
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING      
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
MARCH 16, 2006 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of Park City, Utah will hold 
its regularly scheduled meeting at the Marsac Municipal Building, City Council 
Chambers, 445 Marsac Avenue, Park City, Utah for the purposes and at the times as 
described below on Thursday, March 16, 2006. 
 
Closed Session – Executive Conference Room 
2:00 p.m. Property 
 
Work Session – City Council Chambers  
3:00 p.m. Joint work session with Planning Commission 

• General Plan amendments 
• Housing policy 

5:00 p.m. Council questions/comments 
5:10 p.m. Sign Code 

• Direction on temporary portable signs 
• Timeshare office business signs - visitor information services 

5:40 p.m. Questions/comments on plats 
5:50 p.m. Break 
 
Regular Meeting – City Council Chambers 
6:00 p.m. 
 
I ROLL CALL 
 
II COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 

Resolution honoring the parents of the Park City athletes participating in the XX 
Winter Olympic Games 
 
III PUBLIC INPUT (any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda) 
 
 Mosquito Abatement District update - John Yassi, District Director 
 
IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF MARCH 2, 2006 
 
V PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
 1. Continuation of hearing on Ordinance approving a plat amendment to the Snow 
Top Subdivision to amend plat notes #4 and #5 regarding the location of building pads 
and limits of disturbance on all lots within the subdivision, located on Snowtop Court, 
Park City, Utah 
 



 2. Ordinance approving the combination of Lots 4 and 5 of the Walter-Daniels 
Subdivision, located at 633 Woodside Avenue, Park City, Utah 
  
 3. Ordinance approving the 827 Woodside Avenue Replat which will combine Lot 7 
and the southerly half of Lot 8, Block 11 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City survey 
into one lot of record 
  
 4, Ordinance approving a subdivision of Lots 4, 27, 28 29 and portions of Lots 5 
and 6 of Block 3 of the Park City Survey, located at 315 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah 
  
 5. Ordinance approving an amendment to the Record of Survey Plat for the Lookout 
at Deer Valley, located at 6601 Royal Street West, Park City, Utah 
  
 6. Ordinance approving a subdivision of Lot 4 and portions of Lots 5, 28, and 29 of 
Block 3 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey, located at 915 Park Avenue, 
Park City, Utah 
 
 7. Ordinance approving the first amended Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase II 
planned unit development plat, 2691, 2683 and 2687 Eagle Cove Drive, Park City, Utah 
 
 8. Ordinance approving the Settlers Ridge Condominium Record of Survey Plat, 
located at 564, 566, and 568 Deer Valley Drive, Park City, Utah 
 
VI CONSENT AGENDA 
 
1. Resolution honoring the parents of the Park City athletes participating in the XX 
Winter Olympic Games 
 
 2. Continuation of hearing on Ordinance approving a plat amendment to the Snow 
Top Subdivision to amend plat notes #4 and #5 regarding the location of building pads 
and limits of disturbance on all lots within the subdivision, located on Snowtop Court, 
Park City, Utah 
 
 3. Ordinance approving the combination of Lots 4 and 5 of the Walter-Daniels 
Subdivision, located at 633 Woodside Avenue, Park City, Utah 
  
 4. Ordinance approving the 827 Woodside Avenue Replat which will combine Lot 7 
and the southerly half of Lot 8, Block 11 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City survey 
into one lot of record 
  
 5. Ordinance approving a subdivision of Lots 4, 27, 28 29 and portions of Lots 5 
and 6 of Block 3 of the Park City Survey, located at 315 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah 
  
 6. Ordinance approving an amendment to the Record of Survey Plat for the Lookout 
at Deer Valley, located at 6601 Royal Street West, Park City, Utah 
  



 7. Ordinance approving a subdivision of Lot 4 and portions of Lots 5, 28, and 29 of 
Block 3 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey, located at 915 Park Avenue, 
Park City, Utah 
 
 8. Ordinance approving the first amended Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase II 
planned unit development plat, 2691, 2683 and 2687 Eagle Cove Drive, Park City, Utah 
 
 9. Ordinance approving the Settlers Ridge Condominium Record of Survey Plat, 
located at 564, 566, and 568 Deer Valley Drive, Park City, Utah 
 
VII ADJOURNMENT 
 
A majority of City Council members may meet socially after the meeting.  If so, the 
location will be announced by the Mayor.  City business will not be conducted.  
 
Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special 
accommodations during the meeting should notify the City Recorder at 435-615-5007 at 
least 24 hours prior to the meeting.  
 
Posted:  03/13/06 
See:  parkcity.org 
 
 
 

  



 
 
Note: This future meeting schedule is TENTATIVE and subject to change. 
PARK CITY COUNCIL TENTATIVE MEETING SCHEDULE 
 
March 2006 
23 Parking structure grand opening 

Conservation easement McPolin Farm (30 min) – Myles 
 Kevin Callahan – transportation funding – Kent 
 Trash issues (work session): 

• Swede Alley trash discussion 
• Summit County Solid Waste Committee update 

Ordinance – 703 Park Avenue National Garage Subdivision plat amendment - 
Ray 
LMC amendments Chapter 1: General Provisions; Chapter 3: Off-Street Parking; 
Chapter 4: Supplemental Regulations; Chapter 6: Master Planned 
Developments; Chapter 7: Subdivision General Provisions; Chapter 8: 
Annexations relating to changes in the Utah State Code and to modify the use of 
the term Community Development Department and Community Development 
Director 
Affordable housing resolution – Phyllis 
Resolution – final bond 
Silver Star Affordable Housing Plan (Housing Authority) 

30 Main Street real estate offices – Jon 
 Ordinance – 1021 Norfolk Avenue plat amendment - David 
 Corps of Engineers grant agreement – Jerry 
 Construction contract for locker room remodel at Racquet Club – Ken 
 Amending Soils Ordinance to Include Park City School Campus – Jeff S 
April 2006 
 6 No meeting 
13  
20 
27 
May 2006 
 4 
11 
18 
25 
29 Memorial Day – offices closed 
Pending Items: 
Eagle Pointe V annexation public hearing/action - Brooks 
Resolution adopting affordable housing guidelines and standards 
Amendment to LMC creating Community Transition Zone and amending Chapter 6 
Master Planned Developments creating unit equivalent multiplier for (I) occupancy 
buildings 
KPCW lease 
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General Plan update 
Regional bus service SLC  
Conveyance of easement from Iron Mountain & Associates 
One year review of Ordinance No. 05-49, outdoor display of merchandise – August 
2006 
One year review of land use associated with purchase of Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive 
property – August 2006 
Briefing on parking regulations and event parking permits for Sundance – Fall 2006 
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CITY COUNCIL    
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject:   Park Bonanza Planning Area 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS- PARK BONANZA PLANNING 
DISTRICT 

Date:   March 8, 2006 
Type of Item:   Joint Work Session with the Planning Commission 
Author:   Kirsten Whetstone, Senior Planner 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends the City Council and Planning Commission 
review the attached discussion document (Exhibit A) and provide direction regarding the 
following: 1) proposed study area boundary, 2) description and characteristics of the 
planning district, 3) draft issues and objectives for the district, 4) draft General Plan 
Element amendments, and 5) the Timeline and next steps (see attached Exhibit C). 
 
Staff requests input on these items in the context of developing a strategic plan for 
redevelopment of the Park Bonanza Planning Area. The purpose of this meeting and the 
attached Discussion Draft of General Plan amendments is to provide an opportunity for the 
City Council and Planning Commission to comment on their vision at an early stage in the 
planning process. A public participation process will be an important element to gain input 
from other City Departments, stakeholders, property owners, and the general public. 
Additional analysis and details will be provided as the draft is further refined and ultimately 
presented for adoption by the City Council.      
 
BACKGROUND:  
Developing a strategy for redevelopment of the Park Bonanza area, namely the area 
bounded by Park Avenue, Deer Valley Drive, Bonanza (including those properties fronting 
both the east and west sides of the street), and Kearns has been an area of interest of the 
City’s for the last couple of years. With the expected departure of the lumber yard/building 
supply store and consolidation of other properties under common ownership there are 
opportunities to look at this area in a broader context instead of simply as a General 
Commercial and Industrial zoning district.  
 
The Planning Commission has reviewed a number of pre-application submittals for Master 
Planned Developments in the area and has approved and seen constructed several 
redevelopment projects. In the past, the City has been approached by several property 
owners within the Park Bonanza Planning Area for assistance in developing a master plan 
or facilitating a planning process to develop a strategic plan for a comprehensive 
redevelopment of this area. 
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On January 10, 2006, several City Department staff met to brainstorm ideas regarding 
redevelopment of this area (Exhibit B). The outcome of that meeting was to 1) get early 
direction from the Planning Commission and the City Council and review a draft of General 
Plan amendments, 2) collect additional information about the district (ownership, land uses, 
utilities, transportation, economic, etc.), and 3) begin a dialogue regarding appropriate next 
steps.   
 
PARK BONANZA DISTRICT PLANNING AREA DISCUSSION DRAFT: 
The discussion draft is a basic outline of Park City General Plan amendments that act as 
the possible framework for redevelopment. As indicated in the discussion draft, very little 
specific direction exists in the current Park City General Plan regarding this area of town. At 
the direction of the Planning Department a consultant has drafted language to specifically 
identify and describe this district as a Planning Area, as well as provide language that will 
incorporate this area into all appropriate General Plan Elements with specific objectives, 
descriptions, and policy statements. The draft identifies the boundaries of the Park 
Bonanza District Planning Area and provides a general description of the district as well as 
identifies at a broad level those issues facing the district and objectives for the district. Staff 
would expect these issues, policy statements, and objectives to be further discussed, 
debated, and refined through the public participation process. Adoption as General Plan 
amendments is a goal of this portion of the planning process for the Park Bonanza Area.     
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS: 
Planning Staff suggest the City Council and Planning Commission discuss and provide 
feedback/direction on the following items: 
1) Planning area boundary- does it incorporate all of the properties it should? Are there 

properties that should not be included? Which ones? 
2) Has the Park Bonanza District been adequately described and characterized? Is there 

additional information that should be included? What additional specific information 
should be included in these proposed General Plan updates? 

3) Have the District issues and objectives been adequately presented? What additional 
specific information should be researched and included? 

4) Are there additional General Plan Elements that should be amended to address policies 
and direction for this district? The draft includes revisions to the Community Character, 
Open Space, Land Use, Growth Management, Transportation, Environmental, and 
Housing Elements of the General Plan. Do you have specific comments about any of 
the proposed amendments to these Elements? Comments about specific language? 

5) What is envisioned as the final product, i.e. planning principles for the area as was done 
for Quinn’s Junction Study, or Master Plan document such as the Park Avenue 
Neighborhood Plan, or strategic plan, etc.? 

6) Is the Council comfortable with the timeline and next steps? 
 
EXHIBITS: 
Exhibit A- Discussion Draft   
Exhibit B- Outline from the January 10, 2006, meeting with Staff 
Exhibit C- Timeline  
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Exhibit A 
 
Park City General Plan 2006 Update 
Park Bonanza District Planning Area 
 
Background 
The Park City General Plan is a policy document that forms the basis of the zoning and 
development regulations within the Park City limits and provides land use planning 
direction for those areas within the Park City Annexation Declaration area.  The current 
General Plan has been under on-going updates on most of the elements of the plan 
since the 1997 General Plan was adopted.   
 
The area encompassed by the designation of the Park Bonanza district has been 
considered in the General Plan within descriptions of other planning areas and in the 
separate Transportation element of the General Plan. Very little specific direction exists 
for the Park Bonanza District Planning Area.   
 
In the case of the Park Bonanza District Planning Area, The General Plan would be 
amended to include specifically identify the district as outlined below ands to include the 
district in all the appropriate General Plan Elements.  
 
General District Description 
The Park Bonanza District is the oldest commercial district outside of the historic Main 
Street area.  As a planning area, the boundaries of the district are Bonanza Drive to the 
East, Park Avenue to the west and Kearns Boulevard to the north and Deer Valley Drive 
to the south.  The district includes those properties along both sides of Bonanza from 
Iron Horse Drive to Kearns.   
 
The area is currently a broad mix of land uses from resort commissary and parking, to 
shops and restaurants, banking, public works buildings and the former lumber yard.  
Other uses include storage area, small art and consignment shops, banks and real 
estate offices.  The one, in town, movie theater is within the area as well as one of the 
two main grocery stores.  The area is currently zoned General Commercial (GC) and 
Light Industrial (LI). 
 
The area includes housing along Kearns Boulevard and within the Rail Central project.  
Portions of the area are referred to the North of Main Area (NoMa) by a large 
percentage of the business and property owners in the area. NoMa functions as a joint 
marketing vehicle and forum for NoMa members to discuss business development.  
 
District Issues 
Because the Park Bonanza District includes such a broad array of uses and provides 
services to the community at large, the District is an important part of the commercial 
life of Park City.  The District is under pressure from competing commercial projects 
outside of the city, exemplified by the closure of the lumber yard last year.  Movie 
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theaters and restaurants in themed mall atmospheres have developed near the junction 
of the interstate and the state highways that form the entry corridor to Park City.   
 
