defined.  Rossi Hill Drive is known to 
be a dangerous road.  The city engineer has also noted the difficulties associated with a driveway coming 
down from the steep slope of Rossi Hill Drive.  Access can be limited to Deer Valley Loop and therefore 
limiting the overall impact of this development.  There will already be a natural driveway access point from 
Deer Valley Loop.  Let's request this small concession from the developer to create goodwill for the overall 
project.  If the developer does not support this idea, please note my request to have only one access point 
off Deer Valley Loop. 
 
 
I'm also hopeful there will be some focus on minimizing the evening light pollution from this new 
development. Light pollution interferes with wildlife migratory and breeding patterns.  This lot is located 
adjacent to land that has been set aside to provide animals a migratory path to the creek.  Please request 
the developer use reflectors instead of using a row of lights on the driveway.  Motion sensing lights will 
reduce energy consumption as well as only turn on when needed.  Full cutoff light fixtures can also be 
used to shine light down vs. traveling across property lines.    
 
Our town carefully approves renovations and additions to historic homes.  Even with substantial additions to 
historic homes, the front facade usually remains intact.  A 600 square foot home can turn into a 2,500 square 
foot home and still retain its historic character if done the right way.  Additions to the homes seem to be 
generally built behind the original facade.   
 
After viewing some drawings of the proposed renovation and development on this lot, I am concerned the 
original facade of the historic home will be amended with an addition on the west side.  The additional 
structures to be built will contribute to the overall feel of this special area of our town.  I am hopeful the 
structures will somewhat match the size and scale of the historic home.  The drawings I viewed showed tall 
structures behind the historic home which would change the character of the property and dwarf the historic 
home. 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the future plans for 632 Deer Valley Loop.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Allison Kitching 
670 Deer Valley Loop #19 
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Park City, UT  84060 
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Anya Grahn

From: Diane Bernhardt <diane.a.bernhardt@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 5:43 PM
To: planning; Matt Cassel; Bruce Erickson; Anya Grahn
Subject: Subdivision of 632 Deer Valley Loop

Matt, Bruce and Anya, 
 
As 632 Deer Valley Loop recently sold, my assumption is that the current owners are in front of the City 
executing planning for its development.  As the City considers future requests to subdivide 632 Deer Valley 
Loop, I’d like to reiterate that there is continued and strong resistance from neighbors in the greater Rossie Hill 
area to any new driveway cut on Rossie Hill Drive for 632 DVL.  If the property is subdivided creating a 
northern and southern lot, it forces a driveway on Rossie Hill Drive.  In the October 20, 2016 City Council 
Packet, the city engineer requested that the driveway for DVL site be limited to Deer Valley Loop.  Expressed 
concern was regarding slope and sight lines on Rossie Hill Drive and that BLM property is blocking a majority 
of the access to 632 via Rossie Hill Drive.  
 
It is widely acknowledged that Rossie Hill Drive is substandard.  The residents of the greater Rossie Hill area 
have already expressed concern that because of its substandard condition no development promoting additional 
traffic above the hairpin turn should be permitted. Rossie Hill Drive hosts a variety of perils:   
 

 A blind, hairpin turn 
 A non-standard, asymmetrical, steep 4-way intersection which posts an array of controls: 2 stop signs, 1 

yield sign, and 1 through traffic 
 A wide variety of traffic:  pedestrian traffic, bike traffic, construction traffic, haphazard parking and 

children walking to/from the bus stop often in the hours of darkness  
 Added peril in winter conditions due to its pitch, snow, ice, relatively low plowing priority, and 

additional temporary blind turns due to snow berms   
 
Residents maintain and agree with Matt’s recommendation that access to 632 Deer Valley Loop should remain on Deer Valley 
Loop.    
 
Respectfully, 
 
Diane Bernhardt 
630 Coalition View Ct 
530.575.0899 
 
Please find below a link to and excerpts from the October 20, 2016 City Council Packet containing the agenda 
item Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2016-32 beginning on page 108. 
 
City Council Meeting Packet 10/20/2016 
 
 
Finding of Fact 
 
“17.Existing access to the site is limited to a driveway from Deer Valley Loop.” 
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“18.The City Engineer finds that only the eastern half of the lot directly abuts the City’s 
right-of-way along Rossie Hill Drive and there are poor sight lines along Rossie Hill 
Drive.” 
 
Analysis 
 
“Due to the poor sight lines along Rossie Hill Drive, the City Engineer has also requested that the current
driveway on the site be limited to Deer Valley Loop. Should any future development result in new lots fronting
Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall only be accessible along the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage and
shall have a slope of no more than 5% for the first twenty feet (20’) to maintain sight lines. This is reflected in
Conditions of Approval #8 and #9.” 
 
Conditions of Approval 
 
“8. Driveway access to any development to this one-lot subdivision shall be limited from Deer Valley Loop
Road. Should the future subdivision of this lot result in new lots fronting Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall
only be accessible from the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage where the property line directly abuts the
City right-of- way.” 
 
“9. Any future access off of Rossie Hill shall have a slope of no more than 5% for the first 20 feet of the
driveway off of the right-of-way to maintain sight lines.” 
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Anya Grahn

From: Anya Grahn
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 7:57 AM
To: 'Allison Kitching'; Council_Mail
Cc: Mary Wintzer; Jennifer Strauss Gurss; Jeff Camp; robert.gurss@gmail.com; Diane 

Bernhardt; Christina Shiebler
Subject: RE: PL-17-03450 632 Deer Valley Loop - HDDR II

Thanks, Allison. 
 

From: Allison Kitching [mailto:allison_kitching@me.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2017 11:52 PM 
To: Anya Grahn; Council_Mail 
Cc: Mary Wintzer; Jennifer Strauss Gurss; Jeff Camp; robert.gurss@gmail.com; Diane Bernhardt; Christina Shiebler 
Subject: PL-17-03450 632 Deer Valley Loop - HDDR II 
 
Hi Anya and Park City Council Members, 
 
I appreciated the opportunity to view the plans for renovation of 632 Deer Valley Loop historic home and other 
future structures on this property.  I own and live full time at 670 Deer Valley Loop Unit #19.  The 632 Deer 
Valley Loop property is located just across the trail from my patio.  
 
I request the access to the historic home and the new structures be limited to Deer Valley Loop.  Before 
any development plans are approved for this lot, the access must be defined.  Rossi Hill Drive is known to 
be a dangerous road.  The city engineer has also noted the difficulties associated with a driveway coming 
down from the steep slope of Rossi Hill Drive.  Access can be limited to Deer Valley Loop and therefore 
limiting the overall impact of this development.  There will already be a natural driveway access point from 
Deer Valley Loop.  Let's request this small concession from the developer to create goodwill for the overall
project.  If the developer does not support this idea, please note my request to have only one access point 
off Deer Valley Loop. 
 

I'm also hopeful there will be some focus on minimizing the evening light pollution from this new 
development. Light pollution interferes with wildlife migratory and breeding patterns.  This lot is located 
adjacent to land that has been set aside to provide animals a migratory path to the creek.  Please request 
the developer use reflectors instead of using a row of lights on the driveway.  Motion sensing lights will 
reduce energy consumption as well as only turn on when needed.  Full cutoff light fixtures can also be 
used to shine light down vs. traveling across property lines.    
 
Our town carefully approves renovations and additions to historic homes.  Even with substantial additions to 
historic homes, the front facade usually remains intact.  A 600 square foot home can turn into a 2,500 square 
foot home and still retain its historic character if done the right way.  Additions to the homes seem to be 
generally built behind the original facade.   
 
After viewing some drawings of the proposed renovation and development on this lot, I am concerned the 
original facade of the historic home will be amended with an addition on the west side.  The additional 
structures to be built will contribute to the overall feel of this special area of our town.  I am hopeful the 
structures will somewhat match the size and scale of the historic home.  The drawings I viewed showed tall 
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structures behind the historic home which would change the character of the property and dwarf the historic 
home. 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the future plans for 632 Deer Valley Loop.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Allison Kitching 
670 Deer Valley Loop #19 
Park City, UT  84060 
 
 
 
 

Packet Pg. 267



1

Anya Grahn

From: Christina Marie Shiebler <christina@shiebler.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 9:20 AM
To: Anya Grahn
Cc: Bruce Erickson
Subject: 632 Deer Valley Loop

Hi Anya -  

To the best of my knowledge the 632 Deer Valley Loop has not been formally subdivided. If the lot has been 
formally subdivided, there is concern that property owners within the notification boundary have not been 
notified.  
My feedback assumes it has not been subdivided.  
 
It is my hope that it is determined it should remain in tact as one lot. Chopping an already tiny parcel up in to 
two lots continues to dilute the neighborhood even more. The notion that we are looking at the front two home 
sites in advance of the back two seems to indicate that the developer assumes a foregone conclusion with Rossie 
Hill (top) access. Our neighborhood (Rossie, Deer Valley Loop, McHenry and Ontario - I assume minus Mullin, 
the original developer) is collectively opposed to Rossie Hill access. It is on record that the city engineer agrees 
that there should be no access. The 2016/17 winter proved to be hazardous at best for homeowners and renters 
having to navigate upper Rossie after the hair pin and before the rally car intersection. Our road is currently in a 
state of near disrepair. I encourage members of the city staff to drive Rossie this week to see the current road 
conditions. And they are only getting worse. 

I would like to encourage the city to keep the lot in tact and to look at the top / back two home sites first or at all 
four together. It is imperative that access come off of Deer Valley Loop and not Rossie. It is imperative that the 
developer be held to the standard in which our community fought so hard to protect. There were many issues 
with the front two houses as shown on the drawing. The widows, deck, garage and transition from historic home 
to new do not fit. In my opinion they have a lot more work to do.  

