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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
APRIL 17, 1997

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of Park City, Utah will

hold its regularly scheduled meeting at the Marsac Municipal Building, 445 Marsac Avenue, Park
City, Utah for the purposes and at the times as described below on Thursday, April 17, 1997.

AGENDA

Work Session - To be held in Work Session Room - Main Level

3:00 p.m. Council questions and comments
3:30 p.m. Flagstaff annexation
5:30 p.m. Review of regular meeting

Regular Meeting - To be held in Work Session Room - Main Level
6:00 p.m.

I ROLL CALL

II PUBLIC INPUT
III COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

IV  WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF MARCH 27, 1997
AND APRIL 3, 1997

V  PUBLIC HEARING

1. Ordinance approving a plat amendment that combines two parcels of land into one located
within Section 15, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Park City,
Utah (2900 Deer Valley Drive East)

2. Ordinance approving an amendment to Lot 2 of the Treasure Hill Subdivision plat known
as 220 King Road, Park City, Utah

VI CONSENT AGENDA
1. Ordinance approving a plat amendment that combines two parcels of land into one located

within Section 15, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Park City,
Utah (2900 Deer Valley Drive East)



VIII

Ordinance approving an ame

'ndment to Lot 2 of the Treasure Hill Subdivision plat knowa

as 220 King Road, Park City, Utah

Ordinance approving a final k
located within the south half ¢
and Meridian, Park City, Uta

Ordinance approving a final
Utah condominium project lo
Club Estates Subdivision, Pa

Resolution authorizing Parl
agreement with Park City Fir¢
of retrofitting a mobile vehic

RESIGNATIONS AND AF

Acceptance of resignation of
Planning Commission on the

UD Subdivision Plat for the Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase 1,
of Section 33, Township 1 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base
h

condominium plat for the Black Bear Lodge at Deer Valley, a
cated at 7447 Royal Street East, of Lot 22 amended Deer Valley
rk City, Utah

k City Municipal Corporation to enter into a cooperative
e Service District and Summit County to participate in the cost
le to provide emergency services

'POINTMENTS

Tom Calder when a final recommendation is rendered from the
Park City Ski Area Expansion Project and appointment to the

Planning Commission from that date for a term expiring February 2001 (Old Business)

NEW BUSINESS

Acceptance of 1997-98 pave
Asreements far asnhalt overl

ment management bids and authorization to staff to enter into
lavs. _nfilitv adinstments aod encineerino gpality. cantral and
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PARK CITY WORK SESSION NOTES
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
APRIL 17,1997

Present: Mayor Pro Tem Shauna Kerr; Council members Hugh Daniels, Roger Harlan, Chuck
Klingenstein, and Paul Sincock

Toby Ross, City Manager; Jodi Hoffman, City Attorney; Eric DeHaan, City
Engineer; Jerry Gibbs, Public Works Director; Nora Seltenrich, Special Projects
Manager; Hope Bleecker, Transportation Director, Meg Ryan, Planner

Hank Rothwell, United Park City Mines (UPCM); Elizabeth Josephson, planner for
UPCM,; Bob Wells, Deer Valley Resort/Royal Street Land Company; Terry Rookard,
Frederic Harris, Inc.; Fred Jones, Chairman of Planning Commission

Absent: Mayor Brad Olch

1. Council questions and comments. Paul Sincock discussed a letter from the Arts
Council regarding additional funding. Last year $8,500 was released to the International Music
Festival and the Arts Council felt that this amount should have come from the contingency fund as
opposed to its allocation as an umbrella organization for the arts. Mr. Klingenstein indicated that
he faxed Dell Fuller, Chairman, a copy of the Arts Council letter written a year ago regarding this
issue and never heard back from him. Paul Sincock stated that he relayed to the Executive Director
that he believed that funds in the contingency account were for requests other than arts or youth
requests. Ms. Kerr believed that last year’s letter from the Arts Council it is clear that they
understood that the $8,500 is from its allocation as the balance is discussed; Council agreed.

Mr. Sincock distributed a flow chart he designed regarding the processes for various
situations regarding unbuilt platted streets. Eric DeHaan explained that this doesn’t create a policy
or change the current process. Paul Sincock referred to a letter from Mark Oliver and Matthew
Linden regarding a map request. Mr. Gibbs explained that he did not have the map in his possession
as indicated, but a map will be available on Monday. He added that the individuals were provided
a Judge Tunnel Water Supply and Drinking Water Source Protection Plan. Mr. Sincock added that
he discussed the traffic calming island with the Fire Protection Service District who expressed
concerns about emergency response and not being able to use the left hand lane. Options, such as
using electronic equipment to control traffic signals or lowering the island so that a fire truck could
travel on it in an emergency situation were discussed. Mr. Sincock congratulated the Board of
Realtors on taking on the bumper sticker traffic calming project. Chuck Klingenstein suggested that
the City and KPCW participate in funding a sound system for the Flagstaff public hearing next
Thursday so that it could be broadcasted. Council supported the request. Mr. Klingenstein reported
that he met with staff and representatives from 7-11 and the Texaco station on Park Avenue who
have concerns about traffic calming because it’s working and it appears that there is a 15% reduction
in traffic. Mr. Klingenstein stated that he relayed that this is an experiment; these business owners
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will follow the process and requested signage to let people know that the library and City Park are
ahead. Toby Ross added that in advance of doing anything permanently there, the business owners
would be involved. The Sandridge parking lot was discussed and the City Manager explained that
the City is looking at a pedestrian cohnection which will be expensive and there will be alternatives
with regard to the design of this project. Chuck Klingenstein commented that Phase 1 of the General
Plan has been adopted and asked how the Land Management Code rewrite and Phase 2 were coming
along. Jodi Hoffman responded that the legal staff is ready to start in concept but now there is staff
time devoted to the HB363 deadline. Mr. Ross indicated that he understood that Council felt that
implementation of Phase 1 was a higher priority than Phase 2 of the General Plan and the
transportation and recreation components will be part of the respective studies being conducted and
integrated into Phase 2. In response to a question from Hugh Daniels, Mr. DeHaan discussed the
dismantling of the crane as part of the Town Lift Project. Myles Rademan added that Fred Moore
has contacted the City regarding the relocation of the Olympic Torch which is currently located in
a plaza on Main Street which will be developed. Mr. Moore has suggested that the Torch be moved
to the plaza in the Town Lift Project adjacent to the USOC store. Mr. Rademan supported the
suggestion as did Council. Ms. Kerr discussed a meeting with Burnis Watts on Tuesday, April 22.
She attended the interlocal agency meeting held yesterday where formulating a special event calendar
to better coordinate events in the County and the City was discussed. Another topic was the
possibility of the School District and City jointly employing drivers so there are more full-time bus
personnel, and training efforts could also be coordinated. Mr. Ross added that there may be some
rerouting so the City can provide some service to the schools in conjunction with our normal
operation. The City Manager referre¢d to another item involving submitting a joint Restaurant Tax
grant application for purchasing bledchers which could be shared by the City, Chamber/Bureau, and
ski areas. Ms. Kerr stated that the interlocal agency meetings are extremely helpful.

2. Flagstaff annexation. Liz Josephson, agent for UPCM, emphasized that in working
on this project over the past three years, she recognized that the goals were the same in many
respects as those of the City. Examples include to provide for the highest quality experience and
product available and improving on the Deer Valley reputation. Another goal is to meet the City’s
annexation policy by providing a|resort tourist bed base, tax base and expanded recreational
opportunities such as skiing, hiking and biking. The third is the project must be economically
feasible and market driven. She continued that the last goal is that it be environmentally sound.
There has been tremendous public and private/consultant input to date and they looked to the
existing adopted plans, ordinances jand direction in the form of the Deer Valley Master Plan, the

1985 Park City Comprehensive Pl
Declaration Policy, Affordable

Ordinance, and the community’s co
together with a resource based analy
decisions. The process has been driy
for community involvement, envirox
continued that after assembling the t

, the formulation of the new Comprehensive Plan, Annexation
ousing Committee recommendations, the Sensitive Lands
cerns regarding traffic, open space, trails, etc. These guidelines
ysis formed the framework on which they based their planning
ven by recognized planning standards and procedures which call
imental stewardship, and economic feasibility. Ms. Josephson
eam of biologists, wetland specialists, etc. the features and uses
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of the area were inventoried, analyzed and mapped. The overall ski area design to the rest of the
project is important. Deer Valley then hired its ski consultants to make sure that the product would
meet its standards. There was a great deal of energy exploring alternative alignments for the
Guardsman Road. In its current form, it exceeds slope, width and safety requirements and bisects
numerous ski trails and cuts off ski-to access to potential bed base areas. The resource based
analyses and community issues have provided for numerous changes in the plan for the past three
years and provided the basis for the plan today.

Ms. Josephson continued that they looked for logical methods for removal of day
skier parking and reduction of traffic on Marsac; protection of the environmental entities including
habitat, corridors, steep slopes, ridge lines, etc.; buffer of significant open space; provision of access
of miles of trails; limitation of utilities and roads to the top of the mountain; and provision for
construction staging on-site and mass transportation. She explained that the proposal consists of 100
single family lots in expanded Area D; 30 single family lots in A and B not below the 7,800 contour;
620 multi-family unit equivalents in A and B; and a day lodge with 75,000 square feet of support
commercial. Ms. Josephson referred to the 1985 Comprehensive Plan and Pod A, consisting of 96
acres and designating three to five units per acre, would produce a range of 288 to 480 units. Pod
B, consisting of 55 acres, would produce a range of 165 to 275 units. According to the 1985 Comp
Plan, the remaining property at forest estate, consisting of 1,400 acres at one unit per 40 acres, would
result in 35 units for a total range of 488 to 790 units. She added that the Comp Plan additionally
expected 500 day skiers’ cars up and down Marsac Avenue. The Comp Plan never addressed
Bonanza Flats, although it was adopted years after Brighton Estates, consisting for 440 platted lots,
was recorded. With the elimination of any potential density in over 1,500 acres of Bonanza Flats,
and UPCM’s commitment to its perpetual open space status, they felt that a density calculation of
750 units is appropriate for Flagstaff Mountain. Bonanza Flats is currently zoned RF-1 in Wasatch
County, the same zoning as Deer Crest. Wasatch County would yield approximately 180 units for
Bonanza Flats. Ms. Josephson felt the project fits within all criteria set forth by the City’s plans,
ordinance and guidelines.

Bob Wells of Deer Valley Resort, commented on the ski area expansion into Empire
Canyon. The present operation consists of 70 runs and bowl skiing areas covering about 450 acres
out of 1,500 gross acres. The components of skiing in-fill in Flagstaff includes three lifts and
through illustration of maps described the location and the development of six runs. This would add
capacity of about 600 skiers. Mr. Wells explained that Empire Canyon proposes five lifts, 34 ski
runs, and will add capacity of about 1,700 skiers and referred to the locations on the map and the
ratio of the skiing areas to the gross acreage. The total additional capacity combining the Flagstaff
in-fill and the expansion of Empire Canyon is about 2,300 skiers and it includes about 177 developed
acres of skiing out of about 600 acres or about a 30% ratio. This will allow Deer Valley Resort to
maintain about the same ratio of expert and intermediate skiing throughout the area and increases
the beginner terrain. The day lodge is proposed in the Daly Lift area and would be a 750 seat
capacity mountain restaurant compared to 1,000 at the Snow Park Lodge and 900 at Silver Lake.
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The original skier plan envisioned a
subsequently eliminated after recog

major day lodge and skier arrival plan at Northside, and it was
nizing the ski-in real estate potential.

Hank Rothwell, representing UPCM, commented that he also represents five other
property owners in Flagstaff. He emphasized that this is an opportunity for the City to control the
destiny of over 3,000 acres owned by six different land owners which is rare. The Planning
Commission has reviewed the application for over three years and in the past year, they have met
with the Commission, staff and the public on many occasions. Almost all dialog focused on the
growth-inducing nature of Flagstaff|affecting Bonanza Flats and Brighton Estates and the impacts
of year-round access of Guardsman Pass. Mr. Rothwell stated that he doesn’t feel as if Bonanza
Flats is a new component of Flagstaff and it has been there as part of the discussion all along. For
the past year, they have been steadfast in opposing the inclusion of Bonanza in the Flagstaff
negotiations. Their recent offer to consider Bonanza Flats as open space is in direct response to
being asked and told to leave Bonanza Flats open. He clarified that their application to Wasatch
County does not anticipate Bonanza Flats as forever open space. Annexations are negotiations by
definition. He continued that they have had numerous conversations with City representatives and
were told that the City wanted to protect the southern plane from Wasatch County development and
its inherent impacts. Without UPCM’s pursuing Bonanza’s development removes a significant
driving force from the inflation and postpones other Wasatch County development indefinitely. He
assumed that a Bonanza restriction was consistent with City direction expressed by open space

acquisitions and exactions in rece
Directors that this was a requiremg
Bonanza has long been viewed as o
of a public company with 3,000 s}
decisions. The controlled group of sl
was a significant part of their decis
demand or an ultimatum, but simpl;
open space. Mr. Rothwell added tha
Flagstaff in exchange for Bonanza ¢
Warden and the other five property ¢
wants to discuss traffic and construct;
welcome the opportunity, but if Cou
believe there will be successful reso

years. Mr. Rothwell stated that he convinced his Board of
ent to a Flagstaff resolution and this was not an easy “sell”.
ne of UPCM’s crowned jewels. He added that he is an officer
hareholders and the Board of Directors ultimately makes the
nareholders bought their interest in UPCM in 1985 and Bonanza
sion. He explained that his letter of April 2, 1997 was not a
y the company’s response to the City’s request for Bonanza as
t the letter is quite specific regarding the conditions placed on
pen space and the terms of the letter were negotiated by Mike
ywners involved with Flagstaff. He commented that if Council
ion mitigation, siting, housing or other related issues they would
ncil wants to change numbers, locations, land use mix, he didn’t
tion to this application. He explained that this is the constraint

he is working under as a salaried employee of UPCM. The traffic impacts to Park City have always
been an important part of these Flagstaff discussions and the proposal continues to include
significant off site mitigation efforts including improvements to the road to the Ontario Mine, a
signal at Marsac and Deer Valley Drive, improvements to lower Marsac, creation of a run-away truck
lane, and over 3/4 of a mile of uphill passing lane. The traffic has been significantly reduced by the
current proposal and the traffic studies that were required by the Planning Commission included
consideration of significant development of Bonanza Flats. The logical solution to mass transit
seems to be a rubber tired van and bus option. One of the things that makes Deer Valley a unique
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experience is the level of service and it is their intention on expanding on the services through a
master home owners association, concierge level of property management, including van service and
airport pick-up. Before the inclusion of Bonanza Flats, this project was over 80% open space and
designed at one-half of the densities of existing Deer Valley. One of the goals is a less dense
experience and the proposal is meeting that goal. A restriction of Bonanza doubles that amount of
open space, while removing a path of traffic that has been studied previously. Mr. Rothwell
expressed that in previous annexations and large projects, the City Council and Planning
Commission held joint work sessions early in the process, but regrettably there was no opportunity
for this project and as a result they spent three years working with staff and the Planning
Commission negotiating the details of this application. Now, there is little left to negotiate with the
City Council and it is faced with this important decision with little opportunity to be involved on
a first hand basis. Mr. Sincock asked what he meant by that statement. Mr. Rothwell responded that
they are open to talk about traffic mitigation, construction mitigation, siting of essential housing, and
other related issues, but if the numbers are to be changed, locations, land use mix, then he didn’t
believe there will be a successful resolution. Ms. Kerr asked if the traffic or construction mitigation
discussions can involve changing numbers or locations. Mr. Rothwell answered that if mitigation
changes the ultimate size of the project and numbers, he hasn’t been given the flexibility for
negotiation with the City Council. He added that he regrets that it has come to this point, but the
process if flawed. In response to a question from Roger Harlan regarding tangible benefits, Mr.
Rothwell pointed out the benefit of negotiating 3,000 acres in one application and this is a situation
Council would love to have in Quinn’s Junction today. Also, there is 80% open space which is 20%
larger than that required of other projects and over 300 acres are in an undisturbed category in
Flagstaff which doesn’t include Bonanza Flats. He continued that there is a significant bed base and
tax base. Paul Sincock pointed out that density is based on return on investment. Mr. Rothwell
responded that this is not altogether true and there are other considerations.