Local restaurants and shopping continues to be an active part of the district, despite 
commercial competition from the junction areas. The cost of rental space in the district 
is less than the Main Street area, and parking is generally available.  
 
The District is central to the daily flow of traffic to the resort areas and to the Main Street 
area.  Four of the City’s six stop lights are located on the District Boundaries.  Many 
intersections and driveways affect the flow of traffic in the District and to the resort areas 
and Main Street. 
 
Several of the buildings and developments have undergone redevelopment in the past 5 
years, including the Rail Central Project, the theater complex, and the Centura 
Emporium project.   These projects represent significant efforts by the private sector to 
provide community level services in this area.  
 
District Objectives 
The overall objective for the Park Bonanza District is to facilitate the redevelopment of 
the district by coordination of land use and transportation plans, incorporation of uses 
that contribute to the overall success of the District.   This facilitation includes 
consideration for modification of the current City zoning regulations, consistent with the 
intent of this section and the overall Park City General Plan. Facilitation also includes 
identifying the opportunities to contribute to the overall quality of life for all of Park City. 
Housing, shops and services that can be served by the existing transit system, parking 
areas that can serve the demands of the district plus provide supplemental parking for 
the resorts and Main Street are examples of the current range of opportunities 
presented within the district.  Facilitation includes identification of project where City 
resources can be contributed to assist with overall benefits to the Park City community. 
 
The District will primarily continue to serve the needs of the residents and 
visitors to Park City, consistent with changing consumer demands for services, 
restaurants, shopping and housing. Local businesses will be strongly 
encouraged, with national brands providing visibility and stability in the product 
mix.  Further descriptions of the objectives for the area are found in the individual 
Plan Elements that follow.  
 

Note: The following section of this report is formatted in bullet format to 
introduce the planning concepts for each of the General Plan elements 
relating to the Park Bonanza Planning Area.   Each of the items in this 
section of the report will be expanded, researched as necessary and 
finally edited for adoption and amendment of the General Plan. 
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General Plan Element I.  Introduction 
No changes required 
 
General Plan Element II.  Park City Direction 
No changes required. The planning direction for the Park Bonanza District is consistent 
with the stated goals. 
 
General Plan Element III.  Community Character 
Amend the  Community Character Element as follows: 
 

• Include the Park Bonanza District within the Developing Area Policies section of 
this Element. The current planning direction for the District is consistent with the 
current Developing Area Policies.  

 
General Plan Element IV.  Open Space 
Open space in this area is established through the provisions in the Land Management 
Code for the General Commercial (GC) and Light Industrial (LI) zones.  Under basic 
zoning, the open space on a parcel is determined by the setbacks from the property 
line.  Properties along Park Avenue, Kearns Boulevard and Deer Valley Drive are 
subject to the provisions of the Frontage Protection Zone which requires additional 
Front Yard setbacks and a Conditional Use Permit approval for development within 100 
feet of the Right of Way along these streets.  Bonanza Drive is not currently subject to 
the Frontage Protection Zone requirements. In addition to the aesthetic importance of 
Open Space in this area, Open Space along roads provides a critical function for snow 
storage for snow storage and for adequate room for sidewalks, bus zones and 
walkways. 
 
Additional Open Space is required for larger project that are approved under the Master 
Development Plan (MPD) section of the Land Management Code.  
 
To meet the objectives for the Park Bonanza District, the Open Space Element would 
be amended as follows: 
 

• Open Space requirements would remain as in the current code to maintain equity 
between all GC and LI zoned properties whether in the District or in other 
Planning Areas.  A further definition of Open Space would be created to allow 
“hardscapes” plazas, walkways, seating areas, fountain areas, etc, to be included 
in the Open Space calculations.  

 
• The Frontage Protection requirements of a 30 foot setback from Park Avenue, 

Kearns Boulevard and Deer Valley Drive would be maintained.  The Separate 
Conditional Use process for development within 100 feet of the Right of Way 
along these roads would be modified such that a separate Conditional Use 
Permit would not be required for projects proposed as an MPD and the Open 
Space requirements are met. Parking that was completely below grade, except 
for Open Space plaza spaces on the exposed level, could be considered 
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between the 100 foot and 30 foot setback area in an MPD and without entrances 
and exits on Park Avenue, Kearns or Deer Valley Drive.  

 
• Within MPD's setbacks between buildings can be reduced to the minimum Fire 

Code requirements and Open Space combined in the most appropriate area.  
Snow storage must be considered in determining the appropriate amount and 
location of Open Space. 

 
• A suitable open space requirement for redevelopment of housing would need to 

be determined. 
 
General Plan Element V. Land Use 
 
 The current array of land uses within the GC and LI districts continue to be appropriate 
uses within the Park Bonanza District. In order to facilitate the desired mix of housing, 
shops, restaurants and commercial uses, modifications to the Land Management Code 
would be necessary. 
 
Some variation of building heights is allowed under the MPD provisions of the Land 
Management Code.   
 
The amount of parking in the district appears to be appropriate – that is, there are only a 
few situations where too much parking ( Payless Drugs and Park City Plaza) is found, 
and some areas where parking and circulation is less than adequate (Iron Horse Drive, 
Rail Central). 
 
Commercial buildings would be limited to a maximum of 20,000 square feet per tenant 
to allow for some national retail uses. Larger retailers can provide economic support for 
the district through name recognition, marketing strength and merchandising efforts.  
Local retailers, shops, galleries and restaurants can benefit from the draw of the larger 
merchant, while the local shops provide the needed local identity to the district.  
 
The mix of local versus regional / national commerce (retail, restaurant, commercial, 
etc) would vary according to the particular type of use.  For example, national scale 
retail that directly competed with existing local business would be discouraged.  Brand 
shops, particularly those that appeal to an active outdoor lifestyle would be allowed and 
encouraged if they provided community scale benefits such as exceptional architecture, 
imbedded employee housing etc.  Outdoor lifestyle brand  stores (The North Face, 
Patagonia, etc) should not be encouraged if they compete directly with local retailers 
that carry the line. National and regional restaurant brands are allowed and encouraged 
under the community benefit terms as national brand shops.   
 
National brands that bring office, distribution and retail consistent with the active Park 
City lifestyle should also be encouraged to participate in the District, when bringing 
community benefits similar to brand shops and restaurants. 
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The Land Use Element would be amended as follows: 
 

• Building heights could be allowed up to 40 feet on the interior areas of the 
Planning District to achieve the goals of coordinated, usable open space, 
additional sun exposure for streets and public areas, and mountain view 
protection.  Height increases are not appropriate adjacent to existing housing 
areas, nor lined along the perimeter streets. 

 
• Setbacks could be modified as discussed in the Open Space Elements 

 
• Parking would remain as specified in the Land Management Code for land uses.  

Some consideration for pass-by and multiple use parking would be allowed for 
projects that blend commercial uses to reduce individual trips.   

 
• A mix of local and national shops and restaurants would be encouraged.  Large 

tenants would be limited to 20,000 square feet.  
 

• A range of housing would be allowed within the district. Housing would be 
reviewed under the Housing element of the General Plan. 

 
General Plan Element VI.   Growth Management 
 
The Growth Management Element describes the planned capacity of Park City for 
developments and provides planning direction for the potential annexation areas as well 
as neighborhoods within the City limits. The Park Bonanza District plays a key role in 
the long term growth management strategy.  First, redevelopment of the district will 
allow for current and future needs of Park City residents and tourists to be served within 
the current developed areas, moving some of the potential demand from undeveloped 
areas, such as Quinn’s Junction.  Second, by facilitating re-development the City can 
allow for some additional uses in the area without significant increases in traffic 
demands. Third, by encouraging a range of housing opportunities in the district, a 
reduction in demand for this use outside the City is possible.  This focus of housing in 
the City limits reduces the need to extend City Services, such as transit, to outlying 
areas in order to minimize traffic demands.  
 
It should be recognized that the district cannot be the target of all required employee 
housing projects that will come forward in the future.  However, encouraging employee, 
affordable and attainable housing in this area allows for a population located patronizing 
the local shops of the area. Other housing types and prices are needed to encourage 
the young professional, local empty-nesters and artists to the area. 
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Such housing, shops, and development mixes are flexible experiments.  Projects should 
be allowed to proceed if they can show compliance with all the district objectives and 
criteria.  
 
Certain areas of the Planning areas are underutilized in terms of types of use and the 
size of the uses within each parcel.  Examples include the former Anderson Lumber 
site, and the Munchkin parking and commissary site for Park City Mountain Resort.  
Other areas are overused from there original intent due to lack of parking, inadequate 
circulation and land uses that are no longer adequately sized for the use.  Examples of 
this situation occur along Woodside Road and Munchkin Road.  
 
It is the intend of this plan for the Park Bonanza District that redevelopment embrace 
change and a reorganization and distribution of land uses to meet the other goals of the 
plan. Maximizing the development potential of each parcel, without direct consideration 
on the effect on transportation, adjacent land uses and the overall intent to exchange 
the viability of the entire City is not the intent of this plan.  
 
Growth of some land uses in this district can be very important in limiting sprawl of 
outlying areas by encouraging infill in the Park Bonanza District.  Each proposal to 
develop in the district must be evaluated against all the elements in the Plan including 
this portion of the Growth Management Element.  
 
The Growth Management Element should be modified as follows: 
  

• Incorporation of existing and projected amounts of commercial and housing in 
the district to allow for calculation of potential impacts of re-development on this 
and other elements of the General Plan. 

• Incorporation of the preceding description for the Growth Management element 
 
General Plan Element VII.  Transportation 
 
The Park Bonanza District forms the hub of the major transportation corridors within 
Park City. It is the only Planning Area surrounded by existing transit routes on all sides. 
It is also on of the few areas with major frontage on the 2 main routes in and out of town 
– Highway U-224 (Park Avenue) and Highway U-248 (Kearns Boulevard). With this 
situation, a careful balance of change, growth and design are required to meet the 
transportation requirements for the future and reduce the current set of conflicts in the 
area. 
 
Changes in the area land use will change traffic patterns and timing.  Re-development 
and intensification of uses has the high potential to create additional traffic.  It is the 
intent of this element of the plan to accommodate change and some growth but not at 
the expense of increased traffic.  
 
The location of the district, central to resort and Main Street transportation flows, 
creates a strong opportunity to locate a more inter-modal transportation center and 
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parking area. With frontage on both U 248 and Bonanza Drive,  direct transit access is 
possible to the resorts and Main Street.  An intermodal facility accessed from Park 
Avenue or Deer Valley Drive is discouraged due to current traffic and turning 
movements.  An intermodal facility in this district allows for shared parking uses, 
possible remote parking support for the resorts and Main Street.  For this reason, City 
participation is encouraged to facilitate the facility planning, construction and operations.  
Careful coordination is necessary between street design, transit and intersections and 
signalization.  
 
Every effort should be made to reduce intersections with the road surrounding the 
project area.  Minor roads should be combined and directed to acceptable intersection 
locations. Individual drive and parking accesses should be discouraged and considered 
for elimination during re-development planning. 
 
It is possible that that an additional signal may be warranted in the future between Park 
Avenue and Bonanza on Kearns Boulevard.  This signal must be electronically 
coordinated and synchronized with the existing signal system.  To the degree possible,  
north exiting traffic should be routed through this intersection. 
 
Round-abouts have been considered over the past 10 years as a solution to intersection 
difficulties along Bonanza Drive. Redevelopment planning can allow fir the round-abouts 
to be considered seriously.  The round-abouts have the potential to reduce intersection 
conflicts and eliminate the need for additional signalization and driving /turn lanes. 
Adequate geometry is essential to accomplishing successful roundabouts in the 
planning area and will require close cooperation with adjacent property owners and the 
City. 
 
Bus pick-up and drop off areas conflict with traffic flow along Bonanza and Kearns.  
Planning of land uses along Bonanza and Kearns needs to consider pick up areas off of 
transportation lanes.   
 
Inadequate space for bicycles exists along Bonanza Drive.  Adequate space should be 
provided or a separate bicycle route planned on internal connector streets in the District. 
 
Bonanza Drive presents a significant obstacle to the termination of the Rail Trail and the 
connection of the Rail Trail to the remainder of the Park City trail system.  The City and 
adjacent property owners need to cooperate to resolve this conflict. Tunnels under 
Kearns should be considered if roadway and utility conflicts can be resolved. 
 
The Transportation Element should be modified as follows: 
  

• Incorporation of the most recent traffic and intersection studies for the area. 
 

• Change the Transportation Element to avoid a reduction from current daily and 
hourly Levels of Service (LOS). Do not allow intersection Levels of Service to 
reduce below current levels.   
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• Incorporation of the preceding description for the Transportation element.  

 
General Plan Element VIII.  Environmental 
 
Redevelopment of the District as planned has the potential to reduce land use sprawl, 
reduce the potential for remote junction commercial development and over-extension of 
transit services to remote locations. 