Thank you for all you do on behalf of our community.  

Christina Shiebler 
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Anya Grahn

From: Christina Marie Shiebler <christina@shiebler.com>
Sent: Friday, March 10, 2017 11:27 AM
To: planning; Matt Cassel; Bruce Erickson; Anya Grahn
Subject: Subdivision of 632 Deer Valley Loop

Good morning and thank you for your time.  

I have received notification that 632 Deer Valley Loop recently sold and that current owners are speaking with 
the City regarding their plans for a future development.  It is assumed that the proposal will include driveway 
access from Rossie Hill. I would like to remind the City that the neighborhood (collective Rossie Hill including: 
Rossie; Coalition View Court; McHenry; Ontario and Deer Valley Loop) as well as other neighbors in the area 
are vehemently opposed to any driveway access / driveway cuts on Rossie.  In the October 20, 2016 City 
Council Packet, the city engineer requested that the driveway for the 632 DVL site be limited to Deer Valley 
Loop.  He articulated his concern regarding slope and sight lines on Rossie Hill Drive and that BLM property is 
blocking a majority of the access to 632 via Rossie Hill Drive.  
 
Rossie Hill Drive is substandard at best. Each year we see greater deterioration in the condition of the road. It is 
alarming, at best. Local / full time residents have learned to navigate cracks, potholes, narrowing drive space 
and other obstacles on any given day.  We are accustomed to navigating our routes to and from our homes and 
have respect for one another - whether in a car, on foot or on a bike. However, second homeowners and renters 
whom occupy neighborhood properties, either short or long term, are unfamiliar with the roads and they add an 
increased liability to the neighborhood. Rossie in particular is not only substandard based on current condition 
but also by design.  And certainly by use as a parking lot, old town cut through or autobon.   
 
Our wonderful proximity to town comes with its pitfalls. We have been discovered and over the years have 
become a very popular tourist destination - not only to rent, but also simply to park. We are an extension of 
Swede Alley and China Bridge and it is creating a tremendous impact on the roads and mostly on our safety.  I 
first became a part of the neighborhood  in 2004. At that time we had four seasons: winter, shoulder season, 
summer and shoulder season. Now it appears as though we have one season: tourist season. And while I see the 
value on the local economy, we must grow in a way that we do not cause irrevocable damage to our community. 

This winter has been pretty epic. As residents of Rossie Hill it has also been taxing. We have spend a great deal 
of time pulling new-to-snow  or poorly equipped drivers out ditches and driveways. We narrowly pass one 
another on seasonal one lane roads. We motion to drivers to SLOW DOWN when approaching the hair pin at 
excessive speeds, especially knowing any one of our neighbors may be walking their dog or dogs or our local 
children may be climbing the hill after a long day of school. We have watched our neighborhood turn from a 
sanctuary to a year round parking lot.  
  
I would like to encourage each of you to drive, or ideally walk through the neighborhood at various times 
during any given day to experience our road. You will encounter: 

 A blind, hairpin turn  
 A non-standard, asymmetrical, steep 4-way intersection which posts an array of controls: 2 stop signs, 1 

yield sign, and 1 through traffic  
 A wide variety of traffic:  pedestrian traffic, bike traffic, construction traffic, haphazard parking and 

children walking to/from the bus stop often in the hours of darkness, people walking animals and of 
course wildlife 
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 Added danger in winter conditions due to its pitch, snow, ice, relatively low plowing priority, and 
additional temporary blind turns due to snow berms    

Thank you for taking the time to read my note. I would like to reiterate that residents maintain and agree with 
Matt Cassel, City Engineer’s, recommendation that access to 632 Deer Valley Loop should remain on 
Deer Valley Loop.     
 
Fondly, 
Christina Shiebler 
638 Coalition View Court 
Park City, UT 84060 
 
435/640/2862 
 
 
Please find below a link to and excerpts from the October 20, 2016 City Council Packet containing the agenda 
item Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2016-32 beginning on page 108. 
 
City Council Meeting Packet 10/20/2016 
 
 
Finding of Fact 
 
“17.Existing access to the site is limited to a driveway from Deer Valley Loop.” 
 
“18.The City Engineer finds that only the eastern half of the lot directly abuts the City’s 
right-of-way along Rossie Hill Drive and there are poor sight lines along Rossie Hill 
Drive.” 
 
Analysis 
 
“Due to the poor sight lines along Rossie Hill Drive, the City Engineer has also requested that the current
driveway on the site be limited to Deer Valley Loop. Should any future development result in new lots fronting
Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall only be accessible along the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage and
shall have a slope of no more than 5% for the first twenty feet (20’) to maintain sight lines. This is reflected in
Conditions of Approval #8 and #9.” 
 
Conditions of Approval 
 
“8. Driveway access to any development to this one-lot subdivision shall be limited from Deer Valley Loop
Road. Should the future subdivision of this lot result in new lots fronting Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall
only be accessible from the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage where the property line directly abuts the
City right-of- way.” 
 
“9. Any future access off of Rossie Hill shall have a slope of no more than 5% for the first 20 feet of the
driveway off of the right-of-way to maintain sight lines.” 
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From: Leonardo Trautwein
To: planning; Anya Grahn
Cc: Kelly Stankiewicz
Subject: Comments: PL-17-03512 632 Deer Valley Loop
Date: Sunday, April 30, 2017 2:10:02 PM

Hello Anya,

My name is Leo Trautwein and we own a property at 668 Coalition View Court. We
recently purchased it from Sydney Reed so we can move to Park City. Park City will
be our primary residence and our move is scheduled for the 1st week of August. My
wife, Kelly Stankiewicz, is opening a dermatology practice in Kimball Junction and I
will be working for Vista Outdoor, a sporting goods company headquartered in
Farmington-UT.

One of the key reasons why we purchased the property from Sydney is its location.
We felt that it was located in a residential area surrounded by single family homes,
but not far from Main St. This would allow our son (two years old) to safely enjoy
the neighborhood. Overall, we love how secluded and reserved it feels and that is
why we intend to make it our long-term house. 

Having said that, I am worried that the property to be located at 632 Deer Valley
Loop (PL-17-03512 632) goes against this assumption. It would transform a
reserved low-density neighborhood into a cramped high-density neighborhood. For
instance, if I am not wrong, this lot size is 0.33 acres, which seems to be
significantly smaller than the other lots in the area, and leaves 0.08 acres per home.
This seems cramped quarters, even for Old Town standards. What I am trying to say
is.... it feels weird to add four units in such a small lot, which will ultimately change
the living dynamics of those already in the neighborhood. In addition, it sets a
dangerous precedent for the remaining lots in the area. Therefore, we are not in
favor of the proposed construction and changes.

Feel free to reach us if you have any question. I start my job in Farmington this
week (May 1) and I will be commuting from Chicago to Utah until our family moves
permanently (1st week of August) so I will be around for any questions/meetings.

Thanks, Leo
 
Leonardo Trautwein
| Mobile: +1 646 306 1597
| Skype: leonardo.trautwein
| e-mail: trautwein@gmail.com
| 852 N Rockwell, Chicago, IL, 60622, USA
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Anya Grahn

From: Diane Bernhardt <diane.a.bernhardt@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 5:43 PM
To: planning; Matt Cassel; Bruce Erickson; Anya Grahn
Subject: Subdivision of 632 Deer Valley Loop

Matt, Bruce and Anya, 
 
As 632 Deer Valley Loop recently sold, my assumption is that the current owners are in front of the City 
executing planning for its development.  As the City considers future requests to subdivide 632 Deer Valley 
Loop, I’d like to reiterate that there is continued and strong resistance from neighbors in the greater Rossie Hill 
area to any new driveway cut on Rossie Hill Drive for 632 DVL.  If the property is subdivided creating a 
northern and southern lot, it forces a driveway on Rossie Hill Drive.  In the October 20, 2016 City Council 
Packet, the city engineer requested that the driveway for DVL site be limited to Deer Valley Loop.  Expressed 
concern was regarding slope and sight lines on Rossie Hill Drive and that BLM property is blocking a majority 
of the access to 632 via Rossie Hill Drive.  
 
It is widely acknowledged that Rossie Hill Drive is substandard.  The residents of the greater Rossie Hill area 
have already expressed concern that because of its substandard condition no development promoting additional 
traffic above the hairpin turn should be permitted. Rossie Hill Drive hosts a variety of perils:   
 

 A blind, hairpin turn 
 A non-standard, asymmetrical, steep 4-way intersection which posts an array of controls: 2 stop signs, 1 

yield sign, and 1 through traffic 
 A wide variety of traffic:  pedestrian traffic, bike traffic, construction traffic, haphazard parking and 

children walking to/from the bus stop often in the hours of darkness  
 Added peril in winter conditions due to its pitch, snow, ice, relatively low plowing priority, and 

additional temporary blind turns due to snow berms   
 
Residents maintain and agree with Matt’s recommendation that access to 632 Deer Valley Loop should remain on Deer Valley 
Loop.    
 
Respectfully, 
 
Diane Bernhardt 
630 Coalition View Ct 
530.575.0899 
 
Please find below a link to and excerpts from the October 20, 2016 City Council Packet containing the agenda 
item Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2016-32 beginning on page 108. 
 
City Council Meeting Packet 10/20/2016 
 
 
Finding of Fact 
 
“17.Existing access to the site is limited to a driveway from Deer Valley Loop.” 
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“18.The City Engineer finds that only the eastern half of the lot directly abuts the City’s 
right-of-way along Rossie Hill Drive and there are poor sight lines along Rossie Hill 
Drive.” 
 