Eric DeHaan distributed a comprehensive traffic study, which attempts to identify the
impacts to Park City as a whole and three intersections were studied. These include Marsac Avenue
and Deer Valley Drive, Deer Valley Drive and Bonanza, and Deer Valley Drive, Park Avenue and
Empire Avenue. The background traffic is important as Flagstaff can not be studied in a vacuum.
Projects in Prospector and Park Meadows have a remote effect on the Mine Road but feed into the
other intersections, while Deer Valley projects feed directly onto Deer Valley Drive and Marsac
Avenue. He agreed with Mr. Rothwell that all of the traffic studies included a Bonanza Flats
component in an effort to give some credence to the fact that SR224 is currently a state highway and
could potentially provide year-round access. The figures also include the Mine Adventure traffic.
When all of the background projects are built out, there will be a need for the signal discussed at
Marsac and Deer Valley Drive, regardless of Flagstaff. He emphasized that the signal has not been
warranted by UDOT and UDOT has identified that SR224 above Deer Valley Drive as a state
highways that it would like to give to Park City, Summit County or a County special maintenance
district, should one be formed. Mr. DeHaan pointed out that the bids will be opened for the
" signalization at Bonanza Drive and Deer Valley Drive and the widening of the intersection at Kearns
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Blvd. and Bonanza to better align th
intersection of Park Avenue and Dee}

at intersection. In May, UDOT will be awarding bids for the
r Valley Drive. Mr. DeHaan added that the widening of Hillside
Avenue will appear on the capital improvements list this year and there will be a truck escape lane
on Marsac Avenue. The uphill passing lane will be 3/4 of a mile through the canyon section of the
Mine Road and there will be drainage improvements. The Planning Commission recommended a
one-way uphill on the Guardsman connection road, linking the Mine Adventure area with the Stein’s
area, although the City Engineer warned there isn’t an actual loop typical of one-ways, and the
affected neighborhoods should ultimately be involved. Mr. Sincock suggested that the connection
road be gated and limited to snow plowing and emergency vehicles. Mr. DeHaan responded that that
hasn’t been studied or discussed with the neighborhoods. He explained using excavated soil for the
ski runs to mitigate truck traffic. He felt that the housing mix will be important with regard to
generated car trips whether it is developed in Park City or Summit and Wasatch Counties. Roger
Harlan asked if there are numbers on the reduction of cars because of van services in Deer Valley
and Mr. DeHaan stated that there are no hard figures. Liz Josephson added their traffic counts don’t

include Bonanza or any mass transit

seasons were discussed as well as th
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Mr. Rookard pointed out that with the more advanced systems,
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a bus system is still required to transport people in more remote locations to use them. Potential
revenue widely varies and some costs could be hidden in lift tickets. Subsidies range from $700,000
on the rubber tire system to about $2.2 million on the gondola. All the modes require a transfer one
way or another in terms of passenger convenience, except the bus system. The portion of project
served is roughly 75% on the funicular and the people mover, the gondola only 41%, and rubber tire
is 100% of the market. In terms of travel time from Old Town to Pod B, the gondola and bus are
relatively fast and the funicular and people-mover would be relatively slow. It is believed that the
gondola and bus system would get more cars off of the road. With regard to aesthetic considerations,
more structure is required with more advanced systems. In terms of noise, the automated systems
are quiet and the buses are loud and in terms of wildlife, funicular and people-movers would have
a higher impact. In terms of air quality, any mass transportation will be an improvement because it
reduces trips on the street. Mr. Rookard admitted that this is not a very scientific analysis or
definitive and it would be helpful to establish goals and objectives and then formulate a system that
meets transportation needs. This may mean a more intermodal approach. Paul Sincock expressed
his appreciation of Mr. Rookard and Ms. Bleecker studying this matter. He discussed the success
of the gondola system in Telluride which was installed and primarily paid for by the Mountain
Village Resort developer. Recognizing that a bus system would likely be part of the solution, he
suggested that the Telluride system be further explored.

Nora Seltenrich stated that UPCM controls about 1,500 acres in the area and the
Bonanza Flats proposal was generated by the staff and the Planning Commission, although it was
always a topic of concern in discussions. She explained that it really wasn’t an idea thrown on the
table at the last minute. Bonanza Flats is in Wasatch County and there is an application on file for
about 250 units. There is a real concern about the extension of infrastructure, including water, sewer,
and utilities into the Bonanza Flats area as it facilitates other property owners to access these
facilities. There is also concern about improvements to SR224 and having control over Bonanza at
this time affords the City more control over the ultimate status of SR224. Ms. Seltenrich also
discussed the benefits of controlling increased recreational access to public lands. The Planning
Commission strongly felt that if Bonanza were to be part of the annexation, that the City needs to
formulate an open space management plan and determine appropriate uses. Ms. Seltenrich reiterated
her points for consideration of Bonanza Flats as part of the annexation negotiations. From a
planning standpoint, she felt that this is a unique opportunity to better control Park City’s future. In
response to a question from Paul Sincock regarding ownership and property taxes, Ms. Seltenrich
explained that the property could be held by a conservation easement or some other mechanism. Mr.
Ross clarified that property tax loss may be a concern of Wasatch County and there could be some
kind of mitigation effort. Hank Rothwell felt the property would be deed restricted; UPCM would
retain ownership of the property and would pay property taxes to Wasatch County.

Fred Jones, Chairman of the Planning Commission, agreed Bonanza Flats became
a topic of discussion throughout the review of Flagstaff. The Planning Commission was very
concerned about the reliance on Park City services even through Bonanza is located in Wasatch
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
APRIL 17,1997

I ROLL CALL

Mayor Pro Tem Shauna Kerr called the regular meeting of the City Council to order
at approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, April 17, 1997. Members
in attendance were Hugh Daniels, Roger Harlan, Shauna Kerr, Chuck Klingenstein, and Paul
Sincock. Mayor Brad Olch was excused. Staff present were Toby Ross, City Manager; Meg Ryan,
Planner; and Jodi Hoffman, City Attorney.

II PUBLIC INPUT

The Mayor Pro Tem invited the public to comment on any matter of City business
not on the agenda.

Flagstaff annexation - Rich Wyman, resident, stated that he is has been involved for
two years and is one of the initial organizers of the Citizens Allied for Responsible Growth (CARG).
He will not be in Park City next week for the public hearing, which is disappointing for him. He
invited questions from Council regarding opinions of citizens and he is meeting with the City
Manager tomorrow. He emphasized that there will be many people out-of-town next week which
is unfortunate. Mr. Wyman requested 15 minutes at the beginning of the meeting next week to give
a presentation and then they will not speak as a group throughout the rest of the meeting. He stated
that the group has been speaking extensively with Summit County and they have been told that the
County will not be giving UPCM anything more than Park City would, and maybe even less, based
on its General Plan. Mr. Wyman added that they are confident in the County supporting the City.
He urged the Council to review the Planning Commission minutes reflecting that the community
does not want this annexation and this is not where the community wants to see growth. The petition
is even larger in numbers. He explained that the pods should be concentric circles and people don’t
want to see development on Prospect Ridge. The public wants to know that City Hall listens and
that public hearings are not a waste of everyone’s time. In response to a question from Paul Sincock
about the ski runs, Mr. Wyman felt the public is supportive of the skiing but not the development.
He added that Park City would still benefit from sales tax of visitors. Mr. Harlan asked how people
feel about Bonanza Flats. Mr. Wyman responded that he personally feels, as many do, that getting
control of Bonanza is good, but it does not take away all of the negatives of Flagstaff. Bonanza may
not be worth the trade-offs of the Flagstaff impacts. Chuck Klingenstein pointed out that the General
Plan has not been adopted by the County Commissioners. The public hearing was held on Monday
in the Marsac Building and no one in attendance supported it; it “was ripped to shreds” by
developers and property owners. Mr. Klingenstein commented that the County will take a look at
the fact that the 1985 Comprehensive Plan anticipated development there and he will use the Comp
Plan. He added that pods do not always look like concentric circles, given geographic limitations.
Rich Wyman again urged the Council to listen to the public.
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Dana Williams, resid|

He referred to CARG’s presentation
the annexation were argued, whic
Director’s meeting, the tailings issue
in the neighborhood and yet in twg
Council to consider the same crite
Ordinance. Mr. Williams support
differently about this, but he would
Council received from UPCM would
there is reference to a golf course wh
be held in a conservation easement b
the majority of the community is ag

With no further com|
III COMMUNICATIONS FR

Eric DeHaan reporte

ent, stated that he will also not be in town for the public hearing.
to the Planning Commission where the net tangible benefits of
h is on the record. At the last Prospector Square Board of
was brought up and the strict City requirements for landscaping
> years, there has not been a soil test made public. He urged
ria for Flagstaff outlined in the Prospector Soil Maintenance
ed the Bonanza Flats proposal, and members of CARG felt
love to see this area protected. He believed that the letter that
| not protect it. The developers are not offering it to the City and
ich would require utilities. He urged Council that the property
y Utah Open Lands or a similar entity. Mr. Williams believed
ainst the annexation.

ments, the public input session was closed.

\OM COUNCIL AND STAFF

on the SBSID project proceeding in front of Albertson’s which

will be moving south toward City Park. He discussed the work in the Town Lift area between Main
Street and Park Avenue which will provide a downloading area for skiers. Although it will eliminate
eight on-street parking spaces, there will be summertime landscaping in the area. There will be a

sidewalk installed at the Caledoni

IV WORK SESSION NOTES
AND APRIL 3, 1997

Roger Harlan correc
Daniels requested that language on |

Project.

AND MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF MARCH 27, 1997

ted language on Page 4 of the minutes of April 3,1997. Mr.
Page 2 of the work session notes of March 27, 1997 be stricken.

Hugh Daniels, “I move to appr: WO ion not i t

7 and April 3. 1997, as correct

A% PUBLIC HEARING
1. Ordi vi
located within Section 15, T i

Utah (2900 Deer Valley Drive East

request to combine two parcels;
comments from the Council or the

d”. Roger Harlan seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

1 ent ombines two e land i

R 4 Meridian, P i

) - See staff report. Planner Meg Ryan explained that this is a
ere will also be a condominium plat. With no questions or

ublic, the public hearing was closed.

a

I

I
. Utah - See staff report. Planner Meg Ryan explained that this



Page 3
City Council Meeting
April 17, 1997

is a request to shift the platted building pad. The Planning Commission has forwarded a positive
recommendation to the Council. Ms. Ryan noted that there was public interest at the Planning
Commission stage, but there has not been subsequent public comment. With no questions or
comments from the Council or the public, the public hearing was closed.

VI CONSENT AGENDA

Hugh Daniels, “I move that we remove Item 3 and move it to No. 2 under New
Business”. Paul Sincock seconded. Motion unanimously carried. Chuck Klingenstein, “I move
approval of the Consent Agenda, noting that Item No. 3 has been pulled and correcting the resolution
under Item 5". Paul Sincock seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

1. Ord'n appr vm | t that ¢ ines two fl

[J gh (29QQDeer Valley Drive Egstl - See staff report and pubhc hearmg

2. Ordinance approving an amendment to Lot 2 of the Treasure Hill Subdivision plat
known as 220 King Road, Park City, Utah - See staff report and public hearing.

3. rdi rovi PUD division Plat for t ve g M
Phase 1. located within the south half ction 33, Township 1 South, R. 4 East

Base and Meridian, Park City, Utah - See New Business.

4. rdinanc rovi fi omini lat for Bl Be
Valle tah_condominium project located at 7447 Roval Street of Lot
lub Estates ivision, P 1 - See staff report.
5. Resolutio thorizing Park City Municipal ration t into a ativ
eement with Park City Fire Service District and Summit County t icipate i c f

retrofitting a mobile vehicle to provide emergency services - See staff report.

VII RESIGNATIONS AND APPOINTMENTS

Acceptance of resignation of Tom Calder when a ﬁn 1 rec ionisr red
the Planning Commission k Ski Area Ex roject
Planning Commission from that date fora term expiring ngrum 2001 (Old Business) - Ms. Kerr

felt that the term will probably begin in a June-July time frame and the appointed person will attend
meetings and participate in the discussions in the interim. Hugh Daniels, “I move that we accept the
resignation of Tom Calder when a final rec endation is rendered fr lanni issi
the Park City Ski xpansion Project and send him our for his service”. Shauna Kerr
seconded. Motion carried unanimously. Hugh Daniels noted that all of the candidates interviewed
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were exceptional and it was difficu

encouraged those not appointed to
Daniels, “I move that we appoint Ji
001, taking the seat when To

It for the Council to make a decision on the appointment. He
continue their interest in future openings on boards. Hugh
as a Planning Commi 0 a date expiring February
resignation is effective”. Chuck Klingenstein seconded

b

and added that he applied three times before being appointed to the Planning Commission and
encouraged the applicants to reapply. Shauna Kerr added that all of the candidates were capable.
Paul Sincock indicated that he was not in attendance when the interviews were conducted but will

support the Council’s judgment. Motion carried unanimo
VIII NEW BUSINESS
1. Acceptance of 1997-¢

into agreements for asphalt overlays,

See staff report. Roger Harlan, “I mq

were presented to us both in our pag
into the appropriate agreements”. B

2. Ordinance a vi
Phase 1. located within the sou

Base and Meridian, Park Ci

that the current conditions in the or¢
conflict with the conditions will be r¢
settlement agreement. Jeff Graham
included a condition that the City w

the notation regarding the access ¢
tonight. There was again discussion
with prior approvals. If appropria
approval of the Engineer and City
condition was part of the prelimin

pve that we accept the 1997-98 pavement management bids that
I J i d ize the staff't

aul Sincock seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

final PUD ivision Plat for the a i
f Section 3 ip 1 4 Salt L,

- See staff report and work session notes. Meg Ryan indicated
linance are recommended by staff and any notes on the plat in
*moved from the plat. Staff will also review the Kearns-Tribune
, agent for the applicant, stated that the settlement agreement
ould plow private roads in this case, but he wasn’t clear about
zasement. He encouraged Council to approve the ordinance
about conflicting conditions on the plat that may be inconsistent
te, they will be removed from the plat prior to signature and
Attorney. Mark Harrington explained that the snow removal

ary plat approval and was subsequently dropped; if the snow

removal condition is in the settlement agreement it is a binding requirement. In response to a

question from Roger Harlan regardi
can not think of another situation w

ing the City plowing a private road, Mr. DeHaan stated that he
here the City agreed to plow a private road, but recalled some

discussion of this in the review of the Kearns-Tribune MPD, and was surprised to see it appear on

the plat. Shauna Kerr, “I move appr

for the Cove at Eagle Mountain wit
to a review of the plat and the cond;i
recordation to verify the issue wi

(Family) Parcel”. Paul Sincock sec

IX ADJOURNMENT

v rdi e P ivisi 1
the itions afted in t ci t toda ject
ions with the City Attorney and the City Engineer prior to plat
r {0 Snow remov t asement to the West
onded. Motion carried unanimously.
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With no further business, the meeting of the City Council was adjourned.
MEMORANDUM OF CLOSED SESSION

The City Council met in closed session at approximately 3 p.m. Members in
attendance were Hugh Daniels, Roger Harlan, Shauna Kerr, Chuck Klingenstein, and Paul Sincock.

Mayor Brad Olch was excused. Chuck Klingenstein, “I move to close the meeting to discuss a
personnel matter”. Hugh Daniels seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

The meeting opened at approximately 3:20 p.m.

STATE OF UTAH )
SS.
COUNTY OF SUMMIT )

CERTIFICATE OF CLOSED SESSION
CITY COUNCIL OF PARK CITY, UTAH

As presiding officer of the City Council of Park City, Utah, I hereby certify that the
closed session meeting held by the City Council on April 17, 1997, was held pursuant Section 52-4-
5(1)(a)(D) to discuss the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an
individual.

DATED this %, day of May, 1997.

ayor em Shaunha Kerr

Subscribed and sworn before me this {» day of May, 1997.

r <
Lyt Ty eatts
Jget M. Scott, Notary Public

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

r T -Sratt:

Jaiet M. Scott, City Recorder

Prepared by Janet M. Scott




[ PARK CITY

CITY COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

DATE: April 17, 1997 Meeting

DEPARTMENT: Planning Department

AUTHOR: Ted Knowlton

TITLE: The Lodge at Deer Valley - Lot Combination
TYPE OF ITEM: Public hearing and Bossible action
SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:

Consider staff’s and Planning Commission’s recommendation to adopt an ordinance that creates one
development lot from two parcels at 2900 Deer Valley Drive East.