• No changes required. The planning direction for the Park Bonanza District is 
consistent with the stated goals. 

 
General Plan Element IX.  Housing 
 
The redevelopment of the Park Bonanza District presents some positive opportunities to 
meet housing demand in an in-fill process and reduce (however slight) the demand to 
develop outlying properties. 
 
This is especially true for meeting employee housing demands and the desire for resort-
urban lifestyles for young professionals and empty-nesters.  
 
Care must be taken to balance the housing types, prices and locations of these types of 
housing to avoid prejudicing an area with a certain type of housing.  
 
Additional housing in the area should not be encourages to the extent that the other 
elements in the General Plan are negatively affected, particularly the Transportation 
Element. 
 
The Housing Element of the General Plan would be modified as follows: 

• Coordination with the Growth Management Element for the assessment of 
existing and projected amounts of housing in the district.  

• Incorporation of the preceding description for the Housing element 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
This review draft of the planning for the Park Bonanza District Planning Area for the 
Park City General Plan has been prepared to highlight key elements of the analysis to 
date and the potential changes to the General Plan and the Land Management Code.  
 
The information presented in this review draft is designed to provide an opportunity to 
comment at an early stage of the planning process.  Additional analysis and detail will 
be provided as the draft is refined and ultimately integrated into the various Element of 
the General Plan for adoption by the Planning Commission and City Council. 
 
 
 
The major questions the draft raises for the Planning Commission and City Council are: 

15



 
1. Are the Objectives of the proposed Planning Area coordinated with overall City 

Council and Planning Commission goals?  Are the Objectives clear enough to 
allow for the more detailed planning text in individual General Plan Elements to 
be refined? 

 
2. Is the balance between redevelopment, sprawl control and minimum reductions 

in traffic Levels of Service (LOS) clearly identified? 
 

3. Are the benefits of in-fill re-development coupled with the obligations of the 
developers identified? 

 
We will continue to work within the review draft framework and City Council and 
Planning Commission comments.  The analysis of commercial space, housing and 
property ownership is on-going.. 
 
Process for Public Input 
The public will have several opportunities to comment on the revisions to the General 
Plan at the Planning Commission and City Council level through the Public Hearing 
process.  Because this area is a blend of experienced developers and residents, special 
consideration needs to be taken to carefully balance the input of the residents and other 
stake holders.  A public input session will be scheduled to allow for resident and 
stakeholder input, prior to the public hearing process.  
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Exhibit B 
 
Planning for the NOMA / West of Bonanza Area 
Staff Meeting 
January 10, 2006 
 
 
 
• Define the area:  boundaries 
 
• What are the City’s goals/roles for this area 

o Planning Commission input 
o Council input 
o Staff input 
o Public input 

 
• Do we have the appropriate tools to accomplish these goals/roles 

o Comp Plan 
o Zoning 
o Do we need an RDA 
o Can the City offer incentives 
 

• What impediments or fatal flaws exist to redevelopment 
o Road network 
o Fragmented land ownership 
 

• Who are the stakeholders & what is their role 
o Ownership map 
 

• What opportunities exist through redevelopment 
o Parking opportunities 
o Affordable housing 
o Pedestrian access 
o Retail Mix 
o Transit terminus for a park & ride lot at Richardson Flats 
 

• Next steps in developing a plan 
o Open house 
o Charette 
o Staff time 
o Consultant 
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Exhibit C 
Draft Flow Chart- Timeline for Park Bonanza District Planning 
 
January 2006 
Council Visioning- General discussion regarding the Park Bonanza District  
 
City Department stake holders initial meeting (Planning, Engineering, Building, 
Economic Development, Public Works, Public Affairs)- Park Bonanza District Study 
Area Boundary and agreement that input from City Council and Planning Commission is 
necessary.  
 
March 2006 
Consultant on board to develop a framework for redevelopment by reviewing and 
proposing amendments to applicable elements of the Park City General Plan.  
 
Joint Meeting- Planning Commission and City Council, in a work session format, further 
discuss redevelopment of the District from a “big picture” perspective using draft of 
General Plan amendments as a discussion piece.  
 
Follow-up meeting with City Department stake holders, using direction from the 
Planning Commission and City Council joint meeting, to discuss potential components 
of the Plan and discuss the citizen participation process. Identify all stake holders. 
Identify City roles. 
 
Collect information, as needed, on existing property ownership, land uses, utilities, 
roads, trails and sidewalks, economic/ socio economic factors, etc. 
 
April 2006 
Continue to collect above information and begin to formulate redevelopment strategies. 
Test the General Plan amendments against the redevelopment strategies. Revise 
General Plan amendments and/or redevelopment strategies as necessary. Other plan 
components are formulated as necessary. 
 
Begin public participation process with open houses for Park Bonanza district property 
owners and for general public to discuss and provide input on redevelopment strategies 
(guidelines and policies) and proposed General Plan amendments.  
 
Provide updates to Planning Commission and City Council. 
 
May 2006 
Follow-up meeting with stake holders (City Departments, utilities, etc.) to review and 
provide input on redevelopment strategies (guidelines and policies), various plan 
components, and General Plan Amendments. Public participation continues at Planning 
Commission meetings, as formal public hearings. 
 
July 2006 (or August 2006)  Provide final documents for adoption by City Council.    
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 
 
 
Author:  Phyllis McDonough Robinson 
Subject:  IHC/USSA/Burbidge Annexation: 
   Review of Affordable Housing  
Date:   March 16, 2006 
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
Summary Recommendations: Staff is requesting discussion and specific direction on 
housing policy issues related to the Annexation Petition.  
 
Description: Affordable Housing 
Topic: 

 
Background 
On October 27, 2005 the IHC/USSA Task Force forwarded a unanimous positive 
recommendation to the Planning Commission for a proposed new zoning District for the 
annexation area titled the Community Transition (CT) District.  The CT District includes 
a specific provision addressing affordable housing.  The Task Force recommendation 
as it relates to affordable housing was that the Applicant be consistent with the draft 
language of the Community Transition (CT) Zone. The proposed CT Zone includes an 
additional housing requirement to be applied to developments that seek to exceed the 
base density of one (1) unit per twenty (20) acres.  The density proposed in the 
Annexation triggers the following housing requirements: 
 

• The base density of the CT District may increased up to one (1) unit per acre 
provided that additional standards are incorporated including an additional 5% 
affordable housing commitment beyond that required by the City’s Affordable 
Housing Resolution in effect at the time of application.  The Planning 
Commission may consider alternative housing uses for the additional 5% 
affordable housing commitment. 

 
• The base density of the CT District may be further increased to three (3) units per 

acre provided that all density bonus requirements are met including an additional 
5% affordable housing commitment beyond that required by the City’s Affordable 
Housing Resolution in effect at the time of application and the initial 5% 
commitment required to achieve the 1 unit per acre density. 

 
Formal adoption of the Land Management Code amendment creating the CT District is 
pending final action before Council.  The Planning Commission’s final recommendation 
on the annexation is pending the development of an Annexation Agreement between 
the City and the applicants. 
 
In mid-February the Applicant submitted to Staff an alternative proposal for addressing 
its affordable housing obligation that differs significantly from both the requirements of 

Executive 
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the City’s Affordable Housing Guidelines and Standards (Resolution 17-99) and the 
Task Force Recommendations.  The Applicant’s proposal, and staff’s subsequent 
review, raised substantive housing policy questions that are not addressed under the 
current housing resolution.  Because the CT Zone relies upon the underlying housing 
guidelines and standards of Housing Resolution 17-99, staff requested direction from 
the Planning Commission prior to this joint Planning Commission/City Council Work 
Session.  Specifically, Staff raised the following housing policy issues at the March 8, 
2006 Planning Commission Work Session on the IHC/USSA/Burbidge Annexation 
Petition. 
 

• Should there be consideration given in the calculation of affordable housing 
requirements that differentiates between commercial and institutional uses? 
 

• Should there be consideration given for the dedication of commercial space 
within the Medical Office Building for use by community-based nonprofit 
organizations. 

 
• How should we apply the housing guidelines and standards in the case of 

existing entities, specifically USSA? 
 

• Recognizing that the Applicant is not a residential developer, would we be willing 
to consider a fee in lieu payment in fulfillment of a portion of the Applicant’s 
housing obligation.  And, if so, to what extent?   

 
There was no formal recommendation made by the Planning Commission as to the 
content of the policy options.  The Planning Commission recommended that these 
issues be further discussed at the Joint Work Session on March 8th.  The discussion 
during the Planning Commission indicated their willingness to consider alternatives to 
the imposition of the employee housing requirements, especially as it related to the 
nonprofit elements of the proposal. 
 
Analysis 
Staff is working with the Applicant to identify beneficial solutions to meeting the housing 
obligation for Council consideration.  Staff is requesting discussion and specific direction 
on the following housing policy issues. This direction is necessary for the Planning 
Commission to make a recommendation to Council regarding the proposed annexation.   
 
1) The Applicant has raised the issue of how an institutional versus commercial use 

should be treated as it relates to housing obligation. The current housing resolution 
does not distinguish among uses for the purposes of employee generation. The 
rationale presented is that the Institution use provides a community benefit beyond 
that which is traditionally provided by the operation of a commercial use.  Staff 
concurs with the Applicant and recommends the creation of an Institutional 
Category.  The current base mitigation rate for commercial projects is 20 percent. 
This would apply to the for the hospital portion only.  The Medical Office Building 
employee generation rate would not be decreased. Would Council support the 
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addition of an Institutional Category with an employee generation base 
mitigation rate of 10 percent?  

 
2) The Applicants have discussed the donation of land to two community-based 

nonprofits, specifically the People’s Health Center and USSA. Staff would support a 
recommendation that defers the imposition of an employee generation requirement 
from these uses so long as the use does not change.  Should Council permit this 
option, language would be added to the Development Agreement that clarifies that if 
the use is not built, if the property transfers title, or if a CUP is filed and the use 
changes from the original use (even if the organization retains ownership), the new 
developer would be subject to a housing requirement based upon the ordinance in 
place at that time.  Would Council support a deferral of the employee housing 
obligation under the proposed conditions?   

 
3) Similarly, the Task Force discussed the possible commitment of up to 50,000 square 

feet of Medical Office Building proposed density for community-based organizations 
and/or related community services. This represents a community contribution by IHC 
in the form of a reduced rent structure as compared to commercial leasing rates.  It 
also supports the Quinn’s Planning Principles and creates a synergy of uses. Would 
Council support a deferral of the employee housing obligation for space 
committed to community-based organizations and/or related community 
services under the same conditions as outlined in Number 2 above? 

 
4) At this point USSA is not proposing any increase in its employee base.  The 

employee generation calculation for the professional (non training) space closely 
matches USSA’s current workforce. USSA’s housing obligation is triggered by the 
annexation petition. If they were relocating into existing space that did not require an 
MPD or an Annexation, there would not be any housing requirement. Similarly, the 
tenant that occupies the vacated USSA space currently leased by USSA is not 
subject to any housing requirement.  It is possible that USSA could have a 
significant staff turnover and/ or substantial growth and either scenario could result 
in new employees in the area. To that end, staff would recommend the following: 
Employee growth of more than 5 percent of the current FTEs would be mitigated.  
This would apply not only to USSA’s employees, but to any tenant that co-locates 
with USSA.  Should Council not support staff’s recommendation in Number 2 
above, staff requires direction on how to treat the relocation of USSA, an 
existing entity for purposes of employee generation calculations.  

 
5) While it is possible that USSA will construct housing for athletes, there is no formal 

proposal at this time.  Such a use is permitted in the proposed zone.  Should 
athlete’s housing be developed, USSA requests that it be credited with the 
equivalent number of UEs that could be applied toward any future employment 
growth by USSA and co-tenants.  Does Council support USSA’s request should 
athlete’s housing be developed? 
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6) Based upon the discussion at the Planning Commission regarding a fee in lieu 
payment, as well as Council’s expressed preference for units, IHC returned to staff 
with a proposal to create an Assisted Living Facility on-site.  IHC expressed that 
such an Assisted Living Facility would be compatible with the mission of the hospital. 
Such a use would be permitted under the proposed Community Transition District.  
Depending on size and monthly cost, such a facility could fulfill a portion, if not all, of 
the housing obligation created by the hospital portion.  The MOB housing obligation 
would remain and staff recommends it be in the form of permanent family housing 
built off-site.  Staff asked IHC to consider the feasibility of senior housing within the 
campus. This is a very preliminary proposal and would require the development of 
affordable unit equivalency standards as it relates to unit size and monthly cost.  
Does Council support the concept of the development of an Assisted Living 
Facility on the medical campus as one method of fulfilling the housing 
obligation of the annexation? 

 
7) At the Planning Commission work session IHC outlined its challenge in meeting an 

affordable housing obligation.  IHC is not a residential developer and the campus is 
not intended for residential use outside of athlete’s housing or medical support such 
as a rehabilitation center or an assisted living facility.  IHC indicated that unlike a 
commercial or residential developer it does not have a product to pass along the 
cost.  Its fees for service are limited by federal statute and/or insurance providers. 
Recognizing that IHC is not a residential developer, would Council be willing 
to consider a fee in lieu payment in fulfillment of a portion of the Applicant’s 
housing obligation? If so, under what circumstances or to what extent?  