Analysis 
 
“Due to the poor sight lines along Rossie Hill Drive, the City Engineer has also requested that the current
driveway on the site be limited to Deer Valley Loop. Should any future development result in new lots fronting
Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall only be accessible along the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage and
shall have a slope of no more than 5% for the first twenty feet (20’) to maintain sight lines. This is reflected in
Conditions of Approval #8 and #9.” 
 
Conditions of Approval 
 
“8. Driveway access to any development to this one-lot subdivision shall be limited from Deer Valley Loop
Road. Should the future subdivision of this lot result in new lots fronting Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall
only be accessible from the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage where the property line directly abuts the
City right-of- way.” 
 
“9. Any future access off of Rossie Hill shall have a slope of no more than 5% for the first 20 feet of the
driveway off of the right-of-way to maintain sight lines.” 
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Anya Grahn

From: Jeff Camp <jeff@jeffcamp.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 27, 2017 12:46 PM
To: Anya Grahn
Cc: Christina Shiebler (christina@shiebler.com); Diane Bernhardt; Jennifer Strauss; Jeff 

Camp
Subject: PL-17-03450 632 Deer Valley Loop

Thank you for your time yesterday. I wanted to send you a note to put all the most important issues we 
discussed in writing. 
First and foremost is the 40% open space requirement, as you stated yesterday “the owners need to comply 
with a 40% open space requirement, and that does not include private driveways, sidewalks and patios.” The 
other area of concern is the driveway access on the Rossie hill side of the lot. The neighborhood is vary 
concerned with another driveway cut on that road. Most people don’t realize they are pulling out (likely 
backing out) on a road with a 35mph speed limit, a hairpin turn, and a steep Icey (6 months out of the year) 
hill just above the proposed driveway cut. Even the mayor and several council members made note that there 
should not be a driveway accessing Rossie hill rd. So, in closing please make sure they adhere to the 40% open 
space without hardscape being included, and don’t let them put a driveway on an already hazardous road. 
Thanks again for your time. 
 
Jeff and Jennifer Camp 
590 coalition view ct. 
 

 Jeff Camp OWNER/BROKER 
 Jeff@HCPTeam.com 
 HCPRealEstate.com or JeffCamp.com 

PO Box 1090 Park City, Utah 84060 
Direct 435.776.7760 

Follow us on Facebook   
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From: Jordan Pynes <jordan@tsahousing.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 6:09 PM
To: Council_Mail; Anya Grahn; Bruce Erickson
Subject: RE: PL-17-03450 632 Deer Valley Loop - HDDR II

Dear Members of the Park City Council: 
I first want to thank you for the recent zone changes you made to the area. You have made a significant difference for 
the long‐term planning of our community and we appreciate it.   
 
My family owns and resides at 645 Coalition View Court, right next to the subject property.  I won’t be able to attend the 
public hearings on 4/26 or 5/8 but  I share the same concerns as Bob Gurss and Jennifer Strauss and ask the Council to 
work through these important issues before approving the subject site.  We know something will be built there but we 
hope you will consider the logistics and impact to the street and neighborhood.   
 
Many thanks for all your effort.  
‐‐Jordan Pynes  
 
 

From: Robert Gurss [mailto:robert.gurss@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 1:57 PM 
Subject: Re: PL‐17‐03450 632 Deer Valley Loop ‐ HDDR II 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the HDDR applications for 632 Deer Valley Loop.  Unfortunately, we will not be 
able to attend the public hearings on April 26 or May 8.  However, we do have the following concerns regarding the 
applications.  We understand that some of our neighbors will also be submitting written comments and/or attending the 
hearing. 
 
First and foremost, the applications need to be considered together.  Otherwise, decisions regarding the initial buildings 
could limit options for the subsequent structures. 
 

Second, the City previously raised concerns regarding the safety and feasibility of a driveway from the north side of the 
property to Rossie Hill Drive.  The angle of the proposed driveway appears to pose exactly the safety concerns raised by 
the City.  We are also concerned about the additional traffic and parking on Rossie Hill Drive, a substandard roadway 
with significant drainage problems that have cause major icing and recent road buckling, and a dangerous hairpin turn at 
its eastern edge.   
 

Third, the proposed height of the home to be located directly behind the current historic home raises concerns as it 
would overwhelm the much smaller historic structure.  It is also much larger and taller than the historic homes on the 
adjacent BLM land. 
 
Fourth, the previously approved Plat Amendment for 632 Deer Valley Loop included an important condition that at least 
40% of the property would be open space.   This needs to be examined carefully, as the condition does not appear to us 
to have been satisfied. 
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Fifth, the HDDR application proposes an addition on the west side of the reconstructed historic home.  The addition was 
obviously not part of the original design, and diminishes the historic value of the property.  We also note that, absent 
the addition, the space could possibly be used for driveway access from Deer Valley Loop to the two planned uphill 
structures, thus eliminating the need for access to Rossie Hill Drive. 
 
Sixth, the modern windows on the new building to the east of the historic home appear to be quite different than the 
windows that were presumably on the historic home. 
 
Seventh, the new building to the east of the historic home features a two‐car garage, something we understand is not 
usually allowed under the HDDR.  
 
Eighth, the proposed outdoor stairway for the reconstructed historic home appears to be a significant departure from 
the original design. 
 
Ninth, while this may not be part of the HDDR process, we are concerned about potential light pollution from the new 
development, and would appreciate further information on this from the applicant. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to address these issues, which we hope will be part of your consideration of the 
HDDR application. 
 
 
Bob Gurss and Jennifer Gurss 
654 Rossie Hill Drive 
PO Box 3764 
Park City, UT 84060 
robert.gurss@gmail.com     
202‐236‐1743 
Straussgurss@gmail.com 
301‐467‐5778 
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From: Jordan Pynes <jordan@tsahousing.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 6:09 PM
To: Council_Mail; Anya Grahn; Bruce Erickson
Subject: RE: PL-17-03450 632 Deer Valley Loop - HDDR II

Dear Members of the Park City Council: 
I first want to thank you for the recent zone changes you made to the area. You have made a significant difference for 
the long‐term planning of our community and we appreciate it.   
 
My family owns and resides at 645 Coalition View Court, right next to the subject property.  I won’t be able to attend the 
public hearings on 4/26 or 5/8 but  I share the same concerns as Bob Gurss and Jennifer Strauss and ask the Council to 
work through these important issues before approving the subject site.  We know something will be built there but we 
hope you will consider the logistics and impact to the street and neighborhood.   
 
Many thanks for all your effort.  
‐‐Jordan Pynes  
 
 

From: Robert Gurss [mailto:robert.gurss@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 1:57 PM 
Subject: Re: PL‐17‐03450 632 Deer Valley Loop ‐ HDDR II 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the HDDR applications for 632 Deer Valley Loop.  Unfortunately, we will not be 
able to attend the public hearings on April 26 or May 8.  However, we do have the following concerns regarding the 
applications.  We understand that some of our neighbors will also be submitting written comments and/or attending the 
hearing. 
 
First and foremost, the applications need to be considered together.  Otherwise, decisions regarding the initial buildings 
could limit options for the subsequent structures. 
 

Second, the City previously raised concerns regarding the safety and feasibility of a driveway from the north side of the 
property to Rossie Hill Drive.  The angle of the proposed driveway appears to pose exactly the safety concerns raised by 
the City.  We are also concerned about the additional traffic and parking on Rossie Hill Drive, a substandard roadway 
with significant drainage problems that have cause major icing and recent road buckling, and a dangerous hairpin turn at 
its eastern edge.   
 

Third, the proposed height of the home to be located directly behind the current historic home raises concerns as it 
would overwhelm the much smaller historic structure.  It is also much larger and taller than the historic homes on the 
adjacent BLM land. 
 
Fourth, the previously approved Plat Amendment for 632 Deer Valley Loop included an important condition that at least 
40% of the property would be open space.   This needs to be examined carefully, as the condition does not appear to us 
to have been satisfied. 
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Fifth, the HDDR application proposes an addition on the west side of the reconstructed historic home.  The addition was 
obviously not part of the original design, and diminishes the historic value of the property.  We also note that, absent 
the addition, the space could possibly be used for driveway access from Deer Valley Loop to the two planned uphill 
structures, thus eliminating the need for access to Rossie Hill Drive. 
 
Sixth, the modern windows on the new building to the east of the historic home appear to be quite different than the 
windows that were presumably on the historic home. 
 
Seventh, the new building to the east of the historic home features a two‐car garage, something we understand is not 
usually allowed under the HDDR.  
 
Eighth, the proposed outdoor stairway for the reconstructed historic home appears to be a significant departure from 
the original design. 
 
Ninth, while this may not be part of the HDDR process, we are concerned about potential light pollution from the new 
development, and would appreciate further information on this from the applicant. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to address these issues, which we hope will be part of your consideration of the 
HDDR application. 
 
 
Bob Gurss and Jennifer Gurss 
654 Rossie Hill Drive 
PO Box 3764 
Park City, UT 84060 
robert.gurss@gmail.com     
202‐236‐1743 
Straussgurss@gmail.com 
301‐467‐5778 
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Anya Grahn

From: Linda Mason <lindamas@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, March 10, 2017 10:40 AM
To: planning; Matt Cassel; Bruce Erickson; Anya Grahn
Cc: Linda Mason
Subject: 632 Deer Valley Loop Property

My husband and I live at 650 Rossie Hill Drive directly above the old miners’ cabins.  We were not in town for 
City Council and Planning meetings regarding the 632 Deer Valley Loop Property.  However, we were kept 
informed by neighbors since development of this parcel will directly impact us.  I understand the property has 
been sold and may be coming to the City with plans for development.     