PROJECT STATISTICS:
Project: The Lodge at Deer Valley
Applicant: March Development Corporation
Location: 2900 Deer Valley Drive East
Proposal: Lot Combination to create one parcel from two.
Zoning: Residential Development with an Approved Master Plan
(RD-MPD)
Adjacent Uses: Multi-Family
Date of Application: December 11, 1996

B. Background.
The Lodge at Deer Valley is a 125 unit multi-family residential development located between the Wildflower

Condos and the Courchevel Condos on Deer Valley Drive East. The current application is to combine two
parcels under the same ownership into one development lot. The March Development Corporation is applying
for this lot combination to fulfill the following condition of approval from the original Lodge at Deer Valley
Conditional Use Permit of April 10, 1996:

. MACDD\TMK\99\CC\2900DVDE.PLT
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® Condition #1: Once construction has ¢
until the two lots currently used to forn
lot combination or a condominium ple

four months after issuance of the full

This condition of approval was attach

conceptually designed for a single develg
Deer Valley structures would straddle a lg
Building Code. A full building permit h:

C.  Analysis

The proposed amendment would create 2
following issues were conditioned to be :

Condition #2 - Open Space: All open sp
plans dated April 1, 1996 and all wetlan
shall be recorded as such during the plat
on the site plan between the northernmos
unbuildable at the time the platting for t}

Compliance: The applicant has address
combination plat.

Condition #7 - Trails: The developer s}
concrete trail with a minimum 10’ separd
the south property line to the applicant’s
the project. A four-foot back country tra
platting for this project.
Compliance: The applicant and Staff an
easements. The preliminary locations of|
minor changes will occur to the layout of
all trail issues to be finalized prior to pla
satisfactory to the City Engineer and City

D.  Department Review.
The Community Development Departme
application. Their concerns have been at
will review and approve the content and

E. Planni ion
On March 26, 1997 the Planning Commj
Commission voted unanimously to forw
of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditj

ommenced on one lot, no construction shall commence on the other
n the overall development parcel are combined by plat amendment/
it. Notwithstanding, the lot combination shall occur no later than
building permit for the project.

ed to the Conditional Use Permit because the development was
pment parcel. Without a lot combination the completed Lodge at
t line and would therefore not be in compliance with The Uniform
1s not been issued at this time.

development parcel of approximately 12.63 acres. The
iddressed by the earlier Conditional Use Permit approval:

ace areas, identified as above 30% slope on the approved site

ds, after mitigation, shall be identified as Open Space (OS) and
ting stage. The approximately 140" landscape buffer, as depicted
it property line and Building A shall be designated and platted as
ie project occurs.

ed this condition and all open space areas are reflected on the lot

wall dedicate a 10-foot easement and construct an eight-foot
ition from the street, constructed along Deer Valley Drive from
property line along Queen Esther Drive, with the first phase of
il easement will be designed and negotiated at the time of

e currently negotiating the final locations of the trails and

the trail easements are delineated on the plat (Exhibit A). Only

F the trails. A condition of approval shall be attached that requires
[ recordation. A financial security in the amount and form
Attorney is also attached as a condition.

nt, City Engineer and City Attorney’s Office have reviewed this
ddressed by the applicant. The City Engineer and City Attorney
form of the final plat prior to plat recordation.

ssion held a public hearing on this application. The Planning
ard a positive recommendation to the City Council with the Findings
ons of Approval outlined in this staff report.

-
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tPBI T:

The property was posted and all property owners within 300 feet of the parcels in question were noticed
on March 4, 1997. The Queen Esther Homeowners Association was concerned that all requirements of
and conditions of The Lodge at Deer Valley CUP, April 10, 1996, were being met. Their concerns have
been addressed.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of the proposed lot combination to combine two (2) lots into one (1) at 2900
Deer Valley Drive East. The Planning Commission should consider public input prior to approving,
approving with modifications, or denying the proposal. Both the staff’s recommendation and the Planning
Commission recommendation are based on the following findings and conditions:

Findin
1. The proposal will combine two parcels into one parcel of 12.63 acres.

2. The Lodge at Deer Valley Conditional Use Permit for a 125 unit multi-family was approved by the
Planning Commission April 10, 1996.

3. The proposal complies with conditions of approval from the Lodge at Deer Valley Conditional Use
Permit application, specifically conditions 1,2 and 7.

kv 4. Any impacts resulting from this amendment will be mitigated through final building permit review
process.

5. On March 26, 1997, the Planning Commission voted to forward a positive recommendation to City
Council to approve the Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I Final Plat with the conditions stated in this staff
report.

1. There is good cause for the plat amendment as it complies with State law by enabling a single unifie
development to be built on a single unified parcel.

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

nditions of Approval:
1. City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the plat for compliance with Land Management
Code, Utah State Code and these Final Conditions of Approval is a condition precedent to plat recordation.
2. All open space areas, identified as above 30% slope on the approved site plans dated April 1, 1996 and all

wetlands, after mitigation, shall be identified as Open Space (OS) and shall be recorded as such on the plat.
The approximately 140’ landscape buffer, between the northernmost property line and Building A, shall also

i, A\CDD\TMK\1997\CC\2900DVDE.PLT




be designated on the plat as open space and non-buildable.

3. A ten-foot public trail easement shall be
have a minimum 10’ separation from the s
Drive from the south property line to the
public back country trail easement will be

delineated on the plat prior to plat recordation. The easement shall
treet and shall be constructed by the applicant along Deer Valley
applicant’s property line along Queen Esther Drive. A four-foot
delineated on the plat prior to recordation.

4. A financial security in the amount and form satisfactory to the City Engineer and City Attorney is a

condition precedent to plat recordation.

5. All conditions of approval of the Lodge at Deer Valley CUP of April 10, 1996 shall remain in full force

and effect.

6. The applicant will record the final plat with the County within one year from the date of City Council
approval. If recordation has not occurred within this one year time frame, this approval and the plat will be

void.

Exhibits
Vicinity Map
Exhibit A - Proposed plat

MACDDATMKM 99NCC\2900DVDE.PLT
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Ordinance No. 97-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A PLAT AMENDMENT
THAT COMBINES TWO PARCELS OF LAND INTO ONE
LOCATED WITHIN SECTION 15,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST,

SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,

PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located within Section 15, Township 2 South,
Range 4 East, Park City, Utah and known as the Lodge at Deer Valley, has petitioned the City
Council for approval of Plat Amendment; and

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

WHEREAS, on March 26, 1997, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to
receive public input on the proposed plat and forwarded a positive recommendation of approval to
the City Council; and

WHEREAS, on April 17, 1997 the City Council reviewed the proposed plat; and

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

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

as follows:
SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.
1. The plat will combine two parcels into one parcel of 12.63 acres.
2. The Lodge at Deer Valley Conditional Use Permit for a 125 unit multi-family was approved

by the Planning Commission April 10, 1996.

3. The proposal complies with conditions of approval from the Lodge at Deer Valley
Conditional Use Permit application, specifically conditions 1,2 and 7.

lof3
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review process.

On March 26, 1997, the Plann
to City Council to approve the
stated in this staff report.

SECTION 2. CONC

There is good cause for the plz
unified development to be bu

Neither the public nor any pe

SECTION 3. PLAT
shown on Exhibit A, with the follow]

l. City Attorney and City Engin
Management Code, Utah State Code 3
to plat recordation.

2. All open space areas, identifig
1, 1996 and all wetlands, after miti
recorded as such on the plat. The ap
property line and Building A, shall al

3. A ten-foot public trail easemen
easement shall have a minimum 10
applicant along Deer Valley Drive frg
Queen Esther Drive. A four-foot pu
prior to recordation.

4. A financial security in the ¢
Attorney is a condition precedent to

5. All conditions of approval of
in full force and effect.

6. The applicant will record the |
Council approval. If recordation has
the plat will be void.

Any impacts resulting from this amendment will be mitigated through final building permit

iing Commission voted to forward a positive recommendation
Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I Final Plat with the conditions

LUSIONS OF LAW.

it amendment as it complies with State law by enabling a single
ilt on a single unified parcel.

rson will be materially injured by the proposed plat revision.

' APPROVAL. The subdivision plat is hereby approved as
ing conditions:

cer review and approval of the plat for compliance with Land
ind these Final Conditions of Approval is a condition precedent

ed as above 30% slope on the approved site plans dated April
gation, shall be identified as Open Space (OS) and shall be
proximately 140' landscape buffer, between the northernmost
50 be designated on the plat as open space and non-buildable.

t shall be delineated on the plat prior to plat recordation. The
' separation from the street and shall be constructed by the
m the south property line to the applicant’s property line along
blic back country trail easement will be delineated on the plat

amount and form satisfactory to the City Engineer and City
plat recordation.

he Lodge at Deer Valley CUP of April 10, 1996 shall remain

final plat with the County within one year from the date of City
not occurred within this one year time frame, this approval and

20f3
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, ECTION 4. DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 17th day of April, 1997.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Bradley A. Olch

Attest:

Janet M. Scott, City Recorder

Approved as to form:

\,, Mark D. Harrington, Assistant City Attorney

M:CDDATMK\1997\CC\2900DVDE.ORD
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1884

DATE: April 10, 1997

DEPARTMENT: Planning Department

AUTHOR: Megan B. Ryan

TITLE: 220 King Road - Lot 2, Treasure Hill Subdivision, Request
for a plat amendment

TYPE OF ITEM: Legislative

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:
Consider recommendations to approve an amendment to the platted building pad of
Lot 2 of the Treasure Hill Subdivision Plat.

DESCRIPTION:
A. Topic.
Applicant: Bill Mammen for Robert Sfire
Location: 220 King Road - Lot 2, Treasure Hill Subdivision
Zoning: Historic Residential, (HR-1)
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential, Open Space
Date of Application: May 21, 1996

B. BACKGROUND/PROJECT INFORMATION

The Planning Commission reviewed this project at three public hearings over the course of
the last year. The Planning Commission was asked to look at three separate requests:

1. a Small Scale Master Planned Development in accordance with the Treasure Hill
Subdivision Plat;

2. a Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Apartment; and

3. an amendment to the building pad, Lot 2, Treasure Hill Subdivision Plat

m:cdd/cdd/mr/pc97/220krd97
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The Planning Commission app
12,1997. The Commission forw
item #3. The project has also
approvals on March 17, 1997.

The request before the Council |
is requesting to shift the platted
east in order to place the hous
request requires that the pad d
Exhibit E for plat.

C. ANALYSIS
Staff has examined the topograj
shift in the platted pad does not ¢
platted area. The lot is steep, pre
without the plat amendment. T}
building that minimizes the neeqg
as retention.

The driveway length will not be
designed to share access betweern
financial security will be provide
to occur for utility connections
architect prior to building permi
security.

D. DEPARTMENT REVIEW
The Community Development I
request for compliance with the
State law.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS:
Under any use scenario, the proj
terrain.

roved the first two requests at their meeting of March
arded a positive recommendation to the City Council on
veen to the Historic District Commission for review and

s an amendment to the building pad for Lot 2. The owner
pad by approximately 'S feet to the west and 8 feet to the
2 in an L shaped configuration off the driveway. Such a
escribed on the recorded plat to be changed. Please see

phical survey provided and believes that the request for a
listurb areas that are significantly worse then the originally
carious to build on and will be visually significant with or
he building design that results from this shift provides a
| for multiple retaining walls as the structure itself will act

affected by this pad change. The driveway is platted and
t Lot 1 and Lot 2. The cut will be significant and visible. A
d to ensure the revegatation of the site. Any cuts that need

will be specifically identified by the City’s Landscape
[ issuance and guaranteed for revegatation with a financial

r

Separtment and City Attorney’s office have reviewed this
e Land Management Code, Uniform Building Code and

ect will result in a structure that significantly impacts the

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT | TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION: If the

Council cannot find in favor of

the requested building pad shift then the applicant will be

permitted to construct one single family house with a footprint of no more than 3,500

square feet within the confines o

E. PUBLIC INPUT:

f the existing building pad.

This project was noticed to property owners within 300" of the property and within the
affected subdivision plat on July 31, 1996, November 19, 1996 and on February 25, 1997.
Substantial input has been receiyed at all the prior hearings. Most of the issues focused on
the proposed design, compliance with the Platted conditions of approval, the use, and the

9
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impacts of construction. The Planning Commission concluded at their last meeting that the
project as conditioned could be approved and that the majority of the community’s
concerns had been adequately addressed.

F. ALTERNATIVES:

A. Consider adopting the staff’s findings, conclusions and conditions and ordinance to
amend the platted Lot 2 of the Sweeney Treasure Hill Subdivision plat.

B. Deny the requested applications and direct the staff to prepare appropriate findings.

G. RECOMMENDATION:
The following Findings, Conclusions and. Conditions and Ordinance (attached) are
provided below if a positive recommendation is supported.

Findings:

Plat Amendment:

1. The proposed amendment will shift the building pad by approximately 5' to the west.

2. The proposed amendment will not significantly increase the visual location of the single
family structure.

3. The proposed amendment will not significantly increase the impact to existing vegetation.

Conclusions of Law:

1. There is good cause for the amendment because no increase in visual impacts will occur
through the building pad shift.

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

Conditions of Approval: Plat Amendment:

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer’s approval of the plat amendment for compliance with
State law, the L.and Management Code and these conditions.of approval is a condition
precedent to plat recordation.

2. The amended plat must be recorded prior to building permit issuance and must be recorded
within one year of this approval or this approval is considered null and void.

3. The plat shall note that all conditions of approval, notes and restrictions of the Treasure Hill
Subdivision are in full force and effect.

EXHIBITS

Ordinance

Location Map

Exhibit A- Existing and Proposed Plat

Exhibit B - Final staff report from 3/13/97 Planning Commission meeting
Exhibit C - Site plan and Elevations

Exhibit D - Minutes from Planning Commission meetings
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ORDINANCE NO. 97-_

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO LOT 2 OF THE TREASURE
HILL SUBDIVISION PLAT KNOWN AS 220 KING ROAD, PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owners 0

f the property known as 220 King Road petitioned the City

Council for approval of a amendment to the final plat; and

WHEREAS, proper notice

was sent and the Planning Commission held a public hearing

to receive input on the proposed amendment on March 12, 1997 ; and

WHEREAS, it is in the bes|

WHEREAS, there is good
development parameters for site;

t interest of Park City to approve the amendment, and

~ause for the revision as the reconfiguration does not affect the
nd

WHEREAS, neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed

plat revision.

NOW, THEREFORE BE [T ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Park City,

Utah, as follows:

SECTION 1. The amendment to the Treasure Hill Subdivision plat, Lot 2 is approved as shown

on the attached Exhibit A with the

Findings:
Plat Amendment:

following findings, conclusions and conditions:

1. The proposed amendment will shift the building pad by approximately 5' to the west.

2. The proposed amendment wi
family structure.
3. The proposed amendment will

Conclusions of Law:

1 not significantly increase the visual location of the single

not significantly increase the impact to existing vegetation.

1. There is good cause for the amendment because no increase in visual impacts will occur

through the building pad shift,

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

Conditions of Approval: Plat Amendment:
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer's approval of the plat amendment for compliance with
State law, the Land Management Code and these conditions of approval is a condition

precedent to plat recordation.

2. The amended plat must be recorded prior to building permit issuance and must be recorded

within one year of this approy

al or this approval is considered null and void.

The plat shall note that all conditions of approval, notes and restrictions of the Treasure
Hill Subdivision are in full fofce and effect.
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&, SECTION 2. This ordinance shall take effect upon publication.