 
The charts below summarize the impact of the policy issues above on the affordable 
housing requirements.  
 

Use Unit Equivalents 
 Initial Calculations  Institutional 

Category  
Institutional Category  
with USSA and MOB 
Deferral for community 
services 

IHC Hospital 72.27 44.78 44.78 
Medical Office Building 36.90 34.98 22.04 
USSA 10.71 10.71 0  
Total  119.87 90.47 66.82 
Deferred Units 0 0 23.65 

 
Significant Impacts 
The Applicant’s proposal would result in the construction of the 66.82 affordable 
housing Unit Equivalents. This would include both assisted living on-site and deed 
restricted permanent housing within the Park City School District. This represents an 
affordability commitment by the Applicant equivalent to approximately $80,000 per unit, 
or the amount necessary to bridge the gap between the average 2005 sales price of 
market rate two and three bedroom units between 800 and 1,400 square feet (excluding 
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luxury unit sales) and the maximum mortgage amount affordable to the Park City 
Workforce Wage.   
 
Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council discuss and provide 
specific direction to Staff on housing policy issues related to the Annexation Petition.  
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CITY COUNCIL  
 Staff Report 

 
 
  
 
Subject:  SIGN CODE REVISIONS 
Date:   March 16, 2006 
Type of Item: Legislative 
 
Summary: Staff recommends that the City Council review the existing language 
regarding Temporary Portable Signs in Title 12, the Sign Code and direct staff to leave 
it as written, at one off-premise sign per business, and only within private plazas. 
 
TOPIC 
Amendments to Title 12 of the Municipal Code. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The City Council conducted a series of public hearings and work sessions on November 
3, December 1, December 13, and December 22, 2005 to modify and update Title 12 of 
the Municipal Code, the Sign Code (a formal ordinance was adopted on December 22, 
2005).  Central to the adopted changes was an allowance for limited use of portable 
signs by businesses within a private plaza.  This language allows for limited use of 
temporary portable signs by businesses located on private plazas provided they are not 
placed within a City owned public right-of-way.     
 
On January 12, 2006 representatives of the Historic Main Street Business Alliance 
expressed concerns that the adopted language was not completely representative of 
direction given by the Council during the public process.  The City Council in turn, 
directed staff to research the minutes from the previous meetings and return with 
analysis and a recommendation regarding these signs.   
 
ANALYSIS 
Representatives from the Historic Main Street Business Alliance contend that the 
Council directed staff to include language in the ordinance allowing for temporary 
portable signs in all commercial zones, and within the public right-of-way provided they 
did not impede pedestrian or vehicular traffic (minutes are attached).  They state that 
these signs are a significant benefit for the economic growth of their businesses and 
would very much like to have an opportunity to use them.   
 
In turn, staff is concerned that allowing these signs within public right-of-ways will create 
circulation problems along both pedestrian and vehicular right-of-ways, as it will further 
narrow crowded sidewalks and streets, especially along Main Street.  A proliferation of 
these signs will create visual clutter that is not consistent with the City’s design 
guidelines.  There are 194 licensed businesses on Main Street if 35% of them chose to 
add signs, the number would be 69 new signs.   
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Minutes from each of the four meetings where the Sign Code was discussed (especially 
November 3, 2005) indicate that there was discussion regarding this language however 
the only Council direction was to modify the design criteria and allow the signs year 
round (see Exhibit A).  As a result, staff recommended ratification of the language below 
that was adopted by the Council on December 22, 2005.    
 

(I)  TEMPORARY PORTABLE SIGNS. Businesses located in a private plaza 
may display a temporary portable sign to advertise or identify their business.  
Such temporary portable signs must be placed within the boundaries of the 
private plaza and are subject to the following criteria: 

(1) SIZE. No temporary portable sign may exceed twelve square feet (12 sq. ft.). 

(2) NUMBER OF SIGNS. One (1) temporary portable sign is allowed per 
business. 

(3) ORIENTATION. Temporary portable signs are allowed only on private 
property, and must not impede pedestrian circulation or ADA and fire access.  No 
temporary portable signs will be permitted on City owned property, including City 
owned right-of-ways. 

(4) ZONING RESTRICTIONS. Temporary portable signs are allowed only within 
the HCB, HRC, GC, LI, RD and RC, zoning districts. 

(5) DESIGN. Fluorescent colors and reflective surfaces are prohibited on 
portable signs.  Reflective colored materials that give the appearance of 
changing color are also prohibited.  

(6) ILLUMINATION. Illumination of temporary portable signs is prohibited. 

 
Staff recommends that the City Council maintain the current language as it is, at one 
off-premise sign per business, and that the signs be allowed outside of the public right-
of-way and only within private plazas.   
 
ALTERNATIVES  

1. The City Council may direct staff to take no action and leave the language as 
currently written; or 

2. The City Council may instruct staff to modify the language to allow for temporary 
portable signs within City right-of-ways and all commercial zones; or 

3. The City Council may continue the discussion;   
 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
There significant impacts that may result from amending the existing language. 
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• Placement of portable signs within public right-of-way will impede pedestrian and 
vehicular circulation, especially on Main Street where there is limited sidewalk 
area. 

• A proliferation of portable signs in front of businesses would create visual clutter.   
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The Executive Department, Planning Department and Legal Department have reviewed 
the proposed amendments.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council review the existing language regarding 
Temporary Portable Signs in Title 12, the Sign Code and direct staff to leave it as 
written, at one off-premise sign per business, and only within private plazas. 
 
Exhibit A – Excerpts from previous meetings. 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
EXCERPTS FROM CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS 
REGARDING DISCUSSION ON TEMPORARY PORTABLE SIGNS 
 
November 3, 2006 Meeting: 
 
VI NEW BUSINESS 
 
Ordinance amending the Municipal Code, Title 12, Sign Code – Ray Milliner explained 
the change in lettering language encouraging variety and depth by promoting raised or 
routed letters on the sign face.  The Planning Commission recommends that the Code 
be amended to clearly prohibit animated or moving signs.  Historic replicative signs, like 
the obelisk at the Egyptian Theater, are allowed if the applicant can document that the 
original historic sign produced the same movement and/or motion.  With regard to the 
trial of temporary portable signs in plazas or sandwich boards, staff observed 
that six or seven businesses participated, no complaints were received and two 
signs could be viewed from the public right-of-way at any time.  Staff is 
recommending that this be permanently inserted in the Code.  The HMBA 
recommends that portable signs be allowed on public property on a year-round 
basis including all rights-of-ways with written permission from the City.  Staff 
continues to recommend prohibiting these signs on public property and limiting 
them to plazas from November 15 until April 15.  Mr. Milliner continued that there is 
a recommendation to consolidate language for free-standing signs in large scale MPDs 
with a maximum square footage from 10 to 20 square feet.  He explained the proposal 
that one luminous tube sign will be allowed for every 25 feet of building façade width.  
One neon sign of less than two square feet in size is allowed per building face without a 
permit.  
. . . . 
 
Mike Sweeney, HMBA, referred to the Sign Code and stated that merchants would like 
choices other than the color ivory, for letters on internally illuminated signs.  He 
proposed allowing animated signs in the commercial district, at least on a trial basis at a 
later date, and discussed allowing inflatable signs or balloons.  Portable signs are 
currently limited to a-frame signs and there should be more latitude to allow 
creative designs, still maintaining the ten square foot maximum.   Additionally, 
these signs should be allowed in other commercial locations besides private 
plazas.  
. . . . 
 
With no further public input, Mayor Williams closed the public hearing.  Jim Hier 
indicated that with all of the amendments suggested by Mr. Sweeney, that the 
Council be provided time to review all of the comments.  He felt proposed Code 
amendments should be presented in a clearer fashion and Joe Kernan felt it 
would be helpful to compare the Planning Commission’s and staff’s perspective.  
Kay Calvert agreed with Mr. Sweeney’s comments about allowing more designs 
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for sandwich board signs.  Mr. Kernan also suggested that staff create a chart 
outlining associated setbacks for sign types.  Candy Erickson proposed that a-
frame signs be regulated as not exceeding x number of square feet, i.e., both 
sides, and not restricting the design.  The Mayor felt that these signs should be 
allowed year-round since the trial was intended to be temporary.   
 
December 1, 2005 Meeting: 
 
Planner Ray Milliner explained that Council directed an amendment to the Code, 
allowing free-standing portable signs year-round.  There is a request to remove 
some design requirements, specifically only permitting a-frames, and staff is 
open to Council’s input.  Marianne Cone discussed the stability of a-frame signs 
and Joe Kernan supported allowing other designs, unless a problem arises.  The 
Mayor opened the public hearing on the remainder of the Sign Code issues. 
 
December 22, 2006 Meeting: 
 
VI OLD BUSINESS 
 
 Ordinance amending the Municipal Code, Title 12, Sign Code – Planner Ray 
Milliner discussed the modifications directed by Council at its meeting on December 1.  
He pointed out his error in not changing the off-premise signs number to “5”, although 
the language reads “five”.  The public hearing was closed and not continued at the last 
meeting, but the Mayor invited input.   
 
Mike Sweeney, HMBA, thanked Planner Ray Milliner and the City Council and 
urged Council to approve the Sign Code as presented.   
 
Candace Erickson, “I move we approve the Ordinance amending the Municipal Code, 
title 12, Sign Code as corrected by staff”.  Kay Calvert seconded.  Motion unanimously 
carried.   
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March 10, 2006 
 
Park City Council and Mayor 
Park City Municipal Corporation 
PO Box 1480 Park City, UT 84060 
 
Subject:  Sign Code Revisions – March 16, 2006 
 
Dear City Council and Mayor, 
 
The Historic Main Street Business Alliance (HMBA) appreciates you reviewing the recently past 
Sign Code to see if Temporary Portable Signs should be limited to only private plazas.  The 
HMBA is requesting that Temporary Portable Signs (one per business) be allowed to be 
displayed similarly as Display of Out Door Merchandise, i.e. on private property but not private 
property where City owned Right-of-Ways exist. 
 
As of this date there are not a plethora of Temporary Portable Signs and the businesses 
displaying signs are only displaying one sign as per the Sign Code requirement. 
 
In reviewing the minutes of the various City Council meetings leading up to the passage of the 
revised Sign Code, I could not find the discussions pertaining to this issue of where Temporary 
Portable Signs could be located.  I know the topic was discussed and I thought it was decided 
that the locations allowed to display these signs were similar to the Display of Out Door 
Merchandise and was not limited to only private plazas. 
 
Again, thank you for allowing the HMBA to work with the Staff and you reviewing this Sign 
Code issue. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Historic Main Street Business Alliance 
Michael E. Sweeney, Past President, Current Board Member 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION NOTES 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
MARCH 2, 2006 
 
Present: Mayor Dana Williams; Council members, Marianne Cone; Candace 

Erickson; Roger Harlan; and Joe Kernan 
 

Tom Bakaly, City Manager; Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Alison 
Butz, Special Events and Facilities Manager; Brooks Robinson, 
Planner; Gary Hill, Budget Manager; Craig Sanchez, Golf Director; 
Troy Dayley, Parks Manager; and Jerry Gibbs, Public Works Director 
 

Absent: Council member Jim Hier 
  
 1. Council questions and comments.   Roger Harlan referred to an article in the 
Salt Lake Tribune on national bike races and discovered a new event planned for Park 
City in August 2006.  Alison Butz explained that The Tour of Utah has met with staff.  
The road race showcases various communities in the state and this year will focus on 
Salt Lake and Summit County.  Planner Brooks Robinson shared specifics as a 
volunteer for both The Tour of California and The Tour of Georgia.  Roger Harlan 
commented on the success of the grand opening at the new ice rink and the great turn-
out.   
 
Marianne Cone discussed Recycle Utah business.  She also reported on a meeting on 
regional trails with the goal of connecting county trails, i.e., Salt Lake, Utah, Morgan, 
and Wasatch.  This presents an opportunity for groups to band together to promote and 
protect mutual interests.  The Art Advisory Board was pleased to learn of Council’s 
commitment of 1% for art at the new police facility.  She asked for Council support for 
the Board to embark on a bench program using City property, explaining there will not 
be a RFP process for the production of individual benches.  Candace Erickson 
acknowledged that there are requests from the public for memorial benches and Roger 
Harlan suggested establishing guidelines to ensure that the design is functional as 
seating.  Alison Butz recommended that the Art Advisory Board formulate a policy which 
will be shared with Council through a manager’s report.   
 