My greatest concern is further subdivision into a northern and southern lot requiring a driveway on Rossie Hill 
Drive.  My concerns include:  

1.      Increased traffic on Rossie Hill Drive will be a safety issue for pedestrians.   We frequently walk to 
Old Town using one of two routes: up and over to Shorty’s Steps or down the hill to Deer Valley 
Drive.  We also walk down Rossie Hill Drive to catch the buses that stop near the intersection of Deer 
Valley Drive and Deer Valley Loop.   We also have a dog and walk early in the morning, at night and 
other times of the day.  I also see many others walking along Rossie Hill Drive, often families carrying 
skis, or mothers walking with strollers. 
Since there are no sidewalks on Rossie Hill Drive, this can be a hazardous walk, especially when 
rounding the hairpin turn.  This turn is particularly dangerous for pedestrians (and drivers) because it is 
steep, narrow, and has limited visibility.  I encourage you to walk this turn from below. You will see 
that it is blind: neither drivers nor pedestrians can see each other until they are in the sharpest part of 
the turn. 
Rossie Hill Drive has more traffic than one might expect from the number of residences above.  At 
busy times of the day (e.g., when traffic is leaving Deer Valley Resort), it is often used as a short cut 
between Marsac Avenue and Deer Valley Drive.  
Walking in winter is particularly hazardous.  In January, February and March, Rossie Hill Drive is 
often snow covered, icy and narrow.  As a pedestrian, I find myself climbing on snow banks or 
hurrying to find a driveway when cars are going up or down.   

2.     Backing onto Rossie Hill Drive.  Our driveway is oriented in a way that we need to back our car out 
onto Rossie Hill Drive.  There is a blind maneuver because of a high retaining wall on the uphill side of 
our driveway.   Increased traffic, so close to our drive, increases the risk of an accident.  

We attended Planning Committee and City Council meetings in February and March and appreciate everyone’s dedication to preserving Park City’s 
history and environmental conservation.  I was particularly impressed by the diversity of questions raised and questions asked about unintended 
consequences.  So now, I am asking you to consider the impact on Rossie Hill Drive if the 632 Deer Valley Loop Property is subdivided and the 

impact of a driveway on Rossie Hill Drive.   

Thank you for your consideration. 

Linda Mason 

650 Rossie Hill Drive 

lindamas@msn.com 
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Anya Grahn

From: matthew shier <mshier@shierkatz.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 5:30 PM
To: Council_Mail; Anya Grahn; Bruce Erickson
Cc: Jeff Camp; Diane Bernhardt; Mary Wintzer; Katie Noble; Allison Kitching; Mark Kaire; 

Howard Klein; Jennifer Strauss; Dennis Wong; Jennifer Camp; Matey Erdos; Sydney 
Reed; Jordan Pynes; John and Linda Mason; Morgan Hole; Robert Gurss

Subject: RE: PL-17-03450 632 Deer Valley Loop - HDDR II

Members of the Park City ‐ City Council –  
 
I own and reside at 630 Coalition View Ct, just above the subject property.   
 
I have expended a considerable amount of time following the recent history of this parcel including efforts to develop 
the same.  I concur in all respects with the views of Bob Gurss and Jennifer Strauss, sent to you previously and set forth 
below.  Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this application. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Matthew Shier 
___________ 

Matthew J. Shier 
630 Coalition View Ct. 
Park City, UT 84060 
Direct:  415.691.7027 
Fax:  415.520.5879 
mshier@shierkatz.com 
  
This message, including any and every attachment, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is 
addressed and contains information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If 
the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution 
or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. This message is confidential and is attorney-work product or 
privileged as an attorney-client communication. Please be sure to retain this message in a secure place and do not make 
copies or share this information with anyone without first consulting the sender. If you have any questions, please contact 
the sender. If you received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and then delete this 
message from your system. 
 
 

From: Robert Gurss [mailto:robert.gurss@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 1:57 PM 
To: Jordan Pynes <jordan@tsahousing.com> 
Cc: Jeff Camp <jeff@jeffcamp.com>; Diane Bernhardt <diane.a.bernhardt@gmail.com>; Mary Wintzer 
<wintzermc@aol.com>; Katie Noble <katie.noble@gmail.com>; Allison Kitching <allison_kitching@mac.com>; Mark 
Kaire <Mark@kairelaw.com>; Howard Klein <howard.klein@outlook.com>; Jennifer Strauss <straussgurss@gmail.com>; 
Dennis Wong <parkcitybliss@gmail.com>; Jennifer Camp <jennifer@jeffcamp.com>; Matey Erdos 
<matey_erdos@hotmail.com>; matthew shier <mshier@shierkatz.com>; Sydney Reed <sydreed@msn.com>; John and 
Linda Mason <johnbmas@gmail.com>; Morgan Hole <morgansh@msn.com> 
Subject: Re: PL‐17‐03450 632 Deer Valley Loop ‐ HDDR II 
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the HDDR applications for 632 Deer Valley Loop.  Unfortunately, we will not be 
able to attend the public hearings on April 26 or May 8.  However, we do have the following concerns regarding the 
applications.  We understand that some of our neighbors will also be submitting written comments and/or attending the 
hearing. 
 
First and foremost, the applications need to be considered together.  Otherwise, decisions regarding the initial buildings 
could limit options for the subsequent structures. 
 

Second, the City previously raised concerns regarding the safety and feasibility of a driveway from the north side of the 
property to Rossie Hill Drive.  The angle of the proposed driveway appears to pose exactly the safety concerns raised by 
the City.  We are also concerned about the additional traffic and parking on Rossie Hill Drive, a substandard roadway 
with significant drainage problems that have cause major icing and recent road buckling, and a dangerous hairpin turn at 
its eastern edge.   
 

Third, the proposed height of the home to be located directly behind the current historic home raises concerns as it 
would overwhelm the much smaller historic structure.  It is also much larger and taller than the historic homes on the 
adjacent BLM land. 
 
Fourth, the previously approved Plat Amendment for 632 Deer Valley Loop included an important condition that at least 
40% of the property would be open space.   This needs to be examined carefully, as the condition does not appear to us 
to have been satisfied. 
 

Fifth, the HDDR application proposes an addition on the west side of the reconstructed historic home.  The addition was 
obviously not part of the original design, and diminishes the historic value of the property.  We also note that, absent 
the addition, the space could possibly be used for driveway access from Deer Valley Loop to the two planned uphill 
structures, thus eliminating the need for access to Rossie Hill Drive. 
 
Sixth, the modern windows on the new building to the east of the historic home appear to be quite different than the 
windows that were presumably on the historic home. 
 
Seventh, the new building to the east of the historic home features a two‐car garage, something we understand is not 
usually allowed under the HDDR.  
 
Eighth, the proposed outdoor stairway for the reconstructed historic home appears to be a significant departure from 
the original design. 
 
Ninth, while this may not be part of the HDDR process, we are concerned about potential light pollution from the new 
development, and would appreciate further information on this from the applicant. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to address these issues, which we hope will be part of your consideration of the 
HDDR application. 
 
 
Bob Gurss and Jennifer Gurss 
654 Rossie Hill Drive 
PO Box 3764 
Park City, UT 84060 
robert.gurss@gmail.com     
202‐236‐1743 
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Straussgurss@gmail.com 
301‐467‐5778 
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Anya Grahn

From: matthew shier <mshier@shierkatz.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 5:30 PM
To: Council_Mail; Anya Grahn; Bruce Erickson
Cc: Jeff Camp; Diane Bernhardt; Mary Wintzer; Katie Noble; Allison Kitching; Mark Kaire; 

Howard Klein; Jennifer Strauss; Dennis Wong; Jennifer Camp; Matey Erdos; Sydney 
Reed; Jordan Pynes; John and Linda Mason; Morgan Hole; Robert Gurss

Subject: RE: PL-17-03450 632 Deer Valley Loop - HDDR II

Members of the Park City ‐ City Council –  
 
I own and reside at 630 Coalition View Ct, just above the subject property.   
 
I have expended a considerable amount of time following the recent history of this parcel including efforts to develop 
the same.  I concur in all respects with the views of Bob Gurss and Jennifer Strauss, sent to you previously and set forth 
below.  Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this application. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Matthew Shier 
___________ 

Matthew J. Shier 
630 Coalition View Ct. 
Park City, UT 84060 
Direct:  415.691.7027 
Fax:  415.520.5879 
mshier@shierkatz.com 
  
This message, including any and every attachment, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is 
addressed and contains information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If 
the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution 
or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. This message is confidential and is attorney-work product or 
privileged as an attorney-client communication. Please be sure to retain this message in a secure place and do not make 
copies or share this information with anyone without first consulting the sender. If you have any questions, please contact 
the sender. If you received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and then delete this 
message from your system. 
 