DATED this the 17 day of April, 1997.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Bradley A. Oich, Mayor

ATTEST:

Jan Scott, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, Assistant City Attorney
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Exhibit A - Existing and Proposed Plat
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Exhibit B - Final staff report from 3/13/97 Planning Commission meeting

e N
PA\RK CITY

=/

REVISED PER 3/12/97 PLANNING COMMISSION MTG. ACTION

DATE: March 13, 1997

DEPARTMENT: Planning Department

AUTHOR: Megan B. Ryan

TITLE: 220 King Road - Lot 2, Treasure Hill Subdivision
TYPE OF ITEM:

Request for:

L. A Small Scale Master Planned Development in accordance with the
Treasure Hill Subdivision Plat

3. A Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Apartment and;

3. An amendment to the building pad, Lot 2, Treasure Hill Subdivision Plat

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:

Conduct a public hearing and consider recommendations to approve oOr forward a positive
recommendation the City Council on the following items:

1. A Small Scale Master Planned Development in accordance with the Treasure

Hill Subdivision Plat

2. A Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Apartment and;

3. A positive recommendation to the City Council for an amendment to the building pad,
Lot 2, Treasure Hill Subdivision Plat.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic.
Applicant: Bill Mammen for Robert Sfire
Location: 220 King Road - Lot 2, Treasure Hill Subdivision
Zoning: Historic Residential, (HR-1)
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential, Open Space

m:cdd/cdd/mr/pc97/220krd97



Date of Application: May 21, 1996

BACKGROUND/PROJECT ]
The Planning Commission is be
property:
1. approval for a Small Scal
Treasure Hill Subdivision Plat;

[INFORMATION
ing asked to consider the following three requests for this

¢ Master Planned Development in accordance with the

2. a Conditional Use Permit for

3. an amendment to the building

The Planning Commission has

December 4, 1996. Minutes ar

project in order to address pub
has also been to the Historic Di
27, 1997.

The Historic Commission cond

an Accessory Apartment; and
r pad, Lot 2, Treasure Hill Subdivision Plat

held public hearing on this project on August 14,1996 and
e attached as Exhibit B. The applicant has redesigned the
ic and Commission comments, see Exhibit C. The project
strict Commission for a work session discussion on January

ucted an initial review and supported the proposed changes.

fistoric District Commission on March 17 for final design
ission review.

The project will return to the k
approvals after Planning Comm

iction on any one of the items requested, a combination of
process is as follows 1) Planning Commission MPD, Plat
artment direction and approval on site parameters and then
br new construction and; 3) Building plan submittal.

The Commissioners may take 3
any of the items or none. The
Amendment and Accessory Ap
2) HDC final design approval {(

The first request is for approval of a Small Scale Master Planned Development. Each lot

m:cdd/cdd/mr/pc97/220krdS7

under the Treasure Hill Subdiv
for review and must meet the t
lots of this subdivision. These ¢

The second request is for a Cot
The 600 square foot apartment
Accessory Apartment regulatic
Management Code and nine cr
for this use in the HR-1 District
Section below.

The third request is an amendm
shift the platted pad by approx
place the house in an L shaped
the pad described on the record

C. ANALYSIS
I. Treasure Hill Small Scale N

ision plat is required to return to the Planning Commission
en approval criteria that were recorded for each of the four
riteria are outlined in the analysis section below.

nditional Use Permit for an Accessory Apartment on Lot 2.
would be located in the basement area with a separate entry.
ons are outlined in Chapter 8.19 of the Park City Land
iteria, must be satisfied to grant a Conditional Use Permit
. Compliance, with these criteria, is outlined in the Analysis

ent to the building pad for Lot 2. The owner is requesting to
imately 5 feet to the west and 8 feet to the east in order to
configuration off the driveway. Such a request requires that
ed plat to be changed. Please see Exhibit E for plat.

daster Planned Development (MPD)




The following criteria, as outlined in Section 6.6, King Road Single Family Lots, of the
Sweeney Properties Master Plan Approval Summary, dated June 1, 1990, and the recorded
Treasure Hill Subdivision plat, must be addressed through the Small Scale MPD review
and approval process. Please see Exhibit G for exact plat notes and Sweeney Master Plan

approval for King Road properties.

1. Footprint - The maximum footprint shall not exceed 3,500 square feet, including
garages. Compliance: The proposed footprint, including the Accessory Apartment and
garage s at 1,976 square feet and is in compliance with this requirement.

2. Building Area Limits - All building and subsequent landscape disturbance must occur
within the pad as described on the plat.

Compliance: The request for a shift in the platted pad does not disturb areas that are
significantly worse then the originally platted area. The lot is steep, precarious to build on
and will be visually significant with or without the plat amendment. The building area
limits will apply to the final configuration decided upon and will be set at time of building
permit issuance. The area on the hillside that will need to be disturbed for utility
connections will be specifically identified and inspected prior to building permit issuance
by the City’s Landscape Architect.

3. Construction Disturbance: No construction disturbance shall occur beyond a twenty
foot line from the building pad.

Compliance: This requirement will be enforced at time of building permit issuance by
fencing of the limits area. A Construction Mitigation and Staging plan will also be required
due to the precarious and steep nature of the site.

4. Height: The maximum height shall be 25' for flat roofs and 30' for pitched roofs. A three
foot exception will be granted for the express purpose of allowing elevators and access
stairwells.

Compliance: Height verification is of particular importance on this steep site and on the
other parcels within this subdivision. Staff has received extrapolations of an original survey
and will continue to request that a certified survey be submitted for the site. Height
compliance is not resolved at this time with certain roof planes and the chimney and will
need to be resolved with the applicant prior to the next Historic District Commission
review. Final approvals from the Planning and Historic District Commission will ensure
enforcement and compliance with this condition.

5. Facade Height, Easterly facing: The maximum facade height (without a five foot
stepback) shall be 25'.

Compliance: As currently presented the roof of the balcony area on the easterly facade
appears to comply with the 25 height limit. Staff’s concern is that balconies are not
considered to be part of the building footprint per Condition #1 of the plat. Therefore the
exterior building wall on the easterly facade should be in compliance with the 25’
requirement. As presented this exterior wall does not meet this requirement. Staff will
resolve this issue with the applicant before the next Historic District review. Final
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approvals from the Historic Dis
with this condition.

6. Massing: No one building
Compliance: Final approvals

trict Commission will ensure enforcement and compliance

nass shall have a footprint that exceeds 1,500 square feet.
from the Historic District Commission will ensure

enforcement and compliance with this condition. As presented the house footprint is 1,320

s.f. and the garage footprint is
intent of this guideline which w

7. Sewer Laterals: Maintenang

656 s.f.. Staff believes that the redesign complies with
1s to ensure smaller building masses on lots in this plat.

e and replacement is the sole responsibility of the property

owner and not that of Snyderville Basin Sewer Improvement District.

Compliance: Each owner is on
plat note.

8. Fire Sprinkling: Wood ro

sprinklers are required.
Compliance: Building permi
requirement.

II. Accessory Apartment Use

The following criteria are rg

Accessory
Apartments:

1. Size - 800 s.f. max.- no mqg

size.
Compliance: The proposed ap
dwelling unit (which is about 2
2. Parking - one space per bedr
Compliance: Two bedrooms aj
parking spaces will be provided
3. Apartments per Lot - no mor
Complies
4. Density - no more than three
Complies - A survey was comn

notice of this responsibility at time of purchase through a

pfing is prohibited. Interior and Exterior modified 13-D

s shall not be issued that do not comply with this

Criteria
viewed under the Conditional Use Permit process for

re than 2 bedrooms, no more than one-fourth of dwelling

artment is 587 square feet and is less than one fourth of the
775 square feet).

bom, on site

re proposed. Two spaces are being provided. A total of four
| on site.

e than one per lot

within 300’ of the property.
fucted by the Building Inspection Department to determine

compliance with this requirement. The survey revealed several illegal duplexes on Norfolk

Avenue but no more than thre
Road site.
5 . Ownership - one unit to be ¢
Compliance: The main unit w

> accessory apartments were found within 300' of the King

ywner occupied

11 be occupied as a second residence.

6. Deed Restriction - restriction to be filed with County

Compliance: Will comply if 4
7. Nightly rental - not allowed,
Compliance: Will comply if a
8. Homeowner's Association N
Compliance: None on record

ipproved.

identified on deed restriction

pproved.

otification - must notify any Homeowner's Association
all owners within plat notified on July 31,1996.

SR




9. One year review.
Compliance: subject to administrative staff review for compliance.

III. Plat Amendment request

Staff has examined the topographical survey provided and believes that the request for a
shift in the plarted pad does not disturb areas that are significantly worse then the originally
platted area. The lot is steep, precarious to build on and will be visually significant with or
without the plat amendment.

The driveway length will not be affected by this pad change. The driveway is platted and
designed to share access between Lot 1 and Lot 2. The cut will be significant and visible. A
financial security will be provided to ensure the revegatation of the site. As mentioned
above any cuts that need to occur for utility connections will be specifically identified by
the City’s Landscape architect prior to building permit issuance and guaranteed for
revegatation with a financial security. The applicant can make his case for the change
before the Commission at the public hearing.

D. DEPARTMENT REVIEW
The Community Development Department and City Attorney’s office have reviewed this

request.

Under any use scenario, the project will result in a structure that significantly impacts the
terrain. The addition of an accessory apartment will not increase the footprint of the
building. Parking on site can be provided for both the house and the apartment uses. The
Conditional Use Permit alternative provides an opportunity for parking mitigation in the
sense that four spaces can be obtained whereas the single family structure itself would only
provided two spaces regardless of the number of bedrooms it had.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION: If the
Commissioners cannot find in favor of the requested permits then the applicant will be -
permitted to construct one single family house with a footprint of no more than 3,500
square feet without an accessory apartment in the footprint.

E. PUBLIC INPUT:

This project was noticed to property owners within 300' of the property and within the
affected subdivision plat on July 31, 1996, November 19, 1996 and on February 25, 1997.
Substantial input has been received at the two prior hearings and staff hopes that the
redesign address to the best extent possible most of the public’s concerns. No input from
the last notice has been received at the time of this staff report.

At the public hearing in July, Kevin King, John Vrable, and Steve Elrich all raised

concerns over the proposed project at 220 King Road. King's and Vrable's letter attached as
Exhibit H. Elrich's comments were phoned in. At the November hearing the Commission
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directed the applicant to respond to the design and plat issues. See Exhibit B, 12/04/97
minutes.

Many of the comments in Kevi
redesigned in order to address §
revised project has received an
scheduled for final action on ¢
architect has met with Kevin to

n's letter focused on design issues and the project has been
some of Mr. King’s and the Commissioners concerns. The
initial review by the Historic District Commission and is
he 17th of March. Staff understands that the applicant’s
review the latest site plans.

ve focused on the height of the structure, the accessory
or the plat amendment. At the last public hearing staff
would be required prior to any building permit issuance,
the area and that no more than three accessory apartments
lis Department. The plat amendment has been reconfigured
naining concerns that Kevin may have on this issue.

Mr. King’s past comments ha]
apartment, and the necessity f
indicated that a certified survey
that a survey had been done of
within 300’ were on file with th
and staff is not aware of any ren

erns the City is unfortunately dealing with a recorded plat
izes in one of the most visible areas in town. The applicant
nstruct a structure that is smaller, even with the proposed

In regards to Mr. Vrables conc
that allow for very large home §
is at this time proposing to col

m:cdd/cdd/mr/pc97/220krd97

Accessory Apartment, than the
structure will create an extreme
Planning Commission t0 nego

however is negotiable. The visy

the staff and HDC design input.

Mr. Elrich was concerned with
obligation under City codes req}
The Planning Commission ma3
applicant or direct the Chief
Construction Management Plan

F. ALTERNATIVES:

A. Conduct a public hearing
Amendment and consider adoj
reflect the Commissioners decis
B. Deny any of the requeste
findings.

G. RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the P
approval or denial of the follo
Conditional Use Permit for an
Council for an amendment to t
following Findings, Conclusio
positive recommendation is sup

maximun allowed under the platted parameters. Again, any
ly visible impact and there are limited opportunities for the
tiate on the house size issue. The building pad location
lal impact is minimized to the best extent possible through

dust during construction on the unpaved road. The current
hires paving prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.
ly discuss this issue and timing of the paving with the
Building Official and City Engineer to address it in the

bn the proposed MPD, Conditional Use Permit and Plat
pting the staff’s findings, conclusions and conditions that
ions.

d applications and direct the staff to prepare appropriate

lanning Commission take public input and discuss the
wing: 1) a Small Scale Master Planned Development; 2) a
Accessory Apartment; and 3) A recommendation to the City
he building pad, Lot 2, Treasure Hill Subdivision Plat. The

ns and Conditions for each action are provided below if a

ported.
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Findings:

Smail Scale MPD:

1. The project is for one single family structure of approximately 1, 976 square foot footprint
which includes a garage and an approximately 587 square foot Accessory Apartment.

2. The project will provide four parking spaces on site.

3. The project is in the HR-1 Zoning District and is subject to final design review from the
Historic District Commission.

4. The project is subject to all conditions as recorded on the final subdivision plat for the
Treasure Hill Subdivision plat. HDC final design review will ensure compliance with the
recorded plat notes.

5. The project is located on a steep and difficult terrain requiring careful construction planning
and mitigation.

6. Considerable excavation and dirt handling may be required with this project, and any off-site
dirt storage creates the possibility of erosion and wind borne fugitive dust. Any filling or
excavation requires authorization from the property owner and the City and restoration
security from the contractor or owner.

7. The Land Management Code and Park City Design Guidelines both address the importance of
on-site project lighting, and indicate that all landscape lighting and building lighting shall be
off a cut-off type, in order to be shielded from surrounding areas. As such, building and

parking lighting specifications and fixture type and style will be reviewed and approved by
the Community Development Department.

8. The applicants have stipulated to the Conditions of Approval.

9. The road accessing this project is currently not paved and is in close proximity to
several residential homes. The road is also used by several other property owners.

Accessory Apartment:
1. The intent and purpose of the Accessory Apartment Ordinance is to encourage and promote

affordable housing opportunities while protecting the existing quality of life found in single
family zones throughout the community.

2. The owner is a Park City resident and will reside seasonally at 220 King Road in Park City.

3. Two parking spaces are provided on site for the two bedrooms in the Accessory unit

m:cdd/cdd/mr/pc97/220krd97
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4. The proposed apartment is approximately 600 square feet and has two bedrooms.
5. Notice was given to everyone within 300' of the property.
6. There are not more than three actessory units within 300’ of this project.

7. The Land Management Code, |Section 8. 19, requires a deed restriction to be filed with
Summit County, a one year review and prohibits nightly rentals.

Plat Amendment:
1. The proposed amendment will shift the building pad by approximately 5' to the west.

2. The proposed amendment will not significantly increase the visual location of the single
family structure.

3. The proposed amendment will not significantly increase the impact to existing vegetation.

Conclusions of Law:
Small Scale MPD:

1. The proposal for Lot 2 is in compliance with the criteria as outlined in Section 6.6, King Road
Single Family Lots, of the Sweeney Properties Master Plan Approval Summary, dated June 1,
1990, and the recorded Treasure [Hill Subdivision plat and Chapters 10 and 13 of the Land
Management Code.

2. The Small Scale MPD at 220 King Road is consistent with the general plan and will not be
contrary to public interest.

3. The building achieved through| this Small Scale MPD will be compatible with surrounding
structures in use, scale, mass and circulation.

4. Any differences in use or scalg have been mitigated through design solutions, planning and
conditions of approval.

Accessory Apartment:
1. The application for an approximately 600 square foot Accessory Apartment at 220 King Road
is in compliance with Accessory Apartment regulations are outlined in Chapter 8.19 of the Park
City Land Management Code and the nine criteria that must be satisfied to grant a Conditional
Use Permit for this use in the HR-|1 District, and;

5. A Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Apartment at 220 King Road is consistent with the
general plan and will not be contrary to public interest.

3. The Accessory apartment will be compatible with surrounding structures in use, scale, mass
and circulation.
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4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through design solutions,
planning and conditions of approval.

Plat Amendment:
l. There is good cause for the amendment because no increase in visual impacts will occur

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

Conditions of Approval:
Small Scale MPD:
1. Final design review of 220 King Road is subject to Historic District Commission review and

approval.
2. All Standard Project Conditions of Approval shall apply.

3. Lighting plans must be reviewed and approved by the Community Development Department
with respect to location, light type, and fixtures under the Historic District Design Guidelines and

the Land Management Code.