Candace Erickson reported on Board of Health business, specifically the hazmat 
collection of old prescription drugs and standardizing state permits for mass gathering 
applications.  There was discussion about state funding for preservation efforts and 
potential additions to the Museum building contemplated as a part of its expansion.  
Tom Bakaly emphasized that the lease with the Historical Society provides Council 
authority over the design and Ms. Cone expressed concerns about the addition being 
promoted as a part of fund-raising.  Ms. Erickson commented that she believes the 
scope of the final design will be based on the level of donations.  Alison Butz interjected 
that she will provide Council with a time line of reviews for the project and emphasized 
that the Council has the discretion on whether the original footprint can be expanded.   
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Joe Kernan reported on the Empire Pass task force meetings with Talisker.  Roger 
Harlan commented on the benefits of the Christian Center’s weekly social gathering, 
which helps integrate resort workers from other countries into the community.  The 
Mayor added that these employees typically can afford to pay rents; the availability of 
housing is the issue.  Candace Erickson requested that the 35 mph sign be reinstalled 
on SR224 at Hotel Park City.  She reported that the Chamber is receiving complaints 
from visitors who feel duped by the wording of business signs at timeshare offices 
marketing themselves as activity centers.  Tourists are also being told there is no 
museum and/or there is no chamber of commerce.  She asked if there is some way to 
regulate signs so that the public is not mislead.  The Chamber has become involved in 
this issue and is regularly distributing information on the museum at timeshare offices.  
The City Manager stated that this can be addressed on March 16 with other sign code 
issues.  Mark Harrington advised that it is extremely difficult to regulate content of signs; 
the City regulates placement and size.  However, there are statues protecting 
consumers from false and/or misleading information, but generally timeshare offices 
have enough information on activities available to distribute to qualify.  He suggested 
that Council may be looking at affirmative regulation to prohibit certain language for a 
particular use.  Mayor Williams discussed in detail a petition he received from a 
Prospector resident requesting traffic calming measures.  He congratulated staff on the 
opening of the ice arena and thanked Gary Hill, Tom Bakaly and Candace Erickson for 
their commitment to protecting the City’s interests during the 2006 legislative session.   
 
 2. Legislative update.  Gary Hill explained that HB6, utility improvement districts, 
finally passed.  HB109 now only impacts removing 2% sales tax from the state’s rate on 
food and translates to a cost of about $70 million to the state or a $30 savings for 
individuals annually.  HB147, sales tax distribution on a county basis, failed and will 
probably be discussed in the interim.  There is a $60 million surplus which needs to be 
cut in order to balance the state budget and there will be a special session focusing on 
modifying the income tax structure.  SB35 was intended to phase out the hold-harmless 
status for qualified cities, including Park City who has seven years to phase-out.   At the 
seventh year if the city has not received at least 70% of the full hold-harmless amount, 
the municipality would receive an extension of three years.  Last night, this was 
amended to 90%.  The amendment dictating no phase-out for cities receiving resort 
cities sales tax failed; it would have cost Park City about $500,000 annually.  SB170, 
land use bill, died and SB267, reporting requirements for impact fees, passed.  He 
emphasized that the team who conducted our legislative audit, cited Park City as one of 
the few communities who could identify exactly where impact fees had been spent.  
SB268, property rights ombudsman, HB38, water reuse requirements, and HB228, 
groundwater management plan, all passed.  Gary Hill felt Park City fared well during this 
session.  Mayor Williams thanked him and relayed the level of respect Mr. Hill has 
engendered at the Capitol.   
 
 3. Cross-country skiing and golf course update.  Craig Sanchez updated 
Council of the business plan for the golf course presented last spring where staff was 
directed to focus on seven areas:   
 

31



•   Extend the resident rate to residents of Snyderville Basin. 
•   Reduce the resident rate to $32. 
•   Implement a new reservation policy. 
•   Create and monitor a monthly budget for golf operations. 
•   Expenditure reductions. 
•   Review the complimentary rounds policy. 
•   Golf Course Capital Improvement Program. 

 
The implementation of the program produced positive results in fiscal year 2005.  Even 
with a late and wet spring, the cash balance was about $60,000.  As of January, the 
cash balance in the Enterprise Fund was approximately $120,000.  The HOA fees are 
being negotiated and have not yet been budgeted.   
 
Last year there was a decrease in total rounds by 1.25%, which is consistent with the 
intermountain region for the 2005 season, but from July to closing, the golf course’s 
numbers were up about 10%.  He continued to report that resident rounds increased by 
about 20% which could represent the additional Basin play as a result of extending 
resident rates.  Interestingly, non-resident revenues dropped about 20%.  Mr. Sanchez 
stated that the implementation of the new reservation policy was extremely successful 
in decreasing the number of no-shows this year by 57%, i.e., from 2,500 to 1,000.  The 
main focus of expenditure reductions was decreasing the golf course personnel budget 
by 30% and staffing with volunteers is still being evaluated.  Although volunteers receive 
free golf, complimentary rounds have decreased by about 32%.  He reported on the 
purchase of two fairway mowers in the amount of $72,000 which markedly improved the 
look and play on the fairways.   
 
Troy Daley explained that dredging the 18th hole pond is scheduled this summer and is 
budget at $110,000 which will be split with Park City Mountain Resort.  Mr. Sanchez 
explained a future capital project of building stream and silt control areas above the big 
pond, which can then be cleaned with a backhoe every few years rather than dredging.  
Another goal is improving the look and feel of the #1 tee box area.   
 
He advised that a task force has been meeting since last fall on winter trails focusing on 
quality and quantity.  The City assisted with purchasing two new pieces of equipment 
with RAP tax monies which significantly improved the quality of the track experience.  
With regard to quantity, the committee is currently negotiating with Aspen Springs to 
expand the Farm track.  The HOA is supportive but is concerned about parking.  He 
pointed out that Snyderville Basin Recreation has been maintaining a trail through 
Willow Creek which is accessible from the Farm.  Round Valley continues to be a topic 
of discussion for winter trail use as well as associated challenges with its southern 
exposure.  Mr. Sanchez stated that Council will be regularly updated on the task force’s 
recommendations.   
 
 4. Review of regular meeting: 
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 Strategic plan for the environment.  Alison Butz relayed that formulating a plan 
for the environment was initiated by Council members during the January workshop.  
She pointed out the new goals, policies and/or strategies that were added by Jeff 
Schoenbacher, Environmental Specialist, and Kathy Dunks, Water Manager.  These 
additions deal with protecting our water shed and mitigating historic mining impacts.  
She recommended that goals be prioritized to better advance programs and reviewed 
on a regular basis.  Council concurred that the resolution should be incorporated in the 
General Plan to update the environmental element.  There was discussion among 
members about the goals and agreement that they are equally important.  Ms. Butz 
suggested that it may be helpful to provide the costs associated with action plans to 
help formulate priorities at a future date; Council agreed.   
 
 Strategic plan for water.  Jerry Gibbs explained that this approach is a product 
of Council’s visioning session and is intended to establish the framework for making 
decisions in seven major areas.  He urged Council to hold a public hearing and adopt 
the resolution.  On a different topic, there was discussion about recycling.  See regular 
meeting minutes. 
 
Prepared by Janet M. Scott, City Recorder 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING      
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
MARCH 2, 2006 
 
I ROLL CALL 
 
Mayor Dana Williams called the regular meeting of the City Council to order at 
approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, March 2, 2006.  
Members in attendance were Dana Williams, Marianne Cone, Candace Erickson, Roger 
Harlan, and Joe Kernan.  Council member Jim Hier was absent and excused.  Staff 
present was Tom Bakaly, City Manager; Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Alison Butz, 
Special Events and Facilities Manager; Kent Cashel, Assistant Public Works Director; 
and Eric DeHaan, City Engineer.   
 
II COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 
None. 
 
III PUBLIC INPUT (any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda) 
 
Loose dogs and snow-packed sidewalks - Bob Ruby, winter resident of Prospector 
Square, read his Letter to the Editor complaining about the number of dogs not on a 
leash on the Rail-Trail.  If the dog is not attached to its owner, it is not under control.  He 
urged Council to direct officers to end warnings and issue citations to protect the rights 
of pedestrians.  Mr. Ruby also complained about sidewalks being plowed over when 
clearing snow from Prospector lots so that people have to walk in the streets.  The 
Mayor added that he received a complaint about loose dogs on the City Park Trail.  Tom 
Bakaly spoke about installing more leash law signs on the park trail and indicated that 
staff will continue to work with the Prospector property owners on clearing sidewalks.  
Mr. Ruby suggested that there be a notice in the paper stating there will be no more 
forgiveness for loose dogs and Candace Erickson explained that there needs to be an 
adequate level of enforcement capabilities in place.  Joe Kernan believed that a dog 
park may help mitigate the conflicts of dogs on trails.   
 
IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETINGS OF FEBRUARY 9, 
AND FEBRUARY 16, 2006 
 
Candace Erickson stated that she will be abstaining from voting on the February 9 
minutes as she was not in attendance.  Marianne Cone, “I move to approve the Minutes 
of February 9 and 16, 2006”.  Roger Harlan seconded.  Motion carried.   
 
       02/09/06 02/16/06 
 

Marianne Cone  Aye  Aye 
   Candace Erickson  Abstention Aye 
   Roger Harlan   Aye  Aye 
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   Jim Hier   Absent Absent 
   Joe Kernan   Aye  Aye 
 
V PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
 1. Eagle Pointe V annexation – applicant Craig Mogel (motion to continue to a 
date uncertain) – The Mayor requested a motion to continue to a date uncertain.  
Roger Harlan, “I so move”.  Candace Erickson seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.   
 
 2. Resolution adopting a strategic plan for water for Park City, Utah – The Mayor 
opened the public hearing.   
 
Mike Sweeney, resident and property owner, complemented the quality of the 
document and is in support of the proposed water plan as written.   
 
With no further comments, the public hearing was closed.   
 
  3. Resolution declaring Park City’s goals, policies, and strategies in promotion of 
environmental initiatives for Park City Municipal Corporation and the community – 
Alison Butz recommended an amendment to the goal, “Mitigate historic mining impacts 
to avoid regulatory scrutiny” to read “Mitigate historic mining impacts in a manner that 
facilitates local shareholder decision making and achieves regulatory compliance”.  The 
Mayor opened the public hearing.   
 
Mike Sweeney, resident and property owner, relayed his background in mining and 
asked “how to avoid regulatory scrutiny” when the EPA regulates standards.  He 
referred to verbiage, “administrating an environmental management system” but could 
not find its definition.  Ms. Butz explained that projects associated with mining activities 
are regulated by the City’s soils ordinance, an environmental management system.  The 
Mayor referred to the new language suggested by Ms. Butz (above) who again read the 
new wording, which Mr. Sweeney found acceptable.   
 
VI CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Roger Harlan, “I move acceptance of the Consent Agenda Resolutions No. 1 and 2”.  
Marianne Cone seconded.  Motion carried.   
 
   Marianne Cone  Aye 
   Candace Erickson  Aye 
   Roger Harlan   Aye    
   Jim Hier   Absent 
   Joe Kernan   Aye 
 
 1. Resolution adopting a strategic plan for water for Park City, Utah – See staff 
report, work session comments, and public hearing.   
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  2. Resolution declaring Park City’s goals, policies, and strategies in promotion of 
environmental initiatives for Park City Municipal Corporation and the community - See 
staff report, work session comments, and public hearing.   
 
VII NEW BUSINESS 
 
Authorization to the City Manager to execute an Agreement, in a form approved by the 
City Attorney, with Bowen, Collins, and Associates, for the design of the Boothill Pump 
Station in an amount of $132,087 – Kent Cashel advised that staff negotiated and 
extended the timing of the loan with the Permanent Community Impact group and action 
is no longer as urgent as indicated in the staff report.  However, he urged Council 
members to proceed and approve the contract.  Ms. Erickson asked about the scope of 
disruptions and he advised that there will be road cuts on Bonanza and the pipe on 
Deer Valley Drive will be upsized.  Mr. Cashel acknowledged the potential of impacts 
and staff is working on a mitigation plan.  Eric DeHaan clarified that this contract is only 
for the pump station and explained the strategy for the pipe line relocation slated to 
occur in 2008 and scheduled with the delivery of water from the County.  Mr. Cashel 
noted that staff has been working diligently to best coordinate the project and there is 
separate funding for the reconstruction of Bonanza Drive available.   
 
Candace Erickson, “I move that we authorize the City Manager to execute an 
agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney, with Bowen, Collins, and 
Associates, for the design of the Boothill Pump Station in an amount of $132,087”.   
Marianne Cone seconded.  Motion carried.   
 
   Marianne Cone  Aye 
   Candace Erickson  Aye 
   Roger Harlan   Aye    
   Jim Hier   Absent 
   Joe Kernan   Aye 
 
 VIII ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business, the regular meeting of the City Council was adjourned.   
 
MEMORANDUM OF CLOSED SESSION 
 
The City Council met in closed session at approximately 4 p.m.  Members in attendance 
were Mayor Dana Williams, Marianne Cone, Candace Erickson, Roger Harlan, Jim Hier, 
and Joe Kernan.  Staff present were Tom Bakaly, City Manager; Mark Harrington, City 
Attorney; and Phyllis Robinson, consultant.  Marianne Cone, “I move to close the 
meeting to discuss property“.  Roger Harlan seconded.  Motion carried. 
 