 

From: Robert Gurss [mailto:robert.gurss@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 1:57 PM 
To: Jordan Pynes <jordan@tsahousing.com> 
Cc: Jeff Camp <jeff@jeffcamp.com>; Diane Bernhardt <diane.a.bernhardt@gmail.com>; Mary Wintzer 
<wintzermc@aol.com>; Katie Noble <katie.noble@gmail.com>; Allison Kitching <allison_kitching@mac.com>; Mark 
Kaire <Mark@kairelaw.com>; Howard Klein <howard.klein@outlook.com>; Jennifer Strauss <straussgurss@gmail.com>; 
Dennis Wong <parkcitybliss@gmail.com>; Jennifer Camp <jennifer@jeffcamp.com>; Matey Erdos 
<matey_erdos@hotmail.com>; matthew shier <mshier@shierkatz.com>; Sydney Reed <sydreed@msn.com>; John and 
Linda Mason <johnbmas@gmail.com>; Morgan Hole <morgansh@msn.com> 
Subject: Re: PL‐17‐03450 632 Deer Valley Loop ‐ HDDR II 
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the HDDR applications for 632 Deer Valley Loop.  Unfortunately, we will not be 
able to attend the public hearings on April 26 or May 8.  However, we do have the following concerns regarding the 
applications.  We understand that some of our neighbors will also be submitting written comments and/or attending the 
hearing. 
 
First and foremost, the applications need to be considered together.  Otherwise, decisions regarding the initial buildings 
could limit options for the subsequent structures. 
 

Second, the City previously raised concerns regarding the safety and feasibility of a driveway from the north side of the 
property to Rossie Hill Drive.  The angle of the proposed driveway appears to pose exactly the safety concerns raised by 
the City.  We are also concerned about the additional traffic and parking on Rossie Hill Drive, a substandard roadway 
with significant drainage problems that have cause major icing and recent road buckling, and a dangerous hairpin turn at 
its eastern edge.   
 

Third, the proposed height of the home to be located directly behind the current historic home raises concerns as it 
would overwhelm the much smaller historic structure.  It is also much larger and taller than the historic homes on the 
adjacent BLM land. 
 
Fourth, the previously approved Plat Amendment for 632 Deer Valley Loop included an important condition that at least 
40% of the property would be open space.   This needs to be examined carefully, as the condition does not appear to us 
to have been satisfied. 
 

Fifth, the HDDR application proposes an addition on the west side of the reconstructed historic home.  The addition was 
obviously not part of the original design, and diminishes the historic value of the property.  We also note that, absent 
the addition, the space could possibly be used for driveway access from Deer Valley Loop to the two planned uphill 
structures, thus eliminating the need for access to Rossie Hill Drive. 
 
Sixth, the modern windows on the new building to the east of the historic home appear to be quite different than the 
windows that were presumably on the historic home. 
 
Seventh, the new building to the east of the historic home features a two‐car garage, something we understand is not 
usually allowed under the HDDR.  
 
Eighth, the proposed outdoor stairway for the reconstructed historic home appears to be a significant departure from 
the original design. 
 
Ninth, while this may not be part of the HDDR process, we are concerned about potential light pollution from the new 
development, and would appreciate further information on this from the applicant. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to address these issues, which we hope will be part of your consideration of the 
HDDR application. 
 
 
Bob Gurss and Jennifer Gurss 
654 Rossie Hill Drive 
PO Box 3764 
Park City, UT 84060 
robert.gurss@gmail.com     
202‐236‐1743 

Packet Pg. 284



3

Straussgurss@gmail.com 
301‐467‐5778 
 
 

Packet Pg. 285



1

Anya Grahn

From: matthew shier <mshier@shierkatz.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 09, 2017 11:41 AM
To: planning; Matt Cassel; Bruce Erickson; Anya Grahn
Cc: Diane Bernhardt; Sydney Reed; Mary Wintzer; Jeff Camp; Sloane Reed; John Mason; 

Morgan Hole; Matey Erdos; Howard Klein; Christina Shiebler; Jennifer Camp; Patti 
Kitching; Allison Kitching; Jennifer Strauss; Robert Gurss; Jason Parker; Leonardo 
Trautwein; Linda Mason; Lance Anderson; Rania Anderson; Rosilyn Petersen; David 
Trimble; Kelly Stankiewicz; Katie Noble; Amy Heitman; Beth; Bob Martin

Subject: RE: Subdivision of 632 Deer Valley Loop

Hello, all –  
 
I live at 630 Coalition View Ct just above the 632 DVL parcel.   
 
I am extremely appreciative of the hard work and strong effort of the City Council and Staff in helping to preserve the 
historical integrity of BLM Parcel 18 when, as and if it becomes a part of Park City. 
 
In the meantime, I would like to concur with Diane’s sentiments below concerning 632 DVL and hope that any 
subdivision approved addresses the concerns and conforms with the findings, analysis and conditions indicated below. 
 

 

__________________ 

Matthew J. Shier 
930 Montgomery Street 6th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
Direct:  415.691.7027 
Fax:  415.520.5879 
mshier@shierkatz.com 
www.shierkatz.com 
  
This message, including any and every attachment, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is 
addressed and contains information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If 
the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution 
or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. This message is confidential and is attorney-work product or 
privileged as an attorney-client communication. Please be sure to retain this message in a secure place and do not make 
copies or share this information with anyone without first consulting the sender. If you have any questions, please contact 
the sender. If you received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and then delete this 
message from your system. 
 
 

From: Diane Bernhardt <diane.a.bernhardt@gmail.com> 
Date: March 8, 2017 at 5:43:19 PM MST 
To: planning@parkcity.org, matt.cassel@parkcity.org, Bruce  Erikson 
<bruce.erickson@parkcity.org>, Anya Grahn <anya.grahn@parkcity.org> 
Subject: Subdivision of 632 Deer Valley Loop 

Matt, Bruce and Anya, 
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As 632 Deer Valley Loop recently sold, my assumption is that the current owners are in front of 
the City executing planning for its development.  As the City considers future requests to 
subdivide 632 Deer Valley Loop, I’d like to reiterate that there is continued and strong resistance 
from neighbors in the greater Rossie Hill area to any new driveway cut on Rossie Hill Drive for 
632 DVL.  If the property is subdivided creating a northern and southern lot, it forces a driveway 
on Rossie Hill Drive.  In the October 20, 2016 City Council Packet, the city engineer requested 
that the driveway for DVL site be limited to Deer Valley Loop.  Expressed concern was 
regarding slope and sight lines on Rossie Hill Drive and that BLM property is blocking a 
majority of the access to 632 via Rossie Hill Drive.  
 
It is widely acknowledged that Rossie Hill Drive is substandard.  The residents of the greater 
Rossie Hill area have already expressed concern that because of its substandard condition no 
development promoting additional traffic above the hairpin turn should be permitted. Rossie Hill 
Drive hosts a variety of perils:   
 

 A blind, hairpin turn 
 A non-standard, asymmetrical, steep 4-way intersection which posts an array of controls: 

2 stop signs, 1 yield sign, and 1 through traffic 
 A wide variety of traffic:  pedestrian traffic, bike traffic, construction traffic, haphazard 

parking and children walking to/from the bus stop often in the hours of darkness  
 Added peril in winter conditions due to its pitch, snow, ice, relatively low plowing 

priority, and additional temporary blind turns due to snow berms   
 
Residents maintain and agree with Matt’s recommendation that access to 632 Deer Valley Loop should 
remain on Deer Valley Loop.    
 
Respectfully, 
 
Diane Bernhardt 
630 Coalition View Ct 
530.575.0899 
 
Please find below a link to and excerpts from the October 20, 2016 City Council Packet 
containing the agenda item Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2016-32 beginning on page 
108. 
 
City Council Meeting Packet 10/20/2016 
 
 
Finding of Fact 
 
“17.Existing access to the site is limited to a driveway from Deer Valley Loop.” 
 
“18.The City Engineer finds that only the eastern half of the lot directly abuts the City’s 
right-of-way along Rossie Hill Drive and there are poor sight lines along Rossie Hill 
Drive.” 
 
Analysis 
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“Due to the poor sight lines along Rossie Hill Drive, the City Engineer has also requested that 
the current driveway on the site be limited to Deer Valley Loop. Should any future development 
result in new lots fronting Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall only be accessible along the 
eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage and shall have a slope of no more than 5% for the first 
twenty feet (20’) to maintain sight lines. This is reflected in Conditions of Approval #8 and #9.” 
 
Conditions of Approval 
 
“8. Driveway access to any development to this one-lot subdivision shall be limited from Deer 
Valley Loop Road. Should the future subdivision of this lot result in new lots fronting Rossie Hill 
Drive, the new lots shall only be accessible from the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage 
where the property line directly abuts the City right-of- way.” 
 
“9. Any future access off of Rossie Hill shall have a slope of no more than 5% for the first 20 feet 
of the driveway off of the right-of-way to maintain sight lines.” 
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Anya Grahn

From: Robert Gurss <robert.gurss@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 2:53 PM
To: Anya Grahn
Cc: Jennifer Gurss
Subject: 632 Deer Valley Loop

Thank you for the opportunity to review the HDDR applications for 632 Deer Valley Loop.  Unfortunately, we 
will not be able to attend the public hearings on April 26 or May 8.  However, we do have the following 
concerns regarding the applications.  We understand that some of our neighbors will also be submitting written 
comments and/or attending the hearing. 
 
First and foremost, the applications need to be considered together.  Otherwise, decisions regarding the initial 
buildings could limit options for the subsequent structures. 
 
 
Second, the City previously raised concerns regarding the safety and feasibility of a driveway from the north 
side of the property to Rossie Hill Drive.  The angle of the proposed driveway appears to pose exactly the safety 
concerns raised by the City.  We are also concerned about the additional traffic and parking on Rossie Hill 
Drive, a substandard roadway with significant drainage problems that have cause major icing and recent road 
buckling, and a dangerous hairpin turn at its eastern edge.   
 
 
Third, the proposed height of the home to be located directly behind the current historic home raises concerns as 
it would overwhelm the much smaller historic structure.  It is also much larger and taller than the historic homes 
on the adjacent BLM land. 
 