4. The Developer shall provide a detailed Construction Management Plan (CMP) prior to the
issuance of any building permits that address at a minimum:

a.) A construction staging, storage, circulation and parking plan shall be submitted prior to
issuance of any building permit.

b) If the project is phased, each phase of the project shall be designed in order to construct those
portions of the on-site circulation system necessary to provide adequate automobile and
emergency equipment circulation, to the extent required by the Community Development
Department.

c.) The developer shall instruct the respective contractors that there is to be no wash out of
concrete trucks on on-site landscape areas. Further, the developer shall identify any off-site dirt
storage site with the respective phase, obtain written permission by the owner and post a
financial surety, to the satisfaction of the City, that will provide for the rehabilitation of the

storage site.
d.) Landscaping shall be addressed prior any construction activity on site.

e.) Any temporary parking signs, subject to the Public Works Director and City Engineer
approval, shall be addressed in the CMP.

f.) The site plans and elevations are subject to final review and approval by the Historic District
Commission.
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1at identifies and determines the existing natural grade shall be
bmitted prior to issuance of a footing and foundation permit.
This existing conditions survey shall become part of the tinal site plans for this project and shall
assist the Community Development Department in determining the grade for measurement of
height of this project as defined in the Land Management Code. A surveyor’s certificate of
finished floor, tied to USGS elevations, will be submitted to the Building Department prior to
rough framing approval for the purposes of determining height.

g.) An existing conditions survey th
conducted by the applicant and su

h.) The Construction Management Plan shall be reviewed in accordance with these Conditions of
Approval and all applicable city dodes and approved by the Chief Building Official and City

Engineer prior to any building pe

5. The portion of King Rd. used
another method of control that s
Development Department prior
limit dust and disturbance on ne
roads adjacent to this property s
Development Department.

Conditions of Approval: Accesso
1. Prior to issuance of the buildin

record a deed restriction in a form 4

2. No nightly rentals are allowed.

3. An annual administrative review,

Conditions of Approval: Plat Am

it issuance

access this project shall be paved or surfaced with

all be reviewed and approved by the Community
issuance of a footing and foundation permit in order to
rby residences. Joint dust control agreements on the

all also be reviewed and approved by the Community

ry Apartment:

g permit for 220 King Road, the applicant shall execute and
ipproved by the City Attorney.

of the project shall occur one year after this approval.

endment:

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer's approval of the plat amendment for compliance with

State law, the Land Management (]

to plat recordation.
2. The amended plat must be rec
within one year of this approva

The plat shall note that all co
Subdivision are in full force an

EXHIBITS

Exhibit A - Location Map
Exhibit B - Minutes from Plannil
Exhibit C - Site plan and Eleva

ode and these conditions of approval is a condition precedent
brded prior to building permit issuance and must be recorded
| or this approval is considered null and void.

nditions of approval, notes and restrictions the Treasure Hill
d effect.

ng Commission meetings
ns

ti
Exhibit D - Historic District Confmission Staff Report 01/27/96

Exhibit E - Existing and Propose
Exhibit F - Plat notes and Swee

Exhibit G -Public Input from A:Igus

Exhibit H -Standard Project Co
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Exhibit C - Site plan and Elevations
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Exhibit D - Minutes from Planning Commission meetings

Planning Commission Meeting
Minutes of March 12, 1997
Page 11

issuance of any building permits. The plan shall address
staging, material storage, construction timelines, special
signs, parking, fencing, and any other construction-related
details to the satisfaction of the Community Development

Department.

6. The exposed interior facades of the garage entryway on Heber
Avenue shall use patterned materials and subdued lighting.
The final materials and fixtures shall be submitted with the
building plans and reviewed and approved by the Planning staff
under the building permit review process.

7. An approximately 220-foot section of the bike path adjacent to
the property shall be realigned and widened to a 10' paved
standard. The realignment plan shall be submitted to the
trails coordinator for review and approval pricr to final
building permit issuance.

8. Snow shed and roof line forms shall be reviewed and approved
for safety compliance by the Chief Building Official prior to
building permit issuance.

4. 220 Xing Road - Lot 2, Treasure Bill Subdivision, Conditional

Use Permit for accessory apartment/small scale MPD/plat
amendment

Planner Ryan reported that this matter is scheduled for public
hearing this evening and is the third public hearing for this
project. The request is for three separate actions:

1. A plat amendment to shift the pad originally approved
under the Sweeney Treasure Hill subdivision.

2. A request for a small scale master planned development
approval which was a condition of the subdivision plat.

3. A request for an accessory apartment within this
proposal.

Planner Ryan noted that much of the public comment expressed
concern over the extent of the shift of the plat, the size of the
accessory apartment, and the compatibility of the use in the area.
Other concerns included height and removal of vegetation in the
area. She reported that the Staff has worked diligently with the
applicant to address some of the concerns, and the plan being
presented this evening is a redesign that is meant to address those
concerns. The plat shift has changed based on direction from the
Planning Commission to minimize any shift in the plat. The Staff
believed the redesign would accommodate a structure that will fit
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Planning Commission Meeting

Minutes of March 12,
Page 12

in the neighborhood an
impacts will be great
Planner Ryan reported
Historic District Comr
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However, the
simply due to the location of the structure.

1 that the revisions were reviewed by the
nission,

and their final action is scheduled

on public comments received after the staff
Comments from Carol Sletta echoed Mr.
identified in the staff report. Both are
King Road is not paved, and the
significant amount of disturbance that will
g and footings and foundations begin. They
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look at other types of paving mitigation.
that the City usually requires that a rocad
ance of a certificate of occupancy. These
sting that it happen earlier in the process.
en, the architect, brought to her attentiocn
e Sweeney Master plan calls for a dust free
n requested that the Planning Commission
he hope of finding a resolution.

that the revisions to the proposal are large
t not be immediately visible. The retaining
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e majority occurs on the west side of the
nce is L-shaped, which puts it in front of
1. The north side of the property is almost

minimal amount of retaining for leveling.
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points only. Maximum
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high wall stepped by f
high wall.
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Planning Commission ha
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residents of the house. The shift in the
refined, and the home is now designed so it
everyone. The shift was eight feet into the
ose of stairstepping the retaining wall on
. Without the building pad shift, a 16-foot-
cessary instead of the proposed eight-foot-
Five feet before putting another eight-foot-

recalled that at a previous meeting the
2d questioned whether the grading would stay
isturbance in the building pad area. He felt
at the new drawings. Mr. Mammen replied that

Chair Jones opened the public hearing.
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Carol Sletta, a resident at 135 Sampson, was concerned with the
massive truck driving up and down one leg of the switchback that
currently exists. She was hoping the applicant would be required
to pave the road. She referred to comments made by Mr. Mammen and
Planner Ryan about making the road dust free and wanted to know how
they intend to do that. Ms. Sletta asked how Mr. Sweeney will
access his property for construction. Planner Ryan offered to have
Planner Whetstone research a response. Ms. Sletta stated that she
did not understand why more accessory apartments are necessary in
the area. She referred to language in the Staff report and asked
what difference it makes if a resident is seasonal or not. Planner
Ryan explained that it is neither a positive nor a negative. It is
a requirement of the accessory apartment that the landlord be
present on the property so the whole unit is not rented out.

Bob Sfire, the property owner, explained that the design was
completely different at the last meeting, and because they were
turned down twice, they met the following day with Planner Ryan and
Planner von Puttkammer to determine exactly what was wanted. The
new plan is a result of that meeting and incorporates the
requirements of the Planning Commission, the Staff, and the public.
He felt it was important for the Planning Commission to understand
that the site plan was redesigned and the house was shifted to act
as a retaining wall for a visual benefit from town. He noted that
fthis is his third time before the Planning Commission, and he was
interested in getting the matter resolved.

Judy Scipioni asked if it would be difficult to require the
applicant to pave the road before starting construction or if that
is an out-of-the-ordinary request. Chair Jones felt the dust issue
could be addressed through a condition of approval since there are
several ways of mitigating dust. The disadvantage of paving the
road first is that it gets chewed up in the construction process.
Ms. Scipioni asked for an explanation of how dust can be
controlled. Commissioner Erickson explained that tackifiers and
materials that bind the soil together are available. He felt that
imposing the burden of paving the road upon one house was an
inequitable solution. If the Planning Commission elects to approve
the matter, he stated that he would add a condition requiring the
applicant to either pave the road or surface it with a material

approved by the Community Development Department.

Bill Mammen questioned paragraph 4(f) of the Conditions cf Approval
for the small scale MPD. Commissioner O'Hara informed him that the
Planning Commission will request that 4(f) be deleted because the
requirement only applies to parcels 5 acres or larger.

Planner Whetstone responded to the question raised by Ms. Sletta
regarding construction access for the Sweeney home by explaining
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that there is not a def
staff is still working
Building Official Ron I
a majority of the lg
switchback at Empire ar

Chair Jones closed the

Chair Jones noted that
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*inite construction plan at this time. The
with City Engineer Eric DeHaan and Chief
vie on the matter. The intention is to have
arger construction traffic come off the
1d Lowell.

public hearing.

this matter has three recommended actions

that need to be taken separately.

Plat Amendment

MOTION: Commissioner

the plat in accordance
law, and conditions of
the staff report.

VOTE:
 nd i
1.

The proposed am
approximately S5' {

2’

visual location of
3. The proposed amen
impact to existing

Conclusions of law = P]

1.

visual impacts wil
2. Neither the publig
by the proposed pl

Conditions of Approval

1. The City Attorney
amendment for comy
Code, and these
precedent to plat

2. The amended plat

s of Fact - Plat

M
p

he

Erickson moved to APPROVE the amendment to
with the findings of fact, conclusions of
approval relative to the plat outlined in

Commissioner O'Hara seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

en £

ndment will shift the building pad by

ro the northwest.

The proposed amendment will not significantly increase the
f the single-family structure.

dment will not significantly increase the
j vegetation.

|at Amendment

There is good cause for the amendment because no increase in

1 occur through the amendment.

nor any person will be materially injured
at amendment.

t e ent

and City Engineer's approval of the plat

pliance with State law, the Land Management

conditions of approval is a condition

recordation.

must be recorded prior to building permit

issuance and must be recorded within one year of this

approval, or this

approval is considered null and void.

s
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3. The plat shall note that all conditions of approval, notes,
and restrictions of the Treasure Hill Subdivision are in full
force and effect.

Small Scale MPD in accordance with the Treasure Hill Subdivision

Commissioner Erickscn suggested a revision in the language of the
small scale MPD conditions of approval by deleting Condition 4(f)
relative to compliance with the Utah Water and Air Quality
Standards for this project because they do not apply. He also
added Finding #9 to state, "The road accessing this project is not
currently paved and is in close proximity to several residential
homes, and the road is alsoc used by several other property owners."
He felt that would support proposed Condition #5 that reads, "The
portion of King Recad used to access this project shall be paved or
surfaced to control dust in a manner approved by the Community
Development Department prior to the issuance of a footings and
foundation permit in order tc limit dust and disturbance on nearby
residents. Further, the Community Development Department shall
work to facilitate joint control of dust along this segment of the
road with adjacent property owners."

Commissioner Erickson did not wish to make the motion as he was
uncomfortable with the entire Sweeney Treasure Hills subdivision.
He could vote in favor of the action, but he was not willing to

recommend a motion for approval.

MOTION: Commissioner Calder moved to forward a POSITIVE
recommendation to approve the small scale MPD in accordance with
the Treasure Hills Subdivision Plat with the findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval incorporating the
additions as stated by Commissioner Erickson regarding paving or
other surface to control dust and the elimination of Condition
4(f). Commissioner O'Hara seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact - Small Scale MPD

1. The project is for one single-family structure of
approximately 1,976 square foot footprint which includes a
garage and an approximately 587-square-foot Accessory
Apartment.

2. The project will provide four parking spaces on site.

3. The project is in the HR-1 Zoning District and is subject to
final design review from the Historic District Commission.

“71
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Conditions of Approval = Small Scale MPD

1. Final design review of 220 King Road is subject to Historic
District Commission review and approval.

2. All Standard Project Conditions of Approval shall apply.

3. Lighting plans must be reviewed and approved by the Community
Development Department with respect to location, light type,
and fixtures under the Historic District Design Guidelines and
the Land Management Code.

4. The Developer shall provide a detailed Construction Management
Plan (CMP) prior to the issuance of any building permits that
address at a minimum:

a) A construction staging, storage, circulation and parking
plan shall be submitted prior to issuance of any building
permit.

b) If the project is phased, each phase of the project shall
be designed in order to construct those portions of the
on-site circulation systam necessary to provide adequate
automcbile and emergency equipment circulation to the
extent required by the Community Development Department.

c) The developer shall instruct the respective contractors
that there is to be noc wash-out of concrete trucks on on-
site landscape areas. Further, the developer shall
identify any off-site dirt storage site with the
respective phase, obtain written permission by the owner,
and post a financial surety, to the satisfaction of the
Ccity that will provide for the rehabilitation of the
storage site.

d) Landscaping shall be addressed prior to any construction
activity on site.

e) Any temporary parking signs, subject to the Public Works
Director and City Engineer approval, shall be addressed
in the CMP.

£) The site plans and elevations are subject to final review
and approval by the Historic District Commission.

g) An existing conditions survey that identifies and
determines the existing natural grade shall be conducted
by the applicant and submitted prior to issuance of a
footings and foundation permit. This existing conditions
survey shall become part of the final site plans for this
project and shall assist the Community Development
Department in determining the grade for measurement of
height of this project as defined in the Land Management
Code. A surveyor's certificate of finished floor, tied
to USGS elevations, will be submitted to the Building

Ly
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Department prior to rough framing approval for the
purposes of determining height.

g) The Construction Management Plan shall be reviewed in
accordance with these Conditions of Approval and all
applicable City codes and approved by the Chief Building
Official and| City Engineer prior to any building permit
issuance.

5. The portion of King Road used to access this project shall be

Accessory Apartment - |

MOTION:
Permit for an Accesso
findings of fact, conc
Commissioner Zimney se

VOTE:

dings of Fact -

5.

6.

paved or surfaced
Community Develop

to control dust in a manner approved by the
ent Department prior to the issuance of a

footings and foundation permit in order to limit dust and

disturbance on nearby residents.

Further, the Community

Development Department shall work to facilitate joint control

of dust along thi
owners.

Commissioner

segment of the road with adjacent property

Conditional Use Permit

Calder moved to APPROVE the Conditicnal Use
ry Apartment, giving consideration to the
lusions of law, and conditions of approval.
conded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

cC

The intent and pur
to encourage and
while protecting t
family zones throf

The owner is a Pa
at 220 King Road

sSso Apartment

pose of the Accessory Apartment Ordinance is
promote affordable housing opportunities
he existing quality of life found in SLngle-

ighout the community.

rk City resident and will reside seasonally
in Park City.

Two parking spaces are provided on site for the two bedrooms

in the Accessory |

The proposed apar
has two bedrooms.

Notice was given

unit.

tment is approximately 600 square feet and

to everyone within 300' of the property.

There are not more than three accessory units within 300' of

this project.
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7. The Land Management Code, Section 8.19, requires a deed
restriction to be filed with Summit County, a one-year review,
and prohibits nightly rentals.

Conclusions o aw = Accesso Apa ent

1. The application for an approximately 600-square-foot Accessory
Apartment at 220 King Road is in compliance with Accessory
Apartment regulations as outlined in Chapter 8.19 of the Park
city Land Management Code and the nine criteria that must be
satisfied to grant a Conditional Use Permit for this use in
the HR-1 District, and:

2. A Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Apartment at 220
King Road is consistent with the General Plan and will not be
contrary to public interest.

3. The Accessory Apartment will be compatible with surrounding
structures in use, scale, mass and circulation.

4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been
mitigated through design solutions, planning, and conditions
of approval.

conditions of Approval - Accesso Apartment

1. Prior to issuance of the building permit for 220 King Road,
the applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction in
a form approved by the City Attorney.

2. No nightly rentals are allowed.

3. An annual administrative review of the project shall occur one
year after this approval.

S. 615 Woodside Avenue - 0l1d Miners' lLodge Subdivision

MOTION: Commissioner Erickson moved to CONTINUE this matter until
March 26, 1997. Commissioner O'Hara seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission
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Hill subdivision plat

Planner Ryan clarified
approved. A condition
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final design approval

Planner Ryan reported
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construction disturbance,

he accessory apartmen

quare feet including garages.
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height, facade height,
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ich is a conditional use in the Historic
ordinance allows a maximum of 800 sguare
parking space per bedroom. The applicant
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The accessory
ngle family residence is proposed at 2,028
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Four parking spaces are proposed on site.
ed to be enclosed per the Sweeney/Treasure
and a garage is proposed on site.

| that at this time final design is not being

of appqoval states that the final design of
Historic Dis ct Commission review. The
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allowed for a 20-foot parameter around tShe building ar=a pad. The
applicant is requesting +5 shift =he pad approximately fiftzen feet
£35 the northwest.

In addition to the let-er from Revin King, Planner Ryan reportad
that she had received a letter from John Vrabel and a phcne call
from Steve Elrick expressing various concerns.