   Marianne Cone  Aye 
   Candace Erickson  Aye 
   Roger Harlan   Aye    
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   Jim Hier   Absent 
   Joe Kernan   Aye 
 
The meeting opened at approximately 4:30 p.m. 
 
The meeting for which these minutes were prepared was noticed by posting at least 24 
hours in advance and by delivery to the news media two days prior to the meeting. 
 
Prepared by Janet M. Scott, City Recorder 
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City Council     
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Planner:  Kirsten Whetstone 
Subject:   Snow Top Subdivision   
Date:   March 16, 2006 
Type of Item:  Amendments to plat notes 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the City Council review the proposed plat 
amendments, conduct a public hearing, and approve the amendments according to the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval outlined in the attached 
Ordinance.    
 
DESCRIPTION 
Project Name:   Snow Top Subdivision plat amendment 
Applicant:  Spectrum Development Corporation  
Location:  Snow Top Court (Deer Crest) 
Zone:  Estate (E)   
 
BACKGROUND 
The applicant is requesting a plat amendment to amend plat notes #4 and #5 regarding 
building pads and limits of disturbance, on behalf of the owner of Lots 135, 137, 138, 
139, and 141 of the Snow Top subdivision. The plat notes apply to all 15 lots within the 
Snow Top Subdivision. Snow Top Subdivision was approved by the Wasatch County 
Commission on December 15, 1998 and recorded in Wasatch County. The entire 
subdivision was annexed to Park City as part of the Deer Crest Annexation (December 
17, 1998), in accordance with the Deer Crest Settlement Agreement.  Houses are 
currently under construction on Lots 134, 136, 137, and 138.  The remaining lots are 
vacant, although building plans have been submitted for Lot 135. Park City provides all 
planning and building review on these lots. Utilities are handled through JSSD and other 
service providers. 
 
All property owners within the Snow Top Subdivision (15 lots), as well as the Deer Crest 
Association, have submitted revised letters consenting to the plat note amendments 
(see Exhibit A). The Deer Crest architectural review committee has also submitted a 
revised letter in favor of the amendments. The applicant, who represents the owner of 
lots 135, 137, 138, 139, and 141,  is requesting amendments to existing plat notes #4 
and #5 (see Exhibit B for existing language), as described below.  
 
On January 11, 2006, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on this plat 
amendment. One property owner (of lot 136), who had purchased his lot subsequent to 
the date the application was filed with the consent letters from all property owners, 
provided input that he was not aware of the plat amendment. He stated that he did not 
have concerns with the changes to the limits of disturbance notes, but wanted to better 
understand how changes to the building pad would affect his lot. The Planning 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Commission closed the public hearing and continued the item to the January 25, 2006 
meeting. On January 16, 2006, this property owner provided a letter of consent 
agreeing to the proposed plat amendments. On March 1, 2006, the Planning 
Commission opened the item for any public comment and voted to forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council. No public comment was provided.  
 
ANALYSIS 
Plat note #4 currently reads, in part, “Each Lot on the Plat illustrates the maximum 
building envelope that will be allowed. Maximum dwelling coverage, maximum 
impervious area, maximum floor area and maximum garage area are also set forth in 
this Plat. Any actual structure proposed to be constructed on the Lot may reflect a 
smaller size than the maximum shown on the Plat. Structures may not encroach on the 
set backs shown on the Plat. … “ 
 
Staff interprets this note to mean that the maximum building envelope is illustrated as 
shown on the plat and that this envelope can not encroach upon setbacks. The 
applicant, at the request of the Planning and Building Departments, is requesting 
additional language be added to Note #4 to clarify this note (the existing language in 
Note #4 remains as is), as follows: 
 

Add to Note #4: 
The Building envelope may be relocated from the illustrated location provided: 

(a) The structure will not encroach on any ridge site lines, as more particularly 
described in the governing documents (See Deer Crest Settlement 
Agreement, Section 5.3.9, referring to visibility of structures from the Stew Pot 
deck). 

(b) The location is approved by the Master HOA Design Review Committee for 
Deer Crest. 

(c) The location is approved by the Park City Planning Department prior to 
issuance of a building permit.  

 
Note #5 currently states that, “…the limits of disturbance shall be minimized; however, 
in no event shall the disturbance exceed an area that is 15’ from the outside face at 
grade of any structure to be constructed on any Lot…”  
 
This limit of disturbance language is not consistent with language on other plats 
approved in Park City, in terms of identifying disturbance due to driveways and utilities. 
In addition, due to the configuration and steepness of these lots, the amount of material 
generated during excavation, and the physical limitations of containing materials to 15’ 
on a steep slope, the applicant is requesting that note #5 be amended to read as 
follows: 
 

Proposed Note #5 
The limits of disturbance on each lot shall be minimized; however, the disturbed area 
shall not exceed 20’ from the outside of the building envelope. Some exceptions to 
this requirement may be approved by the Planning Director, if necessary, due to 
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unique characteristics of the lot, including very steep topography and significant 
vegetation.  Additional limits of disturbance shall be allowed for construction related 
to the approved driveway access and utility installation to the building pad from the 
street. In addition, significant clusters of vegetation and large tree specimens shall 
be preserved where possible or where required by the Design Review Committee. 
Such clusters of vegetation and large trees shall be identified on the preliminary 
landscaped plan which shall be submitted to the Design Review Committee with the 
first submittal of proposed improvement plans.  

 
Summary 
The applicant is not requesting amendments to the Lot Coverage Table on Sheet 1 of 
the plat which spells out the maximum dwelling coverage area, maximum impervious 
area, maximum floor area, and maximum floor area with the garage included.  No 
amendments are requested to the size of the building envelope, as stated on each lot of 
the plat. The applicant is also not requesting any amendments to the limits on the 
irrigated area or on the limits of additional drip irrigation area.  
 
At the time of annexation of this subdivision, the Planning Department staff report 
indicated that the allowable building areas would be zoned E-Estate and that all other 
land would be zoned ROS- Recreation Open Space. The Zoning Map indicates the 
entire lot areas of the 15 lots are zoned E and the areas (Open Space parcels) within 
the plat around these lots are zoned ROS.  Staff has interpreted the annexation report 
to indicate that building can occur within the lot areas, subject to the Lot Coverage 
Table and the maximum building envelope square footage.  Several owners have 
requested modifications to the illustrated building pads (to preserve view corridors and 
existing vegetation). Staff requested the notes be clarified through the plat amendment 
process to provide the criteria by which a relocated building pad can be approved.   
 
No other changes are proposed to the subdivision plat. Staff finds that the preservation 
of existing vegetation and view corridors throughout the subdivision warrants 
clarification of the existing plat notes. All property owners within the plat have provided 
letters in support of these amendments. Planning and Building staffs support these 
amendments as they clarify the notes and provide for additional review criteria before a 
change to the location of a building pad can be made.  
 
NOTICE 
Notice of the Planning Commission and City Council hearings was sent to property 
owners within 300' and property owners within the plat, on December 28, 2005. The 
Council has properly continued this item by motion from the originally scheduled hearing 
date.  At the January 11, 2006, Planning Commission meeting, the owner of Lot 136, 
provided information that he was not aware of the proposed plat amendment as he had 
recently closed on the property had had not received notice of the meeting. The 
property owner wanted to better understand what was being proposed and how it would 
affect his lot. The applicant met with this property owner and provided letters of consent 
from the current property owners, including the owner of lot 136.  A revised letter, with 
the correct language regarding notes #4 and #5, from Deer Crest Associates I, L.C. has 
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also been provided. There was no public comment provided at the March 1, 2006 
hearing. 
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The Planning Department has reviewed this request.  The City Attorney and City 
Engineer will review the plat amendment for form and compliance with the LMC and 
State Law prior to recording.  The request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on 
December 14, 2005, where representatives from local utilities and City Staff were in 
attendance. Staff requested modifications to the requested language, which was 
subsequently provided.   
 
ALTERNATIVES 

1. The City Council may approve the plat amendments, based on the findings of 
fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as stated in the Ordinance; or 

2. The City Council may deny the plat amendments and provide findings for this 
decision or direct staff to make findings for this decision; or 

3. The City Council may continue the discussion on this plat amendment to a future 
meeting. 

 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
The most significant impact resulting from this application is the ability of the lot owners 
to have additional flexibility in the design and construction of houses on these lots, while 
providing additional review criteria for staff and the architectural review committee to 
utilize in reviewing changes to the location of a building envelop. The amendments also 
provide limits of disturbance language consistent with other plats approved in Park City.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed plat amendment, conduct a 
public hearing and approve the plat amendments according to the findings of fact, 
conclusions of law and conditions of approval outlined in the attached Ordinance.   
 
EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A-   Ordinance 
Exhibit B-   Existing Snow Top subdivision plat notes 
Exhibit C-   Letters from Property Owners 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE SNOW TOP SUBDIVISION PLAT AMENDMENT 
TO AMEND PLAT NOTES #4 AND #5 REGARDING LOCATION OF BUILDING PADS 
AND LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE ON ALL LOTS WITHIN THE SUBDIVISION, 
LOCATED AT SNOW TOP COURT, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 
WHEREAS, Georg Lingenbrink, the owner of Lots 135, 137, 138, 139, and 141 of the 
Snow Top Subdivision, petitioned the City Council, through his agent, Spectrum 
Development Corporation, for approval of a plat amendment to amend plat notes #4 
and #5 regarding the location of building pads and limits of disturbance as described 
below, and 
 
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the 
requirements of the Land Management Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 

 
WHEREAS, letters of consent regarding the amendments were received by the City 
from all property owners within the fifteen lot subdivision; 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on January  11, 2006, to 
receive input on the proposed plat amendment;  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on March 1, 2006, forwarded a positive 
recommendation to the City Council; and, 

 
WHEREAS, on March 16, 2006, the City Council held a public hearing and approved 
the proposed plat amendment; and 

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

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

 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The plat amendment as described below is approved subject 
to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 

 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located in the Estate (E) zone, subject to the Deer Crest 

Settlement Agreement. 
2. The E zone is a residential zone characterized by large lot single family homes.  
3. The applicant is requesting a modification to plat notes #4 and #5 of the Snow 

Top Subdivision to clarify language regarding location of building pads and limits 
of disturbance.  
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4. Snow Top Subdivision was approved by the Wasatch County Commission on 
December 15, 1998 and was recorded at Wasatch County. The subdivision was 
annexed to Park City with the Deer Crest Annexation on December 17, 1998. 

5. The Planning Department staff report for the Deer Crest Annexation indicates 
that the building envelope areas in Snow Top will be zoned Estate and the areas 
outside the building areas will be zoned ROS.  

6. The Zoning map indicates the entire lot area of the 15 Snow Top Subdivision lots 
are zoned Estate and the open space parcels around the lots, within the 
subdivision are zoned ROS. 

7. The applicant is requesting amendments to plat notes #4 and #5 to clarify 
language regarding the location of building pads on the 15 lots, as well as to 
allow limits of disturbance to extend to 20’ from the face of the building, with 
minor exceptions allowed to be approved by the Planning Director. The 
requested language is as follows: 

 
Add to Note #4: 
The Building envelope may be relocated from the illustrated location provided: 
a) The structure will not encroach on any ridge site lines, as more particularly 
described in the governing documents (See Deer Crest Settlement Agreement, 
Section 5.3.9, referring to visibility of structures from the Stew Pot deck). 
b) The location is approved by the Master HOA Design Review Committee for 
Deer Crest. 
c) The location is approved by the Park City Planning Department prior to 
issuance of a building permit.  
 
Proposed Note #5 
The limits of disturbance on each lot shall be minimized; however, the disturbed 
area shall not exceed 20’ from the outside of the building envelope. Some 
exceptions to this requirement may be approved by the Planning Director, if 
necessary, due to unique characteristics of the lot, including very steep 
topography and significant vegetation.  Additional limits of disturbance shall be 
allowed for construction related to the approved driveway access and utility 
installation to the building pad from the street. In addition, significant clusters of 
vegetation and large tree specimens shall be preserved where possible or where 
required by the Design Review Committee. Such clusters of vegetation and large 
trees shall be identified on the preliminary landscaped plan which shall be 
submitted to the Design Review Committee with the first submittal of proposed 
improvement plans.  
 

8. No changes are proposed to change any lot lines, maximum dwelling coverage 
areas, maximum impervious area, maximum floor area, size of the building 
envelope, or size of the limits of disturbance area.  

9. All lot owners have provided letters of consent in support of the proposed 
amendments. 

10. The applicant, Spectrum Development, represents Georg Lingenbrink, property 
owner of Lots 135, 137, 138, 139, and 141. 
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Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this plat amendment. 
2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code 

and applicable State law. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat 

amendment. 
4. As conditioned the plat amendment is consistent with the Park City General Plan. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the final form and content 

of the plat amendment instrument for compliance with the Land Management 
Code and conditions of approval is a condition precedent to recording the plat 
amendment instrument. 