Fourth, the previously approved Plat Amendment for 632 Deer Valley Loop included an important condition 
that at least 40% of the property would be open space.   This needs to be examined carefully, as the condition 
does not appear to us to have been satisfied. 
 
 
Fifth, the HDDR application proposes an addition on the west side of the reconstructed historic home.  The 
addition was obviously not part of the original design, and diminishes the historic value of the property.  We 
also note that, absent the addition, the space could possibly be used for driveway access from Deer Valley Loop 
to the two planned uphill structures, thus eliminating the need for access to Rossie Hill Drive. 
 
Sixth, the modern windows on the new building to the east of the historic home appear to be quite different than 
the windows that were presumably on the historic home. 
 
Seventh, the new building to the east of the historic home features a two-car garage, something we understand is 
not usually allowed under the HDDR.  
 
Eighth, the proposed outdoor stairway for the reconstructed historic home appears to be a significant departure 
from the original design. 
 
Ninth, while this may not be part of the HDDR process, we are concerned about potential light pollution from 
the new development, and would appreciate further information on this from the applicant. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to address these issues, which we hope will be part of your consideration of 
the HDDR application. 
 
 
Bob Gurss and Jennifer Gurss 
654 Rossie Hill Drive 
PO Box 3764 
Park City, UT 84060 
robert.gurss@gmail.com     
202-236-1743 
Straussgurss@gmail.com 
301-467-5778 
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Anya Grahn

From: Robert Gurss <robert.gurss@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 2:53 PM
To: Anya Grahn
Cc: Jennifer Gurss
Subject: 632 Deer Valley Loop

Thank you for the opportunity to review the HDDR applications for 632 Deer Valley Loop.  Unfortunately, we 
will not be able to attend the public hearings on April 26 or May 8.  However, we do have the following 
concerns regarding the applications.  We understand that some of our neighbors will also be submitting written 
comments and/or attending the hearing. 
 
First and foremost, the applications need to be considered together.  Otherwise, decisions regarding the initial 
buildings could limit options for the subsequent structures. 
 
 
Second, the City previously raised concerns regarding the safety and feasibility of a driveway from the north 
side of the property to Rossie Hill Drive.  The angle of the proposed driveway appears to pose exactly the safety 
concerns raised by the City.  We are also concerned about the additional traffic and parking on Rossie Hill 
Drive, a substandard roadway with significant drainage problems that have cause major icing and recent road 
buckling, and a dangerous hairpin turn at its eastern edge.   
 
 
Third, the proposed height of the home to be located directly behind the current historic home raises concerns as 
it would overwhelm the much smaller historic structure.  It is also much larger and taller than the historic homes 
on the adjacent BLM land. 
 
Fourth, the previously approved Plat Amendment for 632 Deer Valley Loop included an important condition 
that at least 40% of the property would be open space.   This needs to be examined carefully, as the condition 
does not appear to us to have been satisfied. 
 
 
Fifth, the HDDR application proposes an addition on the west side of the reconstructed historic home.  The 
addition was obviously not part of the original design, and diminishes the historic value of the property.  We 
also note that, absent the addition, the space could possibly be used for driveway access from Deer Valley Loop 
to the two planned uphill structures, thus eliminating the need for access to Rossie Hill Drive. 
 
Sixth, the modern windows on the new building to the east of the historic home appear to be quite different than 
the windows that were presumably on the historic home. 
 
Seventh, the new building to the east of the historic home features a two-car garage, something we understand is 
not usually allowed under the HDDR.  
 
Eighth, the proposed outdoor stairway for the reconstructed historic home appears to be a significant departure 
from the original design. 
 
Ninth, while this may not be part of the HDDR process, we are concerned about potential light pollution from 
the new development, and would appreciate further information on this from the applicant. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to address these issues, which we hope will be part of your consideration of 
the HDDR application. 
 
 
Bob Gurss and Jennifer Gurss 
654 Rossie Hill Drive 
PO Box 3764 
Park City, UT 84060 
robert.gurss@gmail.com     
202-236-1743 
Straussgurss@gmail.com 
301-467-5778 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject:  243 Daly Avenue 
Project #:  PL-17-03565 
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Date:   July 12, 2017 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) at 243 Daly Avenue, conduct a public hearing, and 
approve the Steep Slope CUP for 243 Daly Avenue.  Staff has prepared findings of fact, 
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval for the Commission’s consideration. 
 
Description 
Owner/ Applicant:  Alexander and Elizabeth Cohen, represented by architect 

Chimso Onwuegbu 
Location: 243 Daly Avenue 
Zoning:   Historic Residential (HR-1) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential  
Reason for Review: Construction of an addition to an existing historic single-

family home in excess of 200 square feet of Building 
Footprint that will be located upon an existing slope of 30% 
or greater. 

 
Proposal 
This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 
construction of an addition to a historic single-family home, when the Building Footprint 
of the addition is in excess of 200 square feet if the Building Footprint of the addition is 
located upon an existing Slope of 30% or greater.  The site has been designated as 
Landmark on the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and currently has a historic house on the 
west half of the lot. The applicant is proposing to build an addition on the east side of 
the historic house creating a total house size of 2,114 square feet, including the existing 
basement area. The existing footprint of the historic house and its non-historic additions 
is 974 square feet; the proposed footprint of the house following construction of the 
addition is 1,164.82 square feet. The construction is proposed on a slope greater than 
30%, and in some areas, the slope is approximately 93%.   
 
Background   
On May 17, 2017, the City received an application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
for “Construction on a Steep Slope” at 243 Daly Avenue; the application was deemed 
complete on June 5, 2017.  The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) 
District.  The lot contains 5,552.93 square feet. It is an uphill lot.   
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This application is a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for construction of a 
new addition to an existing historic single-family house.   Because the proposed 
footprint of this addition is in excess of 200 square feet and the proposed footprint is 
located upon an existing slope of greater than 30%, the applicant is required to file a 
Conditional Use Permit application for review by the Planning Commission, pursuant to 
Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-2.2-6.    
 
The property is located at 243 Daly Avenue on a developed lot.  The site is designated 
as Landmark on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).  The Historic Preservation 
Board (HPB) reviewed and granted the proposed material deconstruction on May 3, 
2017 [ Report (page 51) + Minutes (page 17)].  The Historic District Design Review 
(HDDR) application for the proposed renovation of the historic house and construction 
of the new addition was approved on May 23, 2017, with Conditions of Approval that 
required the plat amendment to be recorded and Planning Commission approval of the 
Steep Slope CUP prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the addition.   
 
The Park City Council approved the 243 Daly Avenue Subdivision at this location on 
June 9, 2017, to combine two metes and bounds parcels identified by the Summit 
County Recorder’s office as PC-627-A and PC-630-MS. The final plat has not yet been 
recorded and it is undergoing our internal Mylar review.  
 
Purpose  
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to:  

(A) preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of 
Park City, 

(B) encourage the preservation of Historic Structures, 
(C) encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to 

the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential 
neighborhoods, 

(D) encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots, 
(E) define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan 

policies for the Historic core, and 
(F) establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes 

which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.  
 

Analysis 
Following renovation and construction of the addition, the house will contain a total of 
2,114 square feet, including the existing basement area.  The proposed footprint of the 
historic house and its new addition will be 1,164.82 square feet; the lot size currently 
allows a footprint of 2,032.26 square feet.  The new development complies with all 
setbacks and building footprint, as outlined in the following table.  
 
This is an uphill lot, and the average slope of the lot is about 54%.  The topography is 
fairly flat on the front (west) portion of the lot, but then rises steeply as the slope climbs 
in the backyard, directly behind the historic house.   The wall of the canyon rises steeply 
in the area where the new addition is proposed. The slope here rises about 65%, with 
the canyon wall rising about 126%.  (Please note that a 100% slope would be a 45 
degree angle.) 
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The new construction meets the allowed building height. Staff reviewed the plans and 
made the following LMC related findings: 
 

Requirement LMC Requirement Proposed 

Lot Size Minimum of 1,875 square feet 5,552.93 square feet, 
complies. 

Building Footprint 2,032.26 square feet maximum 1,164.82 square feet, 
complies. 

Front Yard 15 feet minimum, total of 30 feet  
 

31 feet (west),(total of 80 
ft.) complies  

Rear Yard 15 feet minimum, total of 30 feet  
 

49 feet (east) (total of 80 
ft.) 

Side Yard  5 feet minimum, 18 feet total 5 feet (north), 2 feet 

(south)* (total of 7 feet)*, 

complies. 

 

 

Height 27 feet above existing grade, 
maximum.   

25.4 feet, complies. 

Height (continued) A Structure shall have a maximum 
height of 35 feet measured from the 
lowest finish floor plane to the point 
of the highest wall top plate that 
supports the ceiling joists or roof 
rafters. 

27.8 feet, complies. 

Final grade  Final grade must be within four (4) 
vertical feet of existing grade around 
the periphery of the structure. 

Maximum difference on 
the east (rear) yard is 4 
feet.  New exterior stairs 
will be constructed within 
30” of Final Grade. 
 

Vertical articulation  A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal 
step in the downhill façade is 
required unless the First Story is 
located completely under the finish 
Grade on all sides of the Structure. 
The horizontal step shall take place 
at a maximum height of twenty three 
feet (23’) from where Building 
Footprint meets the lowest point of 
existing Grade. Architectural 
features, that provide articulation to 
the upper story façade setback may 
encroach into the minimum 10 ft. 

There is a 10 foot 
horizontal step in the 
downhill façade that is 
provided by the historic 
house before it extends 
into the addition, complies. 
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setback but shall be limited to no 
more than 25% of the width of the 
building encroaching no more than 4 
ft. into the setback. 