Commissioner Michael O'Hara asked for clarification on the dwelling
square footage less the accessory apartment. Planner Ryan
explained that the proposed footprint is approximately 2,028 square
feet which translates into a house that is approximately 3,077

squars feet including garage and accessory apartment. The
conditicn for a maximum footprint rather than a hcuse size was put
on the plat. The architecz, Bill Mammen clarified that 3,077

square feet does nct include the garage. Planner Ryan added an
addi=iocnal 600 sguares Zeet for the garage making the square focctage
approximately 3500.

The owner, Bill Sfire, remarked that ne and his family wish €2

puild a home in Park City. After doing a lot of research they ..

chose Bill Mammen as the architect mased on his reputaticn and his
credentials. Mr. Sfire lives in Michigan and has served on tae
Historic Preservation Committee in nis community. He is trying £o
work within the bounds allowed on his lot. He and Mr. Mammen have
ried to address all the issues and have tried to comply with
everything the City wants for the lot. Instead of building cne
large massive house they chose to break it down by keeping the
garage unattached and using other design factors that make the home
Jook 1like several smaller hcmes from a distance. Mr. Sfire
explained that the building pad shift is requested because the
driveway enters the site at a very northerly section and makes a
difficult access into the pad allowance at a grade greater than
12%. Mr. Sfire remarked that the 1ot is off the beaten path of 0ld
Town and is over an acre in size. He looks forward to living in
Park City and noted that he and his family did a lot of research in

the Rockies before choosing Park City.

The architect, Bill Mammen, presented a drawing to the Planning
Commission showing the fine 1line of the platted limits of
disturbance. Mr. Mammen explained that leaving the plat where it
currently exists will allow the Sfire's to build their home but the
garage would be on the downhill side of the driveway and the
driveway would cross 2 portion of the lot not included in the
limits of disturbance. Shifting the pad puts the limits of
disturbance within the area that has to be disturbed and opens up
the opportunity to put the garage on the uphill side of the
driveway. shifting the pad puts the garage structure into the
hillside and away from the town for less visibility and the height

-
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remarked that the bu
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noted that in archi
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King was unsure why the Planning Commissicn
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requesting the shiZt. ie did not “sel the architect even tried ©to
design the stzucTure on the platzad site. Mr. Xing stated that he
could not believe that Alliance Zngineering or the Sweeney's would
sell a site that did not have several potential sclutions £for the
building pad as platted. Mr. King remarked that building tae
garage on the downnill side was pcssible and suggestad putting tle
accessory apartment underneath it to create less of an impact con
the entire hillside. Mr. King requested denial of the accesscry
apartment based on the fact that five units already exist on Upper
Norfolk within 300 feet of the propcsed project. He feels that one
year is not enough for a single annual approval of an accessory
apartment. The intent is not to have nightly rentals but there is
nothing that legally prohibits an owner from renting on a nightly
basis af-er one year of good service. Mr. King could £ind no
mention of where the off street parking spacs would be located. IZ
they are located where he presumes they will be the cars will not
be able to pull ocut of the garage. Mr. Xing requested shelving tle
accessory apartment porticn of the application until the legal
department can clear up the issues. Mr. King remarked that tle
Stafs maintains that the plans are only conceptual but he spoke

with the owner who said this is exactly what he intends to build. . -

Mr. King summarized ais requests to deny the accessory apartaent,
deny the shift in the lot, request #hat the architsct re-design to
the existing lot foctpad, and require full design plans for the
Historic District Commission before returning to the Planning
Commission for master plan approval.

Assistant City Attorney, Mark Harrington respcnded to Mr. Ring and
recommended modifying the condition of approval to require an
annual review of the accessory apartment to be one Yyear from
certificate of occupancy of the structure. The ccde specifically
says within one year and the City does not have the discretiocn to
go beyond that recommendation. He has spoken with Mr. King abcut
the possibility of proposing amendments to the code which may make

sense in the long term for accessory apartment approvals. The City
has only dealt with two accessory apartment regqguests and Mr.
Barrington noted that it is an ongoing learning experience. Mr.
Harrington referred to the five other units Mr. Kings alleges are
within 300 feet and stated that the Planning Commission has the
option to table the matler until Mr. King provides addresses to be
verified by the City. He believes Mr. King may be confused about
the number and noted that there must be three accessory apartments
within 300-feet in order to violate the code. Mr. Harrington
remarked on the affordability issue and noted that affordability is
a policy statement but it was never intended to incorpcrate

affordable regulations.

Pat Sweeney, Lot owner ncrth of Lot 2 represented himself and his
brother Mike who owns the lot South of Lot 2. Mr. Sweeney also
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with an enormous amount of thought. She
fits in rather than something that is
Ms. Cirino noted that
the applicant as not wanting to complete
itted the accessory apartment and building
her to believe that the designs are not
are not complete she wants to know what
If she is locking at one thing and six

months later it changes to something else she will be angry for

being grossly misled.
either the architect o

Mark Huber, a resident
parking and traffic on
even be seen when walk
that no one will be par
get to King Road. It

Ms. Cirino requested an explanation by
r the owner as soon as possible.

in the area, understood the concermns over
Norfolk but was unsure if the house would
:i‘ng down Norfolk. Mr. Huber was positive
kJ:ng on Norfolk and walking through yards to
is already a gated road and if a parking

ek
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problem cccurs =he resore will propably be nore concerned than the
community. Mr. Huber remarkad that tle public 1is used to small
lots and small houses and they are thinking on the wrong scale.
The lot is over a full acre with a setdack in excass of 30 feet.
Mr. Huber felt the ccmmunity was unclear on how far away the house
will be in relation to the size of the lot. He peinted out that
Mr. Sfire plans to build the same size house on an acre lot that is
commonly built on two 0ld Town lots. Mr. Huber commentad on the
number of good pecple like Mr. Sfire who continue to buy property
in Park City only to meet cpposition from pecple who do not want
anymore people to build in their community. If that is the feeling
of the majority, perhaps Park City shculd pest a sign asking people
to buy elsewhere because they are not wanted in Park City. Mr.
Huber felt the Planning Commission should allow Mr. Sfire to build
his home within the constraints of good design and in compliance
with the rules and regulations that apply.

John Vrabel, a rasident on 143 NerZclX Avenue did nct object to Mr.
Sfire building a nice house as loeng as it is done by keeping to the
rules. If an accessory apartaent does not qualify because of the

other apar<ments in the neighporhocd, Mr. Vrabel requestad that the .

matter be given serious consideraticn berore making a decisiocn.
Mr. Vrabel did not feel it was necessary for Mr. Sfire tc increase
the size of his lot and making the sTZucture larger was nct in
keeping with the scale and framewerk of the neighborhoed.

Mel Uhl, a resident on Sampson Avenue, felt the house size was
acceptable but he was concerned about traffic access if the City
sets a precedent with tais particular structure. Other lots still
to be built will be accessed from King Road or Sampson Avenue and
will be eligible for the same thing.

Kevin King submitted the same plat presented by Mr. Mammen drawn to
a 1/20 scale. The triplex directly below the property has three
units and not shown across the street is Mr. Holbrook's property
that houses an additicnal two units. These units have been in
existence since the late 1970's. Mr. King submitted the north and
south elevations and remarked that the contours have been falsely
represented. He used a site plan to demonstrate his reasons for
thinking they are false and inaccurate. Mr. King pointed out that
the site plan shows the original line of the limits of disturbance
from the platted building pad area. The 15 foot shift is indicated
higher but it is not shown on the bottom. Mr. King argued that the
structure will not fit within the footprint as designed. Mr. King
pointed out cther reascns why he felt the design was not a workable

gite solution.

Bob Sfire clarified that in his earlier discussion with Mr. King he
never said the plans were exactly complete because they are not.
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r design review, or give an indication on the

S
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accessory apartaent and plat that is needed prior =2 going into the
HDC design process.

Planner Ryan referTed to accessory apartsents and a provision that
requires them to be recorded with the County and states that they
are not transferrable £o ancther owner. Specific language in
Section 8 also indicates that no nightly rentals are allowed. She
agreed that menitoring is an issue but nightly rentals are
prohibited and the City has the right to enforce it. If the
Planning Commission requests, Planner Ryan offered to search out
the illegal apartments in the area and make them comply with the

ocrdinance.

Commissioner Calder wanted to know what will happen toc existing
jllegal apartments. planner Ryan explained that the owners will
have to submit an applicaticn and the apartment will go «hrough the
accesscry apartzent process and requirements. IZ i« cannot conform
with the regulations under the code the apartment will be deemed
illegal and the use would be prohibitad. Planner Ryan clarified
#hat the code allows for no more than three accessory aparcaents

within 300 feet.

Commissicner O0'Hara referrad to Condition of Approval 4.f.
addressing Air Quality and Wataer Quality Standards and clarified
£hat those standards enly apply to five acre areas or larger. He
suggestad that they be deletad from the conditicns of approval for

small areas.

Commissicner O'Eara remarked that he generally favors building the
home but he had concerns with the Land Management Code provisions,
specifically the size of the apartment. He stressed the importance
of making sure the accessory apartment is no greater than one-
fourth of the total square footage and he asked for verification.
Commissioner O'RHara requested a review of the tandem parking issue
and compliance with accessory apartments within 300 feet.

MOTION: Commissioner O'Hara moved to table the matter until the
requested information can be provided. Commissioner Hays-Walzer

seconded the motion.

Vice-Chair Erickscn asked for clarification on the length of the
driveway. If the Planning Commission elected to take action, Vice-
Chair Erickson requested +hat the conditions of approval state the
final size of the puildings and the final limits of disturbance.
He felt they should be provided with a set of drawings that
represents the location of the building as proposed. It was
unclear from the drawings in the Staff report where the limits of
disturbance was moving. He requested that the architect provide
accurate drawings showing the revised limits of disturbance.
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TYPE OF ITEM:

4/17/1997 Meeting

Community Development Department

Ted Knowlton

The Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I - Final Plat
Possible Action

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Approve the Final Plat, with conditions

outlined in this staff re

port, for Phase I of the Cove at Eagle Mountain.

D IPT
A. opic
PROJECT STATISTICS:

Project Name:

The Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I

Applicant: Jack Johnson Company - Jeff Graham

Location: North of #10 Hole at Park Meadows Golf Course
Proposal: Final Plat

Zoning: RD-MPD

Adjacent Land Uses: Single Family Residential, Vacant, Golf-Course
Project Planner: Ted Knowlton

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

B.  Background

Formerly known as East Cove, The Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I is part of the Quarry
Mountain MPD which was approved April 28, 1994. The Quarry Mountain MPD was
divided into the East Cove, the North Slope and the South Slope. Phase I of the East
Cove (the Cove at Eagle Mountain) is located North of the Fairway Meadows
Subdivision and West of the Westridge Subdivision. On November 8, 1995, the East
Cove preliminary plat was approved by the Planning Commission. 118 multi-family
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units were approved in the preliminary plat process. Phase I represents 76 of these units
and is approximately 36 acres. Construction is currently underway.

C.  Analysis

The following issues were not finalized at the time of preliminary plat approval:

Soil Stabili
The Phase II portion of the Cove at Eagle Mountain, not part of this current application, is
in an area which has been identified as having soil stability problems. The applicant has
been working with the Chief Bujlding Official to demonstrate that an adequate geo-
technical response to the soil prgblems can be provided. Due to the importance of this
issue on the long-term viability of the project as a whole, a condition of approval will be
included which requires approval of the geo-technical plan prior to plat recordation for
Phase .

Trails A
The preliminary plat conditioned the trails and project amenities to be “completed prior
to, or concurrent with the first phase of the project.” The developer has agreed to
complete all public and private amenities by September 1, 1998, concurrent with Phase I
construction. A condition of approval will codify this agreement. The Amenities plan
(Exhibit C) identifies the locatioh of the trails and amenities. An eight-foot wide concrete
public sidewalk will run along the western portion of Meadows Drive from American
Saddler Drive to the northern road entrance of this phase. A four-foot wide asphalt
private path will connect this sidewalk to the clubhouse. Private amenities in addition to
the clubhouse include a swimming pool and tennis courts.

Access to Adjacent Property

The East Cove preliminary plat showed a road stubbing out to the Forsey parcel (see
Exhibit B), which otherwise would have been landlocked. Because the only available
point of access for this parcel is through the Cove, an easement is delineated on the Cove
at Eagle Mountain Phase I final plat. A condition of approval is attached in regard to this
access issue.

D. D view

The Community Development Department, City Engineer, Chief Building Official, and
City Attorney’s Office have reviewed this application. Their concerns have been
addressed by the applicant. The|City Engineer and City Attorney will review and approve
the content and form of the final plat and CC&Rs prior to plat recordation. A financial
security for completion of the trails and amenities, in the amount and form satisfactory to
the City Engineer and City Attorney, will be a condition precedent to plat recordation.
This financial security has already been submitted by the applicant.

MACDD\TMK\M99NCC\COVELPLT 2




E. Planni issio ion

On March 26, 1997 the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this plat. The
Planning Commission voted unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to the
City Council with the Findings of Fact, Conclusion of Law, and the Conditions of
Approval outlined in this staff report. This includes Condition of Approval #6 added at
the request of the Planning Commission.

PUBLIC INPUT:

The property was posted and legal notice sent to all property owners within 300 feet on
March 10, 1997. As of April 10, 1997 no public input has been received on this proposal;
this includes the March 26th Planning Commission meeting.

RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends the City Council approve the Final Plat, with conditions outlined
in this staff report, for Phase I of the Cove at Eagle Mountain. Both staff’s
recommendation and the Planning Commission recommendation are based on the
following findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval:

Findings of Fact:
L. The project is part of the Master Planned Development approved as Quarry

Mountain, approved by the Planning Commission April 28, 1994.

2. The Cove at Eagle Mountain is in an area which has been identified as having soil
stability problems.
3. The property was posted and legal notice published according to requirements of

the Land Management Code. Proper notice was sent to all property owners
within 300 feet of the property in question.

4. The Forsey parcel has no platted access.
5. On March 26, 1997, the Planning Commission voted to forward a positive

recommendation to City Council to approve the Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I
Final Plat with the conditions stated in this staff report.

MACDDA\TMK\I99N\CC\COVEL.PLT 3




Conclusions of Law:
L. The final plat for the Cov

e at Eagle Mountain Phase I is consistent with the

Quarry Mountain MPD, April 28, 1994.

2. The proposal, as conditioned, will be consistent with the Park City

Comprehensive Plan and

the Land Management Code, including Chapter 15.

3. Given the orderly relationship between the Forsey parcel and the street layout of
the Cove, it is appropriate for the Cove at Eagle Mountain to provide access to the

Forsey Parcel.

4. There is good cause for the proposed plat.
5. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat.
Conditjons of Approval:

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. The Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I amenities, including the public sidewalk and
all private recreation facilities, will be completed by September 1, 1998 or shall be
completed through a financially secured construction contract.

3. The Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I Final Plat shall meet all applicable
conditions of approval fram the Quarry Mountain MPD approval of April 28,
1994 and the East Cove PBreliminary Plat approval of November 8, 1995.

4. A 40-foot wide access ea
on the Cove at Eagle Mot

5. A financial security for cq
form satisfactory to the C
to plat recordation.

6. The applicant shall comp]
dust mitigation and with ¢
provide any necessary pe
building construction. P4
these standards.

7. The applicant will record

date of City Council appr
time frame, this approval

MACDDATMK\99NCC\COVEL.PLT

sement adjacent to the Forsey Parcel shall be delineated
intain final plat.

ympletion of the trails and amenities, in the amount and
ity Engineer and City Attorney, is a condition precedent

y with applicable Utah Air Quality standards regarding
any applicable Utah Water Quality standards and shall
rmits or evidence of compliance prior to issuance of

rk City does not guarantee or monitor compliance with

the final plat with the County within one year from the
oval. If recordation has not occurred within this one year
and the plat will be void.




8. City Engineer and City Attorney review and approval of the plat for compliance
with the Land Management Code, Utah State Code and these conditions of
approval is a condition precedent to plat recordation.

EXHIBITS:

Exhibit A: Location Map

Exhibit B: Final Plat

Exhibit C: Amenities Plan

Exhibit D: Standard Project Conditions
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1997
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
STANDARD PROJECT CONDITIONS

1. The proposed project is approved as indicated on the final approved plans, except as modified by additional
conditions imposed by the Planning Commission at the time of the hearing. The proposed project shall be in
accordance with all adopted codes and ordinances; inctuding, but not necessarily limited to: the Land

(including Chapter 9, Architectural Review); Uniform Building, Fire and related Codes; the
Park City Design Standards. Construction Specifications, and Standard Drawings; and any other standards and
regulations adopted by the City Engineer and all boards, commissions, agencies, and officials of the City of Park

City.