2. All other conditions of approval and platted requirements of the Snow Top 
Subdivision will continue to apply. 

3. The applicant will record the plat amendment instrument at Wasatch County 
within one year from the date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not 
occurred within one year’s time, this approval will be void.  

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

publication. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of March, 2006. 
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City Council  
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject:  633 Woodside Avenue   
Date:   March 16, 2006 
Type of Item:         Plat Amendment 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the 633 
Woodside lot line adjustment and approve it based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law 
and conditions of approval found in the draft ordinance. 
 
PROJECT 
Applicant:   John Stafsholt  
Location:   633 Woodside Avenue 
Zoning:   Historic Residential (HR-1) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential 
Date of Application: January 1, 2006 
Project Planner:  Ray Milliner 
 
BACKGROUND 
The applicant has applied for an amendment to parcels 4 and 5 of the Walter – Daniels 
Subdivision.  The proposal is to remove the lot line between the two lots, creating one lot of 
record.  The plat amendment will enable the expansion of the single-family home on Parcel 4.  
This application was originally reviewed and approved administratively by the Planning 
Director and the City Engineer.  However, the lot line adjustment was not recorded within one 
year of approval and the administrative approval expired.  In cases where an approval expires, 
the applicant is required to submit a new application to the Planning Department for review.   
 
ANALYSIS 
There is an existing historic home on Parcel 4.  The applicant would like to expand the existing 
home on Parcel 4 onto Parcel 5.  Therefore, he is requesting a lot line adjustment to combine 
Parcels 4 and 5 into one lot of approximately 5,250 square feet.  The property is zoned HR-1 
and the addition is subject to the regulations of LMC Chapter 15-2.2, including; setbacks of 3 
feet on the sides,10 feet in the front and 12 feet in the rear; a maximum height limit of 27 feet 
above existing grade and; a maximum building footprint of 1,954 square feet.  The existing 
historic home encroaches into the front and both side yard setbacks, however pursuant to LMC 
Section 15-2.2-4 that states, “Historic Structures that do not comply with Building Setbacks, 
Off-Street parking, and driveway location standards are valid Complying Structures” the 
historic building will be permitted to remain in its current location.  The applicant has submitted 
an application for review for compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines that was 
reviewed by staff and approved on January 31, 2006.  No building permit will be issued for the 
project until this plat has been recorded.   
 
NOTICE 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Notice of this hearing was sent to property owners within 300' on February 8, 2006. Staff has 
received no comments from the public regarding the application, at the time of this writing.   
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The Planning, Engineering and Building Departments have reviewed this request.  The City 
Attorney and City Engineer will review the plat for form and compliance with the LMC and 
State Law prior to recording.  The request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on 
January 10, 2006, where representatives from local utilities and City Staff were in attendance.  
No additional issues were raised.    

 
ALTERNATIVES  

1. The City Council may approve the lot line adjustment for 633 Woodside Avenue as 
conditioned or amended, or 

2. The City Council may deny the lot line adjustment for 633 Woodside Avenue and direct 
staff to make Findings for this decision, or 

3. The City Council may continue the discussion on the lot line adjustment for 633 
Woodside Avenue. 

 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the 633 Woodside lot line 
adjustment and approve it based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of 
approval found in the draft ordinance. 
 
EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A – Proposed Ordinance 
Exhibit B – Proposed Lot Line Adjustment 
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Ordinance No. 06- 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE COMBINATION OF LOTS 4 AND 5 OF THE 
WALTER DANIELS SUBDIVISION, LOCATED AT 633 WOODSIDE AVENUE PARK 
CITY, UTAH 
  
WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as 633 Woodside Avenue, has petitioned 
the City Council for approval of a lot combination; 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 1, 2006 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to 
receive public input on the proposed Subdivision and forwarded a positive 
recommendation of approval to the City Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 16, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed 
subdivision; and  

 
WHEREAS, the proposed lot combination allows the property owner to combine two 
lots into one lot of record; and 

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

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

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

 
1. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) zone. 
2. The HR-1 zone is primarily a residential zone characterized by historic and 

contemporary single-family residences. 
3. The amendment will combine parcels 4 and 5 of the of the Walter Daniels 

subdivision creating one 35’ x 150’ lot of record.  
4. The applicant is the owner of both parcels 4 and 5. 
5. The lot will be approximately 5,250 square feet in size.   
6. The maximum building footprint for a 5,250 square foot lot is 1,954 square feet.   
7. The setback requirements for a 35’ x 150’ lot in the HR-1 zone are 3’ on the 

sides, and 15 feet in the front and rear.    
8. There is an existing historic single family home on Parcel 4. 
9. The historic home does not meet any of the required setbacks for the HR-1 zone.    
10. LMC Section 15-2.2-4 that states, “Historic Structures that do not comply with 

Building Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location standards are valid 
Complying Structures” the historic building will be permitted to remain in its 
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current location. 
11. The proposed addition to the historic home meets the required setbacks, height 

and footprint for a new structure in the HR-1 zone.  
12. The owner received an administrative lot line adjustment approval to combine 

parcels 4 and 5 of the Walter Daniels subdivision from the Planning Director and 
City Engineer on January 20, 2004.   

13. The January 20, 2004 approval expired on January 20, 2005, without being 
recorded at the County Recorder’s office.   

14. The proposed lot line adjustment combines two platted lots for the purpose of 
expanding a single-family home. 

15. No new developable lot or unit will result from this lot line adjustment. 
16. The lot line adjustment will not result in additional remnant land.  
17. The lot line adjustment will not result in a violation of applicable zoning 

requirements.  
18. Notice of the proposed lot line adjustment was sent to adjacent property owners 

on February 8, 2006.  
19. Access to the lot shall be from Woodside Avenue. 
20. The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval. 

 
SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts the following 
Conclusions of Law: 

 
1. There is good cause for this lot combination. 
2. The lot combination is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 

application. 
4. As conditioned the lot combination is consistent with the Park City General Plan. 

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

 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval the final form and 

content of the lot line adjustment for compliance with the Land Management 
Code and conditions of approval are a condition precedent to recording the plat. 

2. No building permits shall be issued prior to the final recordation of the plat at the 
County Recorder’s Office.  

3. The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from 
the date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one 
year’s time, this approval and the plat will be void. 

 
SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of March 2006. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
Subject:   827 WOODSIDE REPLAT 
Date:   March 16, 2006 
Applicant: Phillip Ford for Amos Madanes 
Zone: Historic Residential – (HR-1) 
Planner:   Jonathan Weidenhamer 
 
SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council review the 
proposed Plat Amendment, conduct a public hearing, and consider approving the 
application.     
 
BACKGROUND 
The Planning Commission reviewed this item at the March 1, 2006 meeting.  A Public 
hearing was held.  No public comment was received.  The Planning Commission voted 
unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council. 
 
The applicant proposes to combine lot 7 and the southerly half of lot 8, Block 11 of the 
Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey into one lot of approximately 2,626 square 
feet (Exhibit A).  The property has an existing historic structure which straddles the lot 
line between lots 7 and 8. The current home has a footprint of approximately 1,000s.f.  
The maximum footprint allowed for a 2,626 square foot lot is approximately 1,133 
square feet. The house has recently been sold.  Part of the condition of sale was to 
remove the existing lot line under the house. The City is unaware of any intent to 
remodel the home at this time. 
 
ANALYSIS 
The property is zoned HR-1, Historic Residential.   The proposed plat creates a lot of 
approximately 2,626 square feet.  Because the existing home at 827 Woodside Avenue 
is historic, the LMC Section 15-2.2-4 exempts the addition from off-street parking 
requirements.  
 
NOTICE 
Notice of this hearing was sent to property owners within 300'. Staff has received no 
comments from the public at the time of this writing.   
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The Planning Department has reviewed this request.  The City Attorney and City 
Engineer will review the plat for form and compliance with the LMC and State Law prior 
to recording.  The request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on January 24, 
2006, where representatives from local utilities and City Staff were in attendance.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed Plat Amendment, conduct 
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a public hearing, and consider approving the application.     
 
EXHIBITS 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A –Subdivision Plat and existing conditions survey 
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Ordinance No. 06-  
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 827 WOODSIDE REPLAT WHICH WILL 
COMBINE LOT 7 AND THE SOUTHERLY HALF OF LOT 8, BLOCK 11 OF THE 
SNYDER’S ADDITION TO THE PARK CITY SURVEY INTO ONE LOT OF RECORD.   
  
WHEREAS, the owners of Lot 7 and southerly half of lot 8 of Block 11 of the Snyder’s 
Addition to the Park City Survey, known as 827 Woodside Avenue, have petitioned the 
City Council for approval of a plat amendment; and  
 
WHEREAS, proper notice was sent and the property posted according to requirements 
of the Land Management Code and State Law; and 
 
WHEREAS, on March 1, 2006 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to 
receive public input on the proposed plat amendment and forwarded a positive 
recommendation to the City Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, on March 16, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing to receive public 
input on the proposed plat amendment and voted to approve the application; and 
 
WHEREAS, the proposed plat amendment allows the property owner to remove one lot 
line and create one legal lot of record and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City Utah to approve the plat amendment. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
      
SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.  The above recitals are hereby incorporated as 
findings of fact. The following are also adopted by City Council as findings of fact: 

1. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1). 
2. The HR-1 District is characterized by a mix of small historic structures and 

larger contemporary residences. 
3. There is an existing historic single family home on the property. 
4. The existing historic single family home straddles lots 7 and 8 of block 11 the 

Park City Survey 
5. The applicant proposes to combine lot 7 and the southerly half of lot 8, Block 11 

of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey into one lot of approximately 
2626 square feet (Exhibit A).  The property has an existing historic structure 
which straddles the lot line between lots 7 and 8.   

6. The current home has a footprint of approximately 1,000s.f.  The maximum 
footprint allowed for a 2626 square foot lot is approximately 1133 square feet.   

7. The Planning Commission reviewed this item at the March 1, 2006 meeting.  A 
Public hearing was held.  The Planning Commission voted to forward a 
recommendation to approve the plat amendment. 

8. The City Council reviewed this item at the March 16, 2006 meeting.  A public 
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hearing was held.  The City Council voted to approve the plat amendment. 
 
SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts the following 
Conclusions of Law: 

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment. 
2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code 

and applicable State law. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat 

amendment. 
4. As conditioned the plat amendment is consistent with the Park City General 

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

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

2. The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year 
from the date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within 
one year’s time, this approval and the plat will be void.  

3. The remnant half of lot 8 (north) is not separately developable by virtue of this 
amendment. 

 
SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of March, 2006. 
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City Council  
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject:   315 PARK AVENUE  
Date:    March 16, 2006 
Type of Item:   Subdivision 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed plat 
amendment, conduct a public hearing and approve it according to the findings of fact, 
conclusions of law and conditions of approval outlined in the attached ordinance.    
 
DESCRIPTION 
Project Name:   315 Park Avenue 
Project Planner:  Ray Milliner 
Applicant:   Monique Abbott 
Zone:    Historic Residential (HR-1) 
 
BACKGROUND 
The applicant is the owner of Lots 4, 27, 28, 29 and portions of Lots 5 and 6 of Block 3, of the 
Park City survey.  On December 7, 2005 the City received an application to combine Lot 4 and 
portions of 5 and 6 into one lot of record, and to combine Lots 28 and 29 into one lot of record 
(No changes are proposed to Lot 27).  In addition to the historic home, there is an accessory 
building on the site that straddles the lot line between Proposed Lots B and C.   This 
application was reviewed by the Planning Commission on March 1, 2006 and forwarded to the 
City Council with a positive recommendation.    
 
ANALYSIS 
The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) zone.  If approved, the property will 
have three lots of record, one for an existing historic single family home and two for future 
development.  Proposed Lot A would have frontage onto Park Avenue and Proposed Lots B 
and C would have frontage onto Woodside Avenue.  Lot A, would consist of 3,162 square feet, 
Lot B 1,875 square feet and Lot C 3,750 square feet.  The minimum lot requirement for a lot in 
the HRL zone is 1,875 square feet.  In order to respect the newly created lot lines and comply 
with the applicable HR-1 setbacks, the historic structures will need to be moved from their 
current locations, to become code compliant in their final locations.  Staff is proposing that the 
Commission approve conditions of approval stating that the buildings must be moved to their 
permanent foundations and inspected for building code compliance prior to the recordation of 
this plat, in order to prevent the creation of a non-complying situation on the property.  
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In order to facilitate sensible future development, staff is recommending that the Commission 
require that the applicant create a reciprocal snow shed easement between proposed Lots B 
and C.   
 
NOTICE 
Notice of this hearing was sent to property owners within 300' on February 1, 2006. No 
comments regarding this application have been received by staff at the date of this writing.  
  