Roof Pitch Between 7:12 and 12:12.  The main roof of the 
addition has a 10:12 pitch, 
complies.  
 

Parking Per LMC 15-2.2-4, Historic 
Structures that do not comply with 
Building Footprint, Building Height, 
Building Setbacks, Off-Street 
parking, and driveway location 
standards are valid Complying 
Structures. Additions to Historic 
Structures are exempt from Off-
Street parking requirements 
provided the addition does not 
create a Lockout Unit or an 
Accessory Apartment. Additions 
must comply with Building Setbacks, 
Building Footprint, driveway location 
standards and Building Height.  

The applicant intends to 
hardscape the existing 
gravel driveway.  Two 
parking spaces will be 
provided on-site. 

 
*Per LMC 15-2.2-4 Historic Structures that do not comply with Building Footprint, Building Height, Building 
Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location standards are valid Complying Structures.  

 
The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil 
Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) and therefore not regulated by the City for mine 
related impacts.  If the property owner does encounter mine waste or mine waste 
impacted soils they must handle the material in accordance to State and Federal law.  
Staff has included this as Condition of Approval #13.  The property is also located in 
FEMA Flood Zone A.  

LMC § 15-2.1-6(A)(2) requires a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 
construction of any new construction when the Building Footprint of the addition is in 
excess of 200 square feet, if the building of the footprint is located upon an existing 
slope of 30% or greater.  As previously noted, the historic house and new addition will 
have a total footprint of 1,164.82 square feet and the construction is proposed on a 
slope of approximately 66%, towards the front and middle of the lot.   
 
Criteria 1: Location of Development.   
Development is located and designed to reduce visual and environmental impacts of the 
Structure.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The proposed single family dwelling is located on the lot in a manner that reduces the 
visual and environmental impacts.  The historic house will remain in its existing location.  
The applicant is proposing to construct an addition to the east (rear) side of the house,  
where it will be obscured from view from the primary right-of-way by the historic house.  
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The addition rises two stories in height.  The hillside rises steeply at the back portion of 
the house, so that only one story above grade is visible on the east (rear) wall of the 
new addition.   
 
Due to the placement of the historic house on the lot, the only logical location for the 
addition is behind the historic house.  The location of the historic house prevents a side 
addition from being constructed as it could not comply with the required setbacks. 
Because the canyon wall rises steeply directly behind the historic house, the back half 
of the addition will be constructed on one of the steepest portions of the lot.  Only 676 
square feet of the new addition’s footprint encroaches onto the steep slope.  The 
canyon wall will be retained around the foundation of the new addition and will be 
undisturbed to the east (and above) the new addition. 
 
Criteria 2: Visual Analysis.   
The Applicant must provide the Planning Department with a visual analysis of the 
project from key Vantage Points to determine potential impacts of the project and 
identify potential for screening, slope stabilization, erosion mitigation, vegetation 
protection, and other items.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The applicant submitted a photographic visual analysis, including street views, to show 
the proposed streetscape and cross canyon views.  As demonstrated by the visual 
analysis, the proposed addition fits within the context of the slope, neighboring 
structures, and existing vegetation.  The neighborhood consists of historic houses with 
one- to two-story additions, one- to two-story new houses, and a few three- to four-story 
new residential developments. 
 
There are two large evergreen trees that may be removed on the north side of the 
property if they are damaged by construction, due to close proximity to the foundation 
walls.  Staff has added Condition of Approval #11 in order to address this: 
 

#11.  To the extent possible, existing Significant Vegetation shall be maintained 
on Site and protected during construction.  When approved by the Planning 
Department in writing to be removed, the Significant Vegetation shall be replaced 
with equivalent landscaping in type and size.  Multiple trees equivalent in caliper 
to the size of the removed Significant Vegetation may be considered instead of 
replacement in kind and size.   

 
The visual analysis, streetscape, and cross canyon view demonstrate that the proposed 
design is visually compatible with the neighborhood, similar in scale and mass to 
surrounding structures, and visual impacts are mitigated. By stepping the structure up 
the hill, the mass and scale have been broken up and largely minimized. The side yard 
will be re-vegetated following construction.  The only new retaining wall proposed will be 
located on the east elevation at the rear of the building where the applicant is proposing 
to terrace the hillside.  The terraces will not change grade by more than 4 feet and occur 
within the building pad area. 
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Criteria 3: Access.   
Access points and driveways must be designed to minimize Grading of the natural 
topography and to reduce overall Building scale.  Common driveways and Parking 
Areas, and side Access to garages are strongly encouraged. No unmitigated impacts. 
 
As existing, there is a gravel parking pad at the front of the property that serves as 
parking for the site’s two vehicles.  As LMC 15-3-3(B) requires Parking Areas and 
driveways to be Hard-surfaced, the applicant proposes to concrete over this gravel 
parking area.  A new patio area featuring pavers will replace an existing gravel patio 
pad as well.  This area is non-complying and the proposed work to pave this area will 
benefit the applicant and allow parking to be maintained on-site.  No changes to the 
existing grade are proposed. 
 
Criteria 4: Terracing.   
The project may include terraced retaining Structures if necessary to regain Natural 
Grade.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
In the rear yard, the slope increases dramatically uphill directly behind the historic 
house.  The applicant is proposing to terrace the grade in order to create a series of flat 
garden beds connected by landscaped steps.  The stairs are no more than 30 inches 
above grade.  Final Grade will be changed no more than four feet (4’) from the Existing 
Grade on site in order to create the terraces.  The proposed retaining walls measure no 
more than 6 feet in height.   
 
Criteria 5: Building Location.  
Buildings, access, and infrastructure must be located to minimize cut and fill that would 
alter the perceived natural topography of the Site.  The Site design and Building 
Footprint must coordinate with adjacent properties to maximize opportunities for open 
Areas and preservation of natural vegetation, to minimize driveway and Parking Areas, 
and provide variation of the Front Yard.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The new structure’s building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such 
a manner as to minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography.  
The applicant proposes to place the new addition behind the historic house; only the 
back half of the new addition will cut into the steep slope of the canyon wall.  The 
placement of the new addition and its design is low so that the new addition will only be 
one story above existing grade on the east (rear) elevation.  The design is compatible 
with the neighborhood and is setback beyond the historic house.  The historic house 
has a front yard setback of 31 feet; the addition will be setback 59 feet from the front 
property line. The majority of the bulk and mass of the new addition will be concealed 
behind the historic house or buried in the canyon wall.  The areas above grade will 
appear to be one to two stories in height, which is compatible with the existing house 
and the neighborhood overall. 
 
Criteria 6:  Building Form and Scale.   
Where Building masses orient against the Lot’s existing contours, the Structures must 
be stepped with the Grade and broken into a series of individual smaller components 
that are Compatible with the District.  Low profile Buildings that orient with existing 
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contours are strongly encouraged.  The garage must be subordinate in design to the 
main Building.  In order to decrease the perceived bulk of the Main Building, the 
Planning Commission may require a garage separate from the main Structure or no 
garage.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
Staff finds that the building mass of the new addition is consistent with the existing 
historic house.  The addition is two stories in height above grade, but is only one-story 
in height above grade as it terminates in the back yard. The new addition is stepped 
back from the façade of the historic house, allowing the historic house to be the focal 
point of the project as well as preventing the sizeable addition from looming over the 
historic house.   
 
Staff finds that the proposed design is consistent with the Design Guidelines for Historic 
Districts and Historic Sites.  The new addition begins on the flat part of the lot, but then 
becomes part of the hillside towards the back (east).  The structure reflects the historic 
character of Park City’s Historic Sites such as simple building forms, unadorned 
materials, and restrained ornamentation.  The style of architecture selected and all 
elevations of the building are designed in a manner consistent with a contemporary 
interpretation of the chosen style.  The Historic District Design Review (HDDR) 
application was approved on May 23, 2017, with the Condition of Approval that no 
building permit for construction of the addition be issued until the Planning Commission 
approve the Steep Slope CUP for this site.  The applicant has submitted a building 
permit application to start construction on the interior of the historic house; however, 
staff will not issue the building permit for construction of the addition until this plat has 
been recorded and this Steep Slope CUP is approved. 
 
Exterior elements of the new development—roofs, entrances, eaves, porches, windows, 
doors, steps, retaining walls, garages, etc.—are of human scale and are compatible 
with the neighborhood and the style of architecture selected.  The scale and height of 
the new structure follows the predominant pattern of the neighborhood which is 
comprised of one- and two-story buildings as well as historic houses with two-story 
additions in the back. Directly across the street from this house, new development 
consists of three- to four-story residential development. Further, the style of this house 
is consistent with the Design Guidelines.   
 
Criteria 7: Setbacks. 
The Planning Commission may require an increase in one or more Setbacks to 
minimize the creation of a “wall effect” along the Street front and/or the Rear Lot Line.  
The Setback variation will be a function of the Site constraints, proposed Building scale, 
and Setbacks on adjacent Structures.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 
The new addition is largely tucked behind the historic house so that it does not create a 
wall effect along the Street front or appear to overwhelm the historic house.  The 
addition is setback some 49 feet from the rear property and only appears as one story in 
height on the hillside.  It is visually separated from the historic house by a transitional 
element. 
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Criteria 8: Dwelling Volume. 
The maximum volume of any Structure is a function of the Lot size, Building Height, 
Setbacks, and provisions set forth in this Chapter.  The Planning Commission may 
further limit the volume of a proposed Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to 
mitigate differences in scale between a proposed Structure and existing Structures.  No 
unmitigated impacts. 
 