2. All modifications to plans as specified by conditions, and all final design details, such as material and color
samples, shall be submitted to and approved by the Community Development Department prior to issuance of any
building permits.

3. The applicant is responsible for compliance with all conditions of project approval.

4, A Line Extension Agreement with the Snyderville Basin Sewer Improvement District shall be signed and executed
prior to building permit issuance. Evidence of compliance with the District's fee requirements shall be presented
at the time of building permit issuance.

5. Final landscape plans, when required, shall be reviewed and approved by the Community Development
Department prior to issuance of building permits. Landscaping shall be completely installed prior to occupancy,
or an acceptable guarantee, in accordance with the Land Management Code, shall be posted in lieu thereof.

6. Construction staging areas shall also be clearly defined and approved by the Community Development
Department, and shall be placed so as to minimize site disturbance. The landscape plans shal include plans for
revegetation of all areas disturbed during construction.

7. Final grading, drainage, utility, erosion control and revegetation plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City
Engineer prior to commencing construction. Limits of disturbance boundaries and fencing shall be reviewed and
approved by the Community Development Department. Limits of disturbance fencing shall be installed,
inspected, and approved prior to building permit issuance.

8. All proposed public improvements, such as streets, curb and gutter, sidewalks, utilities, lighting, trails, etc. are
subject to review and approval by the City Engineer in accordance with current Park City Design Standards.
ti i ion wings. All improvements shall be installed or sufficient guarantees,
as determined by the Community Development Department, posted prior to occupancy.

9. All construction shall be completed according to the approved plans on which building permits are issued. The
approved pians include ail site improvements shown on the site plan. "Site improvements” shall include all roads,
sidewalks, curbs, gutters, drains, drainage works, grades, walls, landscaping, lighting, planting, paving, paths, and
trails, and similar improvements, as shown on the set of plans on which final approval and building permits are
based.

10. Any desired modifications to approved plans, after the issuance of a building permit, must be specifically
requested and approved in writing prior to execution.

11. Plans shall conform to all design standards for persons with disabilities as required by any applicable federal, state
and local laws.

12. Access on state highways shall be reviewed and approved by the State Highway Permits Officer. This does not
imply that project access locations can be changed without Planning Commission approval.

13. The required utility easements along street frontages shall include language to allow for these areas to be used for
snow storage. Typically, a 10-foot snow storage easement is required above Deer Valley Drive (approximate
elevation of 7,200 feet). A five feet easement is necessary below this elevation.

14. Lockout units are not permitted unless specifically approved.

15. The infrastructure review and approval is transferrable with the title to the underlying property so that an approved
project may be conveyed or assigned by the applicant to others without losing the approval. The permit cannot be
transferred off the site on which the approval was granted.

16. Vesting of all permits and approvals terminates upon the expiration of the approval as defined in the Land
Management Code, or termination of the permit as specifically conditioned.
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Ordinance No. 97-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A FINAL PUD SUBDIVISION PLAT
FOR THE COVE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN PHASE 1,

LOCATED WITHI

N THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 33,

TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST,
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,

PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located within the South half of Section 33,
Township 1 South, Range 4 East, Park City, Utah and known as the Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase
I, have petitioned the City Council for approval of a final PUD subdivision plat; and

WHEREAS, proper
requirements of the Land Manageme

notice was sent and the property posted according to
nt Code and state law; and

WHEREAS, on March 26, 1997, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to
receive public input on the proposed plat and forwarded a positive recommendation of approval to

the City Council; and

WHEREAS, on April

17, 1997 the City Council reviewed the proposed plat; and

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

NOW, THEREFORH
as follows:

SECTION 1. FIND]

1. The project is part of the M
approved by the Planning Ca

2. The Cove at Eagle Mountain
problems.

3. The property was posted and
Management Code. Proper

£, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah

NGS OF FACT.

[aster Planned Development approved as Quarry Mountain,
mmission April 28, 1994.

is in an area which has been identified as having soil stability

legal notice published according to requirements of the Land
notice was sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the

1of4
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property in question.

The Forsey parcel has no platted access.

On March 26, 1997, the Planning Commission voted to forward a positive recommendation
to City Council to approve the Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I Final Plat with attached
conditions of approval.

TION 2. FILAW.

The final plat for the Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I is consistent with the Quarry Mountain
MPD, April 28, 1994.

The proposal, as conditioned, will be consistent with the Park City Comprehensive Plan and
the Land Management Code, including Chapter 15.

Given the orderly relationship between the Forsey parcel and the street layout of the Cove,
it is appropriate for the Cove at Eagle Mountain to provide access to the Forsey Parcel.

There is good cause for the proposed plat.

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

SECTION 3. PLAT APPROVAL. The subdivision plat, known as the Cove at

Eagle Mountain Phase 1 Subdivision PUD plat is hereby approved as shown on Exhibit A, with the
following conditions:

1.

2.

All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

The Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I amenities, including the public sidewalk and all private
recreation facilities, will be completed by September 1, 1998 or shall be completed through
a financially secured construction contract.

The Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase I Final Plat shall meet all applicable conditions of
approval from the Quarry Mountain MPD approval of April 28, 1994 and the East Cove
Preliminary Plat approval of November 8, 1995.

A 40-foot wide access easement adjacent to the Forsey Parcel shall be delineated on the Cove
at Eagle Mountain final plat.

A financial security for completion of the trails and amenities, in the amount and form

20f4
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satisfactory to the City Engineer and City Attorney, is a condition precedent to plat

recordation.

The applicant shall comply with applicable Utah Air Quality standards regarding dust

mitigation and with any app

icable Utah Water Quality standards and shall provide any

necessary permits or evidence jof compliance prior to issuance of building construction. Park
City does not guarantee or monitor compliance with these standards.

The applicant will record the final plat with the County within one year from the date of City
Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within this one year time frame, this
approval and the plat will be void.

City Engineer and City Attorney review and approval of the plat for compliance with the
Land Management Code, Utgh State Code and these conditions of approval is a condition

precedent to plat recordation.




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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 17th day of April, 1997.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Bradley A. Olch

Attest:

Janet M. Scott, City Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark D. Harrington, Assistant City Attorney

MACDDATMK\997\CC\COVEL.ORD
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PARK (1Y

Date:
Department:
Author:
Title:

Type of Item:

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT =

April 17,1997

Community Development Department

Kevin LoPiccolo

7447 Royal Street East, Black Bear Lodge Final
Condominium Plat

Legislative

Summary Recommendations: Approve the final condominium plat for the
Black Bear Lodge at Deer Valley with the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval as stated in this staff report.

Description
A.  Topic

Project Information:
Applicant:
Location:

Proposal:
Zoning:

Adjacent Land uses:
Date of Application:
Staff Recommendation:

Don Sargent, Jack Johnson Company

7447 Royal Street East, Lot 22 Deer Valley Club Estates
Subdivision

Final condominium plat for 53 units for Black Bear Lodge
RD-MPD (Residential Development District - Master
Planned Development)

Condominiums, single - family, fire station

December 12, 1996

Forward a positive recommendation to the City Council
with conditions

B. Background Information

On May 10, 1995 the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned Development for
the 53 unit Black Bear Lodge at Deer Valley condominium project. The density and heights
are consistent with the Deer Valley Resort Seventh Amended MPD and the Black Bear
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Lodge MPD. This project provide
and walkways. Each unit ranges

s pedestrian connections to the adjacent properties by trails
in size from 1,500 to 2,500 square feet.

This request is for approval o
Condominium project. A final pl3
owner to sell ownership interest t¢
currently under construction accq
building department. The 53 uni

f the final condominium plat for Black Bear Lodge
it must be recorded with the County in order for the current
 other parties. The Black Bear Lodge Condominiums are
rding to the approved building plans on file at the City’s
L project is being constructed in one phase (Exhibit A).

On March 26, 1997 the Planning ¢
positive recommendation to the C

Commission held a public hearing and voted to forward a
ity Council to approve the final plat for Black Bear Lodge

at Deer Valley.

C. Analysis

This condominium project is cur
with an underground parking str
condominium plat is consistent
Lodge MPD plans, and the approy
of this parcel to condominium ov

D. Department Review

The City’s Staff Review Team
conformance with all requisite ¢
review and approve the plat and {

E. Public Input

Property owners within 300 fee

rently under construction. The project consist of 53 units
ucture with access to Royal Street East. The proposed
with the Land Management Code, approved Black Bear
red building plans. The plat changes the type of ownership
ynership.

has reviewed this application and found it to be in
ity development codes. The City Attorney’s office will
CC&R’s prior to recordation.

t of the project were notified on March 11, 1997. The

property was properly posted and legally noticed. As of this date of this report, staff has

received a comment on the approy

/ed height limit of the Lodge. Staff has verified the height

limit with the approved building plans and found them to be in compliance with the approved

height limit of 40 feet.
Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the
Bear Lodge, based upon the folld

Findi £F

1. The proposal involves a devel

Bear Lodge MPD, approved

final condominium plat for 7447 Royal Street East, Black
wing:

opment currently under construction pursuant to the Black
on May 10, 1995
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2. The plat is consistent with the Planning Commission approval of May 10, 1995 for the
Black Bear Lodge MPD and the Deer Valley 7th Amended MPD.

3. The proposed plat changes the type of ownership of this property to condominium
ownership.

4. A financial guarantee for all public improvements is necessary to ensure completion of
these improvements and to protect the public from liability and physical harm if these
improvements are not completed by the developer or owner.

5. On March 26, 1997 the Planning Commission held a public hearing and voted to forward
a positive recommendation to City Council to approve the final plat for Black Bear Lodge
at Deer Valley.

6. The loft space created by the vaulted ceiling above the central core of Units 306, 402,
403, 404, 407, 408, 430, 431, 450, 451, is not habitable space, and may not be occupied
or further improved. This language shall be placed on the plat as a note prior to
recordation.

lusi flaw
1. There is good cause for this condominium plat.

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

3. Approval of the plat, subject to the conditions of approval, does not adversely affect
the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

4. The plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and applicable State
Law regarding condominium plats.

Conditions of Approval

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer’s review and approval of the final form and
content of the plat and the Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (CC&R’s) for
compliance with State Law, the Land Management Code, and the conditions of
approval, is a condition precedent to recording the plat.

2. All conditions of approval, including conditions of approval for the Black Bear Lodge
MPD shall apply.

3. All standard project conditions shall apply.
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4. A financial guarantee in an amount acceptable to the City Engineer for the value of all

public improvements to be
recordation. All public improv
accepted by the City Enginee;

5. The final condominium plat |
date of City Council approv
of City Council’s approval, th

6. The loft space created by the
403, 404, 407, 408, 430, 431,
or further improved. This I3
recordation.

Exhibits
A. Proposed Condominium plat

B. Vicinity Map
C. Proposed Ordinance

completed, shall be provided to the City prior to plat
ements shall be completed according to City standards and
- prior to release of this guarantee.

shall be recorded at the County within one year from the
al. If recordation has not occurred within the one year
is approval and the plat shall be considered void.

vaulted ceiling above the central core of Units 306, 402,
150, 451, is not habitable space, and may not be occupied
inguage shall be placed on the plat as a note prior to
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Ordinance No. 97-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A FINAL CONDOMINIUM PLAT FOR THE
BLACK BEAR LODGE AT DEER VALLEY, A UTAH CONDOMINIUM PROJECT
LOCATED AT 7447 ROYAL STREET EAST, OF LOT 22 AMENDED DEER
VALLEY CLUB ESTATES SUBDIVISION, PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owners, Black Bear Association, LTD, of the property at 7447
Royal Street East, lot 22, Amended Deer Valley Club Estates Subdivision, Park City, Utah
and to be known as the Black Bear Lodge at Deer Valley, have petitioned the City Council
for approval of a condominium plat; and

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

WHEREAS, on March 26, 1997 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to
receive public input on the proposed condominium plat and forwarded a positive
recommendation of approval to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, a financial guarantee for all public improvements is necessary to ensure
completion of these improvements and to protect the public from liability and physical
harm if these improvements are not completed by the developer or owner.

WHEREAS, the proposed plat changes the type of ownership of this property to
condominium ownership.

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

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

TION 1. FINDI F FACT. The above recitals are hereby incorporated
as findings of fact.

SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby concludes that

there is good cause for the above-mentioned condominium plat and that neither the public
nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed condominium plat.

SECTION 3. PLAT APPROVAL. The condominium plat, known as the Black
Bear Lodge at Deer Valley Condominium plat, at 7447 Royal Street East, is hereby approved

as shown on Exhibit A, with the following conditions:
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. The City Attorney and City En
of the plat and the Conditions
with State law, the Land M
condition precedent to record;

. All conditions of approval, in

MPD shall apply.

. All Standard Project Conditio

. A financial guarantee in an an

public improvements to be

recordation. All public impry
and accepted by the City Engj

. The final condominium plat sh
of City Council approval. If re

this approval and the plat sha

. The loft space created by the
403, 404, 407, 408, 430, 431,

gineer’s review and approval of the final form and content
, Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&R’s), for compliance
anagement Code, and the conditions of approval, is a
ing the plat.

cluding conditions of approval for the Black Bear Lodge

ns shall apply.

nount acceptable to the City Engineer, for the value of all
completed, shall be provided to the City prior to plat
ovements shall be completed according to City standards
ineer prior to release of this guarantee.

all be recorded at the County within one year from the date
cordation has not occurred within the one year time frame,
Il be considered null and void.

vaulted ceiling above the central core of Units 306, 402,
450, 451, is not habitable space, and may not be occupied

or further improved. This language shall be placed on the plat as a note prior to

recordation.

SECTION 4. EFFEC

publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTE

[IVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon

D this 17 Th day of April, 1997.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Bradley A. Olch

Attest:

Janet M. Scott, City Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark D. Harrington, Assistant City Attorney
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9 April 1997

MEMORANDUM
TO: Jan Scott
City Recorder

FROM: F.M. Bell
Chief of Police

SUBJECT: Interlocal Agreement (Resolution)

The Summit County Sheriff’s Office has taken possession of a motor home which has been
modified as a mobile command post. This vehicle gives city and county emergency services the
capability to establish a mobile headquarters at the scene of any major incident requiring delivery
of a variety of emergency services. It is anticipated that police, fire, and medical services will use
this vehicle through the attached inter-local agreement. In addition, Park City and the Fire
District are making financial contributions in the amount of $10,000 each for manufacture of this

vehicle (total price is about $80,000).

We would like to participate in the use of this vehicle through the interlocal agreement.
According to the legal department, the agreement needs to proceed through council via a
resolution. Could I ask you to draw up an appropriate resolution and schedule it for the consent

agenda for April 17th?
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Resolution No. -97

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
TO ENTER INTO A COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT WITH )
PARK CITY FIRE SERVICE DISTRICT AND SUMMIT COUNTY
i

|
WHEREAS, Section 11-13-1 et seq. Utah Code Ann. 1953, as amended, commonly
known as the Interlocal Cooperation Act, permits local governmental agencies to make the most
efficient use of their services and facilities by enabling them to cooperate with other localities on a
basis of mutual advantage for the general welfare of their citizens; and
|
WHEREAS, Summit County has acquired a mobile vehicle with the potential of
functioning as a command post and delivering a variety of emergency services in the event of a major
incident if properly modified and equipped; and

WHEREAS, Exhibit A, an Interlocal Agreement with Park City Municipal
Corporation, Park City Service District and Summit County, attached hereto, will enhance City and
County emergency services through the financial participation of all parties in the funding of
retrofitting the above-referenced emergency vehicle; and

WHEREAS, the City| Council finds it in the best interests to protect the health and
safety of its citizens;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and the City Council of Park
City that:

SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION TO EXECUTE INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT.
The City Council hereby authorizes the Mayor to execute the Interlocal Agreement, attached hereto
as Exhibit A, between Park City Fire Service District, Summit County, and Park City Municipal
Corporation.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Resolution becomes effective upon

adoption. The Interlocal Agreement becomes effective upon the execution of all parties.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 17th day of April, 1997.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Bradlely A. Olch

1of2
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Attest:

Janet M. Scott, City Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark D. Harrington, Assistant City Attorney

20f2
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INTERLOC

PARK C

This agreement made and entered into this
Interlocal Cooperation Act (UCA 11-13-1 U.C.A. et. seq., as

(pursuant to the provisions of the

amended), by and between the PARK
"District"), and SUMMIT COUNTY,
to as "County"), and PARK CITY Ml
of Utah (hereinafter referred to as "(

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter

governmental entities can enter into

WHEREAS, for the purpose of p
and catastrophic situations of all kin|

the parties have agreed to enter into
32-foot Sun Voyager motor home, V
command center by the Sheriff's De

WHEREAS, said vehicle is bein

three work stations, a television, an¢

for emergency use; and

WHEREAS, the Sheriff's Dep
purpose of converting the same to a
emergency situations; and

S

L.