The proposed design is articulated and broken into compatible massing components.  
The design includes setback variations and lower building heights for portions of the 
structure.  The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible 
with both the volume and massing of single family dwellings in the area.  The design 
minimizes the visual mass and mitigates the differences in scale between the proposed 
house and surrounding structures. 
 
Criteria 9:  Building Height (Steep Slope).  
The maximum Building Height in the HR-1 District is twenty-seven feet (27').  The 
Planning Commission may require a reduction in Building Height for all, or portions, of a 
proposed Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to mitigate differences in scale 
between a proposed Structure and existing residential Structures.  No unmitigated 
impacts.  
 
The proposed new construction meets the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building 
height requirement measured from existing grade at the highest point. The height of the 
new addition is approximately 25.4 feet above existing grade, and the remainder of the 
addition becomes buried in the hillside as the grade steps uphill towards the rear of the 
lot.  The roof has been designed to allow for a side-gable facing the street front, 
consistent with adjacent structures. As designed the house is compatible in mass and 
scale with houses in the surrounding neighborhood, 
 
Process 
Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the City 
Council following appeal procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18.  The applicant has 
submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application.  The Historic District 
Design Review (HDDR) application for the proposed renovation of the historic house 
and construction of the new addition was approved on May 23, 2017, with Conditions of 
Approval that required the plat amendment to be recorded and Planning Commission 
approval of the Steep Slope CUP prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the 
addition 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.  No additional comments 
were brought up at that time. 
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on 
June 28, 2017.  Legal notice was also published in the Park Record in accordance with 
requirements of the LMC on June 24, 2017. 
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Public Input 
No input has been received regarding the Steep Slope CUP.  
 
Alternatives 

 The Planning Commission may approve the Conditional Use Permit for 243 Daly 
Avenue as conditioned or amended, or 

 The Planning Commission may deny the Conditional Use Permit and provide 
staff with Findings for this decision, or 

 The Planning Commission may request specific additional information and may 
continue the discussion to a date uncertain.  

 
Significant Impacts 
As conditioned, there are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this 
application.  The lot is an existing platted, developed residential lot that contains an 
existing historic house and landscaping consisting of native grasses and shrubs, as well 
as several large evergreen trees.   
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The construction as proposed could not occur and the applicant would have to revise 
the plans.  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit at 243 Daly Avenue and conduct a public hearing.  Staff has 
prepared findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval for the 
Commission’s consideration. 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 243 Daly Avenue.   
2. The Park City Council approved the 243 Daly Avenue Subdivision at this location on 

June 9, 2017.  The final Mylar has not yet been recorded. 
3. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application was approved on May 23, 

2017.  The HDDR approval included a Condition of Approval that required the 
Planning Commission to approve the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the addition. 

4. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District and meets the 
purpose of the zone. There is an existing historic home on the property. 

5. A single family dwelling is an allowed use in the HR-1 District. 
6. Following recording of the plat amendment, the lot will contain 5,552.93 square feet.  

This is an uphill lot with an average slope of approximately 54%.  The greatest slope 
on the property occurs in the center of the property, where the slope can reach up to 
126%.  

7. Access to the property is from Daly Avenue, a public street.  
8. Two (2) parking spaces are proposed on site in a paved driveway adjacent to Daly 

Avenue. 
9. The neighborhood is characterized by a mix of historic and non-historic residential 

structures, single family homes, and duplexes.  The streetscape is dominated by 
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garages, parking pads, and pedestrian entryways.  The homes are a mix of one- to 
two-story residential developments, with a few three- to four-story houses directly 
across the street from 243 Daly Avenue. 

10. The proposal will create a single family dwelling of approximately 2,114 square feet, 
including the existing basement area.  

11. An overall building footprint of 1,164.82 square feet is proposed, including the 
addition. The maximum allowed footprint for this lot is 2,032.26 square feet.   

12. The proposed addition complies with the front and rear yard setbacks.  The 
minimum front and rear yard setbacks are 15 feet, for a total of 30 feet; the applicant 
is proposing a 31 foot front yard and 49 foot rear yard setback, for a total of 80 feet.  

13. The proposed addition complies with the side yard setbacks. The minimum side yard 
setbacks are 5 feet, for a total of 18 feet.  The historic house has a 5 foot side yard 
setback on the north and 2 foot setback on the south, for a total of 7 feet. 

14. Per LMC 15-2.2-4 Historic Structures that do not comply with Building Footprint, 
Building Height, Building Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location 
standards are valid Complying Structures. 

15. The proposed addition complies with the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building 
height requirement measured from existing grade. Portions of the house are less 
than twenty seven feet (27’) in height.   

16. The proposed addition has an interior height of 27.8 feet, below the required interior 
height of 35 feet. 

17. The proposed development is located on the lot in a manner that reduces the visual 
and environmental impacts of the structure.  The majority of the mass and bulk of 
the building will be below grade, so that only a one- to two-story addition will appear 
above grade on the hillside.  The addition will be further shielded by the historic 
house. 

18. The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross valley views, and a streetscape 
showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts of this house on the cross canyon 
views and the Daly Avenue streetscape.  The proposed house is compatible with the 
surrounding structures as the majority of the mass and bulk of the house will be 
buried underground based on this analysis.  The addition is limited to one- to two-
stories in height above grade, consistent with neighboring development along Daly 
Avenue. 

19. Access points and driveways have been designed to minimize grading of the natural 
topography and reduce the overall building scale.  The applicant proposes to pave 
the existing gravel parking pad and patio area in the front of the lot.  No change to 
the grade of the existing parking pad is proposed.   

20. In the rear yard, the slope increases dramatically to form the wall of the canyon.  The 
project has incorporated terracing to regain Natural Grade by creating a series of 
terraced garden beds connected by landscaped stairs. The stairs are no more than 
30 inches above grade.  Final grade will be changed no more than 4 feet from 
Existing Grade to create the terraces, and the proposed retaining walls will measure 
no more than 6 feet in height.     

21. Buildings, access, and infrastructure are located to minimize cut and fill that would 
alter the perceived natural topography of the Site.  The new development has been 
located in such a way as to minimize cut and fill.  As proposed, the design steps with 
the existing grade and is compatible with the neighborhood.  The majority of the bulk 
and mass of the new addition will be concealed below grade.  The areas above 
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grade will appear to be one- to two-stories in height, which is compatible with the 
existing house and neighborhood. 

22. The building mass is oriented with the lot’s existing contours.  The proposed 
development steps with the grade and is broken into a series of individual smaller 
components that are compatible with the historic house and the district.  The building 
maintains a low profile as it steps with the existing contours and much of its bulk and 
mass is concealed below grade.  The proposal is consistent with the Design 
Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites.   

23. The applicant has incorporated setback variations to prevent a wall effect and 
reduce the building scale and setbacks on adjacent structures. 

24.  The proposed design is articulated and broken into compatible massing 
components.  The design includes setback variations and lower building heights for 
portions of the structure.  The design minimizes the visual mass and mitigates the 
differences in scale between the proposed house and surrounding structures.  

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

26. On May 17, 2017, the Planning Department received an application for a Steep 
Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP); the application was deemed complete on June 
5, 2017. 

27. The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet 
on June 28, 2017.  Legal notice was also published in the Park Record in 
accordance with requirements of the LMC on June 24, 2017. 

28. The property is located outside of the Soils Ordinance. 
29. The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein. 
30. The property is located in a FEMA Flood Zone A. 
 
Conclusions of Law 
1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code, 

specifically section 15-2.2-6(B).  
2. The Use is consistent with the Park City General Plan, as amended. 
3. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful 

planning. 
 
Conditions of Approval 
1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply. 
2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the 

issuance of any building permits.  The CMP shall include language regarding the 
method of protecting adjacent structures.  

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

4. No building permit for construction of the new addition shall be issued until the 243 
Daly Avenue Subdivision plat is recorded.  

5. This approval will expire on July 12, 2018, if a building permit has not been issued 
by the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this 
approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and is granted by 
the Planning Director.  
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6. Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans 
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on July 12, 2017, and the Final 
HDDR Design. 

7. All retaining walls within any of the setback areas shall not exceed more than six feet 
(6’) in height measured from final grade unless an exception is granted by the City 
Engineer per the LMC, Chapter 4. 

8. Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new construction on this 
lot.  

9. All exterior lighting, on porches, decks, garage doors, entryways, etc. shall be 
shielded to prevent glare onto adjacent property and public rights-of-way and shall 
be subdued in nature. Light trespass into the night sky is prohibited. Final lighting 
details will be reviewed by the Planning Staff prior to installation. 

10. Construction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled when      
possible.  

11. To the extent possible, existing Significant Vegetation shall be maintained on Site 
and protected during construction.  When approved by the Planning Department in 
writing to be removed, the Significant Vegetation shall be replaced with equivalent 
landscaping in type and size.  Multiple trees equivalent in caliper to the size of the 
removed Significant Vegetation may be considered instead of replacement in kind 
and size.   

12. All excavation work to construct the foundation of the new addition shall start on or 
after April 15th and be completed on or prior to October 15th.  The Planning Director 
may make a written determination to extend this period up to 30 additional days if, 
after consultation with the Historic Preservation Planner, Chief Building Official, and 
City Engineer, determines that it is necessary based upon the need to immediately 
stabilize an existing Historic property, or specific site conditions such as access, or 
lack thereof, exist, or in an effort to reduce impacts on adjacent properties. 

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

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A- Existing Conditions Survey  
Exhibit B- Plans (existing conditions, site plan, elevations, floor plans) 
Exhibit C- Visual Analysis/Streetscape 
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