PARK CT]

Exhibit A

AL COOPERATION AGREEMENT
BETWEEN

ITY FIRE SERVICE DISTRICT,
UMMIT COUNTY, AND

'Y MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

day of 199

*

{ CITY FIRE SERVICE DISTRICT, (hereinafter referred to as
a political subdivision of the State of Utah, (hereinafter referred
UNICIPAL CORPORATION, a political subdivision of the State

City™).
WITNESSETH

13, Title 11 of the Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended,
Interfocal Cooperation Agreements; and

roviding more timely and adequate responses to emergency
ds, by their respective police, fire, and sheriff's departments,
a mutually satisfying working relationship concerning a 1992
vhich is in the process of being converted to a mobile
partment of Summit County; and

5 equipped with dual and separate emergency dispatch stations,
1 video cassette recording hookup and other electronic devices

ent of Summit County purchased said vehicle for the

‘moblle command center to be utilized in top priority
|
|

WHEREAS, each of the parties hereto desire to provide services to their citizens and agree that
the purpose of this agreement is to ﬁ)errmt the parties to cooperate together to insure that the

mobile command center will be use
and

WHEREAS, this agreement has

Fi in the most efficient and effective manner possible;

been approved by the Board of County Commissioners of

Summit County, the Admmlstratwa Control Board of the Park City Fire Service District, and the
City Council of Park City Mun1c1pz1tl Corporation.

i
i

i
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this agreement includes the following premises,
terms and conditions:

Section 1. Purpose

The purpose of this agreement is to authorize the utilization of the Mobile Command Center in
any top priority emergency and when not utilized for emergency, fire, or police protection services
the same may be used in special community events and functions upon request by each party hereto.
The primary purpose of this agreement is to provide more adequate, more complete emergency
response by the respective police, sheriffs and fire districts involved with the primary view to the
utilization of said emergency command center on a cooperative basis.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto for good and valuable consideration, hereby agree as
follows:

1. It is agreed that Summit County, through its Sheriff's Department, has purchased said
command center and will provide funds for most of the conversion costs and in consideration thereof,
said Sheriff's Department of Summit County shall have priority in the use of said vehicle, all other
facts and circumstances being equal. It is further agreed that Park City, through its police department,
and Park City Fire Service District shall have each contributed the sum of $10,000.00 to the purchase
and installation of necessary emergency dispatch stations and television and other electronic hook ups
required to make said mobile command center fully operational.

2. It is further agreed that the parties hereto making a request for the utilization of said
command center will provide a qualified driver/operator and be responsible for all upkeep,
maintenance, and any damage caused during the operation of said vehicle.

3. Each of the parties hereto agree to assume through their own perspective insurance policies,
any damage incurred on the vehicle in the event of an accident involving said vehicle while under their
care or use.

4. County agrees to provide for the storage and housing of said vehicle in a Summit County
facility under the control of the Sheriff's Department. It is further agreed that all requests for usage
will be submitted to the Sheriff's Department of Summit County who will coordinate the usage thereof
on a cooperative basis.

5.1t is further agreed that the cost of maintenance and routine repairs of said vehicle shall be
provided by County, If a party damages said vehicle, that party shall solely bear the costs and
expenses of those repairs.

6. This agreement shall remain effective from the date of its execution by the parties hereto
for a period of two years unless terminated by any party hereto. If not terminated prior to the end of
said two-year period, the agreement shall continue in effect for an additional two-year period. Should
this agreement be terminated, the Mobile Command Center will be the property of Summit County.
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7. This agreement may be terminated prior to the expiration of the two-year period only by
all parties hereto upon 90 days prior written notice.

8. This agreement shall not abe assigned to any other legal entity without the prior written
consent of all the parties hereto.

9. This agreement shall not be modified or amended, except in writing, and before any
amendment is effective it shall be signed by the duly authorized representative of the member entities.

10. This agreement shall not be effective until approved by a resolution of the governing body
of each member entity. Each entity agrees that a signed copy of this agreement will be filed with the
keeper of public records of said member and entity. As required by Utah Code Annotated, Section
11-13-9, and as a condition precedent to this agreement's validity, it shall be submitted to an
authorized attorney for each entity who shall approve the agreement as being properly formed and
compatible with the laws of the State of Utah.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the duly authorized officers of each of the parties have executed this
agreement as of the date first set forth above.

PARK CITY FIRE SERVICE DISTRICT
ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROL

BY:

COMMISSION CHAIR

ATTEST:

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

BY:

MAYOR

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM
BY CITY AT JRNEY'S OFFICE

N2




DATE: April 17, 1997

DEPARTMENT: Public Works

AUTHOR: John Lind, Assistant Public Works Director
TITLE: 1997/98 Pavement Management Program
TYPE OF ITEM: Legislative

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Accept the 1997/98 Pavement Management bids and
authorize staff to enter into agreements with Staker Paving for asphalt overlays, in the amounts
of $384.432.96 for 1997 and $370,551.98 for 1998, with an aggregate total of $754,984.94;
Intermountain Slurry Seal for slurry seals, in the amounts of $62,036.57 for 1997 and $59,084.43
for 1998, with an aggregate total of $121,121.00; Rivas Construction for utility adjustments, in
the amounts of $47,896.00 for 1997 and $48,700.00 for 1998, with an aggregate total of
$96,596.00; and Agra Earth & Environmental for engineering quality control and testing, in the
amounts of $20,000.00 for 1997 and $24,000.00 for 1998, with an aggregate total of $44,000.00.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic. 1997 and 1998 Pavement Management Program

B. Background. Pavement management is a program that maximizes pavement benefits and
minimizes pavement costs by identifying the time frame for carrying out appropriate
maintenance or rehabilitation. The benefit of this practice is to extend pavement life and reduce
the overall life cycle cost. Pavements typically deteriorate in a non-linear fashion. Twenty-five
percent of the deterioration occurs during the first seventy-five percent of pavement life. The
more cost-effective maintenance should occur when the pavement is still in fair condition.
Pavement repairs can be done inexpensively using sealing and overlay techniques. Proper
pavement management should minimize the need for costly pavement reconstruction.

In order to compete with I-15 construction and to enable contractors to plan and offer favorable
pricing, Park City bid a two-year pavement management program. In addition, five years of
projected work is proposed to be consolidated into four years; thus, in the summer of 2001 there
will be no scheduled overlays and slurry seals.

In 1993, Park City completed its third pavement management review. The review consisted of
visually inspecting the surface of every city street, testing pavement and subgrade deflection.
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analyzing the data, and ranking stre¢ts and developing implementation plans based on different
funding levels. During 1996, pavement management documentation was reviewed; and the
consultant was requested to consolidate five years of required work into a four-year period.

In addition to the identified streets fpr each year, the cemetery, recycling center, and Sullivan
Road will receive asphalt overlays; and the bike paths from Heber to Iron Horse and from
Stonebridge at Lower Deer Valley Loop and parking lot will receive slurry seals.

Utility adjustments are a necessary part of an overlay project. The adjustments (where grinding
occurs) will lower and then raise manhole lids, water valves and survey monuments to surface
level. This type of activity has traditionally been included in the overlay contract. However, to
minimize general contractor add-on, the City bids this separately, providing a tighter control over
the entire project.

C. Analysis. The pavement management program has a carry-forward of $216,000.00, a capital
improvement program funding requested at $600,000.00 over the next four years, with the fifth
year dropping to zero. This CIP request is based upon the consolidation of the projected five-
year planned work into four years, a@llowing the fifth year (summer of 2001) to have required
maintenance patching only.

Moving the planned work schedule jahead by one year will allow Park City personnel to be
available to complete final pre-Olydlpic preparations. The bidding of a two-year package, which
was identified to the bidders as a todal aggregate bid, yields a saving of $135,000.00 over the two
years. In addition, it allows the lowrbidding contractors to effectively plan their work,
particularly with the I-15 constmcti{)n that is underway.

The following streets are identiﬁed,%in accordance with the pavement management program, to
receive street overlays or slurry seals:

i 1997 ASPHALT OVERLAYS
12th Street from Norfolk Ave. to Park Ave.
5th Street from Park Ave. to Swede Alley%
Cresent Tram from Empire Ave. to Norfoi:k Ave.
Daley Ave. from Main St. to southend |
Sampson Ave. from Norfolk Ave. to Kingi Rd.
Hillside from Main St. to Marsac Ave.
Bonanza Ct. from Payday Dr. to Norfolk A;\ve.
Shadow Ridge from Lowell Ave. to Empife Ave.
Silver King from Empire Ave. to Park Avé.
Silver King from Empire Ave. to west en |
Three Kings from Thaynes Canyon to west end cul-de-sac
Oak Rim Lane from Crestline Dr. to nortlf end cul-de-sac
Upland Circle from Crestline Dr. to north %end cul-de-sac
Estates Dr. to American Saddler ‘
Sidewinder from Wyatt Earp to Kearns, frjom Comstock west to Kearns, and Comstock east to Wyatt Earp
Mellow Mtn. to Deer Valley Dr.
Rossie Hill from Deer Valley Dr. to McHenry
Sunnyside Dr. from Deer Valley Dr. to Méllow Mtn.
Deer Valley Dr. N/S intersection to Queeﬁ Esther
Cemetery roadway
Recycling Center
Sullivan Dr. from Miners Hospital north tp Deer Valley Dr.
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1998 ASPHALT OVERLAYS
10th St. from Empire Ave. to Park Ave.
4th St. from Park Ave. to Swede Alley
Woodside Ave. from 13th St. to Silver King
Park Ave. from Empire Ave. to Heber Ave.
Claimjumper Ct. from Thaynes Canyon to end of cul-de-sac
Double Jack Ct. from Prospector Dr. to west end
Empire Ave. from Manor Way to Silver King
Kings Ct. from Three Kings Dr. to west end
Nail Driver Ct. from Payday Dr. to south end
Silver Queen Ct. from Payday Dr. to south end
Webster Dr. from Three Kings Dr. to Thaynes
Webster Ct. from Webster Dr. to west end
Creek Ct. from Creek Dr. to north end
Meadow Creek Ct. from Creek Dr. to south end
Hackney Ct. from Holiday Ranch Loop Rd. to north end
Little Kate Rd. from Holiday Ranch Loop Rd. N. to Holiday Ranch Loop Rd. S.
Red Maple Ct. from Holiday Ranch Loop Rd. to west end
River Birch Ct. from Holiday Ranch Loop Rd. to west end
Sunset Ct. from Evening Star to south end
White Pine Ct. from Little Kate Rd. to west end
Geronimo Ct. from Annie Oakley to north end
Samuel Colt Ct. from Doc Holliday to east end
Deer Valley Dr. from N/S Deer Valley intersection to Royal, from Royal to end of istand, from N/S Deer Valley intersection to
island
Mellow Mtn. Rd. 2000' from Deer Valley Dr. N.
Royal St. 7800' from Deer Valley Dr. W.

1997 TYPE I1I SLURRY SEALS
Aerie Circle from Aerie Dr. to north end cul-de-sac
Eagle Way from Aerie Dr. to east end cul-de-sac
Golden Way from Aerie Dr. to west end cul-de-sac
Marsac Parking Lots front and back and back approach
Meadows Dr. from Hwy. 224 to Ashley Ave.
Meadow Creek Dr. from Creek Dr. to end of cul-de-sac
Monitor Dr. from Lucky John to Little Kate Rd.
Belle Starr Ct. from Sidewinder Dr. to Doc Holliday
Comstock Dr. from Kearns Blvd. to Sidewinder Dr.
Mellow Mtn. Rd. 2000' from Deer Valley Dr. to Aerie Dr.
Eldar Place from Telemark to end of cul-de-sac
Daystar from Telemark to end of cul-de-sac

1997 TYPE Il SLURRY SEALS
City bike path from Heber Ave. to Iron Horse Dr.
City bike path from Lower Deer Valley Loop from Stonebridge to Deer Valley lot
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Empire Ave. from Silver King to 8th St.
Lowell Ave. from Empire Ave. to Manor
Woodside from King to 8th St.

998 TYPE III SLURRY SEALS

Lowell Ave. from Shadow Ridge to Silver King
Lucky John Dr. from Little Kate to Evening Star
Crestline Dr. from Meadows to American Saddler

Prospector Ave. from Bonanza to Sidewind

er

Cochise Ct. from Wyatt Earp to end of cul-de-sac
Butch Cassidy from Wyatt Earp to end of cul-de-sac

Prospector Park parking area
Royal Cache Dr. top section around to E/W

intersection (entire top loop)

Guardsman Connection from Royal St. to Hwy 224 (Mine Rd.)

For 1997, street overlays total 12,371
yards; and Type II slurry seals total §
opening date.

For 1998, street overlays total 11,93(
yards; with no Type II slurry seals.

There were six bids received for stre

tons of asphalt; Type III slurry seals total 54,611 square
,000 square yards. Bids are firm for 45 days from the bid

) tons of asphalt; Type III slurry seal totals 66,387 square

et overlays, two bids for slurry seals, and quotes for utility

adjustments and for engineering quality control:

1997 1998 TOTAL
Asphalt Paving
Staker Paving $384,432.96 $370,551.98 $754,984.94
Morgan Asphait $415,840.16 $412,881.41 $828,721.57
Gibbons & Reed $428,540.70 $414,541.96 $843,082.66
Miller Paving $466,194.54 $440,051.46 $906,246.00
Geneva Rock $459,052.85 $467,153.26 $926,206.11
Valley Asphalt $481,071.25 $491,282.88 $972,354.13
Slurry Seals
Intermountain Slurry $62,036.57 $59,084.43 $121,121.00
Morgan Asphait $59,698.00 $75,842.61 $135,540.61
Utility Adjustments
Rivas Construction Co $47,896.00 $48,700.00 $96,596.00
Quality Control & Testing
Agra Earth& Environmental $20,000.00 $24,000.00 $44,000.00

The City’s estimated project cost fo:t 1997 is $530,000.00 for grinding, asphalt, crackseal,
utilities adjustments, and testing; the estimated project cost for 1998 is $542,000.00.
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D. Department Review. Bids were reviewed by the Public Works Department and the Finance
Department. The carryover funds are in fund 31-44018, with the additional $600,000.00
included in a CIP fund. CIP funds would be available after July 1.

ALTERNATIVES:

A. Approve awarding of the contract to the lowest bidders. Staker Paving (overlays),
Intermountain Slurry (slurry seals), and Rivas Construction (utility adjustments) for 1997 and

1998.

B. Approve awarding of the contract to the combined low aggregate bidder. Staker Paving
(asphalt overlays), Intermountain Slurry (slurry seals) and Rivas Construction (utility

adjustments) for 1997; bid again in 1998.

. Reject all bids.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: The pavement management plan is designed to maintain and
improve Park City pavement quality. Approval of less than the recommended program will
cause a decline of pavement quality. The two-year bid package saves the City a significant
amount of money, particularly with the current Salt Lake area construction projects underway.

Each contract can be expanded, with up to a 10% surcharge added to the contract price, if more
construction is decided upon.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION: Failure to
maintain an adequate pavement management program will increase maintenance dollars in
subsequent years and lower overall pavement quality.

RECOMMENDATION: Alternative A: Accept bids and authorize staff to enter into
agreements with:

1. Staker Paving for asphalt overlays, in the amounts of $384,432.96 for 1997 and
$370,551.98 for 1998, with an aggregate total of $754,984.94.

2. Intermountain Slurry Seal for slurry seals, in the amounts of $62,036.57 for 1997
and $59,084.43, with an aggregate total of $121,121.00.

3. Rivas Construction for utility adjustments, in the amounts of $47,896.00 for 1997
and $48,700.00 for 1998, with an aggregate total of $96,596.00.

4. Agra Earth & Environmental for engineering quality control and testing, in the
amounts of $20,000.00 for 1997 and $24,000.00 for 1998, with an aggregate
total of $44,000.00.