ALTERNATIVES  

1. The City Council may approve the subdivision at 315 Park Avenue as conditioned or 
amended, or 

2. The City Council may deny the subdivision at 315 Park Avenue and direct staff to make 
Findings for this decision, or 

3. The City Council may continue the discussion on the subdivision at 315 Park Avenue. 
 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The Planning Department has reviewed this request.  The City Attorney and City Engineer will 
review the plat for form and compliance with the LMC and State Law prior to recording.  The 
request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on January 10, 2006, where representatives 
from local utilities and City Staff were in attendance.    
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed plat amendment, conduct a public 
hearing and approve it according to the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of 
approval outlined in the attached ordinance.   
 
EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A – Proposed Ordinance 
Exhibit B – Proposed Plat Amendment 
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Ordinance No. 06- 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A SUBDIVISION OF LOTS 4, 27, 28, 29 AND 
PORTIONS OF LOTS 5 AND 6 OF BLOCK 3, OF THE PARK CITY SURVEY, 
LOCATED AT 315 PARK AVENUE PARK CITY, UTAH 
  
WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as 315 Park Avenue, has petitioned the 
City Council for approval of a Subdivision; 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 1, 2006 the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the 
proposed Subdivision and forwarded a positive recommendation of approval to the City 
Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 16, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed 
subdivision; and  

 
WHEREAS, the proposed Subdivision allows the property owner to combine four lots 
and portions of two others into three lots of record; and 

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

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
      
SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.  The above recitals are hereby incorporated as 
findings of fact. The following are also adopted by City Council as findings of fact: 

 
1. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) zone. 
2. The HR-1 zone is a residential zone characterized by a mix of contemporary 

residences and smaller historic homes. 
3. The amendment will subdivide four platted lots and portions of two others into 

three lots of record.  
4. Lot A is accessed from Park Avenue, Lots B and C are accessed from Woodside 

Avenue.  
5. Proposed Lot A would consist of approximately 3,162 square feet. 
6. Proposed Lot B would consist of approximately 1,875 square feet. 
7. Proposed Lot C would consist of approximately 3,750 square feet.  
8. The minimum lot size for a single family home in the HR-1 zone is 1,875 square 

feet. 
9. There is an existing historic single family home and an accessory building on the 

property. 
10. In its current location, the historic home and accessory building would not respect 
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the newly created lot lines and could not meet the required HR-1 setbacks for 
proposed lots.  

11. No other applications have been filed with the Planning Department with regard 
to this application.     

12. Minimal construction staging area is available along Park and Woodside 
Avenues. 

13. Snow removal is necessary for emergency access, and snow storage areas are 
necessary for good snow removal. 

 
SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts the following 
Conclusions of Law: 

 
1. There is good cause for this subdivision. 
2. The subdivision is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 

subdivision. 
4. As conditioned the subdivision is consistent with the Park City General Plan. 

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

 
1.  The City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the final form and 

content of the plat for compliance with the Land Management Code and 
conditions of approval is a condition precedent to recording the plat. 

2.  Prior to the recordation of the plat, the historic residence shall be moved and 
inspected for building code compliance to a final location that is compliant with all 
applicable LMC setback requirements in the HR-1 zone.    

3.  Prior to recordation of the plat, a reciprocal snow shed easement shall be 
recorded between Lots B and C.  

4.  The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from 
the date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one 
year’s time, this approval and the plat will be void.  

5.  A financial guarantee for public improvements including road repairs from utility 
installation shall be provided in a form acceptable to the City Attorney and in an 
amount acceptable to the City Engineer prior to plat recordation. 

6. A ten-foot-wide public snow storage easement shall be dedicated along the Park 
Avenue and Woodside Avenue frontage of all lots.  

 
SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of March 2006. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
Planner: Ray Milliner 
Subject:  LOOKOUT @ DEER VALLEY 
Date:  March 1, 2006 
Type of Item: Amended Record of Survey 
 
SUMMARY:  Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the Amended 
Lookout at Deer Valley condominium record of survey plat and approve it based on the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval found in the draft 
ordinance.  
 
DESCRIPTION 
Project Name:   Lookout @ Deer Valley MPD  
Applicant:   Henry Sigg  
Location:   6601 Royal Street West 
Zone:    RD – Residential Development   
 
BACKGROUND 
On January 6, 2006 the applicant submitted an amendment to the condominium Record 
of Survey for the Lookout at Deer Valley.  The Lookout is a 35 unit condominium project 
on a 44-acre parcel located off of Royal Street West near its intersection with 
Guardsman Connection.  The parcel is situated between Royal Street and Highway 224 
(the Mine Road).  The applicants received City Council approval for a 35-unit 
condominium plat consisting of duplex and stand alone single-family units and a 
clubhouse unit with a caretaker residence inside on December 13, 2005.  The plat was 
subsequently recorded at the County Recorder’s office.    
 
The purpose of this amended condominium record of survey is to modify the clubhouse 
unit to meet International Building Code requirements to allow access for persons with 
disabilities.   
 
ANALYSIS 
The project is located at 6601 Royal Street West, within the Park City limits. The 
property is zoned RD, Residential Development, and is subject to the Lookout at Deer 
Valley MPD. The proposed modification will modify the configuration of the platted 
record of survey condominium, but will not increase the number of dwelling units on the 
property.  The purpose for the modification is to create an accessible unit for persons 
with disabilities that is compliant with the International Building Code.  The plat 
amendment is consistent with the Lookout at Deer Valley MPD, in terms of size and 
location of the building, proposed use, and required parking.  This application meets the 
requisite subdivision requirements of Title 15-7 of the Park City Municipal Code. All 
conditions of approval of the Lookout MPD approval continue to apply.   
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DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
This request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on January 30, 2006, where 
representatives from local utilities and City Staff were in attendance.   No additional 
issues or concerns were identified. 
 
NOTICE 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on 
February 1, 2006.  Legal notice was also placed in the Park Record.  
 
ALTERNATIVES  
1. The City Council may approve the Record of Survey Plat for the Lookout at Deer 

Valley as conditioned or amended, or 
2. The City Council may deny the Record of Survey Plat for the Lookout at Deer Valley 

and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or 
3. The City Council may continue the discussion on the Record of Survey Plat for the 

Lookout at Deer Valley. 
 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staffs recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the Amended Lookout at 
Deer Valley condominium record of survey plat and approve it based on the findings of 
fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval found in the draft ordinance.  
 
EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A – Proposed Ordinance 
Exhibit B – Proposed Record of Survey plat   
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Ordinance No. 06- 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE RECORD OF SURVEY 
PLAT FOR THE LOOKOUT AT DEER VALLEY, LOCATED AT 6601 ROYAL STREET 
WEST PARK CITY, UTAH 
  
WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as the Lookout At Deer Valley, has 
petitioned the City Council for approval of the first amended Lookout at Deer Valley 
Condominium record of survey; 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 1, 2006 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to 
receive public input on the proposed amended record of survey and forwarded a 
positive recommendation of approval to the City Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 16, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed 
amended record of survey; and  

 
WHEREAS, the proposed record of survey plat allows the property owner to create an 
International Building Code Compliant accessible unit for persons with disabilities within 
a 35 unit condominium project; and 

 
WHEREAS, on December 13, 2005, the City Council approved the first amended 
Lookout at Deer Valley condominium record of survey; and 

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

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
      
SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.  The above recitals are hereby incorporated as 
findings of fact. The following are also adopted by City Council as findings of fact: 
 
1. The property is located in the Residential Development (RD) zone. 
2. The property is subject to the July 27, 2005 Lookout at Deer Valley MPD approval. 
3. The amended record of survey is consistent with the Lookout at Deer Valley MPD, in 

terms of size and location of the building, proposed uses, and required parking. 
4. The Lookout at Deer Valley MPD Development Agreement sets forth a maximum 

density of 35 units and a clubhouse building.  
5. The Lookout at Deer Valley MPD consists of 35 residential units (22 duplex style 

units and 12 single family residence units and a clubhouse unit) on a total of 44.22 
acres.  
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6. The project provides approximately 40 acres of Open Space, approximately 82% of 
the site. 

7. The location of the proposed structures is consistent with MPD site planning criteria.  
8. No commercial uses are allowed on the site.   
9. The condominium plat modifies the platted clubhouse unit to allow for International 

Building Code compliant access for persons with disabilities.  
10. No additional units are created by this record of survey amendment.   
11. The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval. 

 
SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts the following 
Conclusions of Law: 
 
1. There is good cause for this amended Record of Survey. 
2. The amended Record of Survey is consistent with the Park City Land Management 

Code and applicable State law regarding condominium plats. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Record 

of Survey, as conditioned. 
4. Approval of the amended Record of Survey, subject to the conditions stated below, 

does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
5.  The proposed record of survey plat is consistent with the approved Lookout @ Deer 

Valley MPD Development Agreement.  
  

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

 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 

content of the amended Record of Survey for compliance with State law, the Land 
Management Code, and the conditions of approval, as a condition subsequent to 
plat recordation. 

2. The City Attorney will review and approve the final form of the amended 
Condominium Declaration and CCR’s, as a condition subsequent to plat recordation. 

3. The applicant will record the amended Record of Survey at the County within one 
year from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within 
one year’s time, this approval for the plat will be void. 

4. All conditions of approval of the Lookout @ Deer Valley MPD continue to apply.  
 

SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of March 2006. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 

Subject:   915 PARK AVENUE  
Date:    March 16, 2006 
Type of Item:   Subdivision 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed 
subdivision, conduct a public hearing and approve it according to the findings of fact, 
conclusions of law and conditions of approval outlined in the attached ordinance.    
 
DESCRIPTION 
Project Name:   915 Park Avenue 
Project Planner:  Ray Milliner 
Applicant:   Peter and Rhoda Smith 
Zone:    Historic Residential (HR-1) 
 
BACKGROUND 
The applicants are the owners of Lot 4 and portions of Lots 5, 28 and 29 of Block 3, of the 
Snyder’s Addition to the Park City survey.  On December 2, 2005 the City received an 
application to combine each of these properties into one lot of record.  The proposed lot would 
be approximately 3,937 square feet in size.  There is an existing historic single family home on 
the property.  On February 20, 2006, the applicant submitted an application for historic design 
guideline review that is currently under review by staff.    
 
There are a number of encroachments onto and off of the property including the adjacent 
home on lot 3, that encroaches approximately 2.5 feet, a shed that encroaches onto lot 30 
approximately 3 feet, a retaining wall that encroaches onto lot 3 approximately 1 foot and the 
driveway onto the property that encroaches onto Lot 6 approximately 5 feet.   
 
ANALYSIS 
The property is located in the HR-1 zone, and within zone A of the FEMA Flood Insurance 
Rate Map.  Therefore, the applicant must meet the criteria for the construction of a single-
family home in the Historic District Design Guidelines and Land Management Code Chapter 
15-2.2 as well as submit a flood elevation certificate to the Building Department prior to the 
issue of a building permit.  The lot combination will create a lot of approximately 42’ x 92 feet 
and 3,937 square feet.  Lots of this size are required to have side yard setbacks of 5 feet, and 
a front yard setback of 12 feet for a total of 25 feet. The new maximum footprint of the property 
will be 1,579 square feet.  The existing historic home currently has a footprint of 864 square 
feet leaving 715 square feet of footprint available for an expansion to the historic structure, 
assuming compliance with all other applicable regulations.   
  
As stated, the historic home adjacent to the property encroaches 2.5 feet onto the site, there is 
an existing shed that encroaches onto the adjacent property, and the applicant has a retaining 
wall and driveway that encroach onto the adjacent properties.  Staff is requesting that the 
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applicant provide an encroachment and maintenance easement allowing the owner/occupants 
of the historic home to perform necessary upkeep on the structure, such as painting, and 
repair work.  The applicant will remove the encroachments of the shed, driveway and retaining 
wall as part of the proposed renovation of the historic home.    
 
NOTICE 
Notice of this hearing was sent to property owners within 300' on February 1, 2006. No 
comments regarding this application have been received by staff at the date of this writing.   
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The Planning Department has reviewed this request.  The City Attorney and City Engineer will 
review the plat for form and compliance with the LMC and State Law prior to recording.  The 
request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on January 10, 2006, where representatives 
from local utilities and City Staff were in attendance.    
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed subdivision, conduct a public 
hearing and approve it according to the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of 
approval outlined in the attached ordinance.   
 
EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A – Proposed Ordinance 
Exhibit B – Survey of Existing Conditions 
Exhibit C – Proposed Plat Amendment  
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Ordinance No. 06- 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A SUBDIVISION OF LOT 4 AND PORTIONS OF 
LOTS 5, 28 AND 29 OF BLOCK 3, OF THE SNYDER’S ADDITION TO THE PARK 
CITY SURVEY, LOCATED AT 915 PARK AVENUE PARK CITY, UTAH 
  
WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as 915 Park Avenue, has petitioned the 
City Council for approval of a Subdivision; 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 1, 2006 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to 
receive public input on the proposed Subdivision and forwarded a positive 
recommendation of approval to the City Council; and  

 
WHEREAS, on March 16, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed 
subdivision; and  

 
WHEREAS, the proposed Subdivision allows the property owner to combine one lot and 
portions of three others into one lot of record; and 

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

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
      
SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.  The above recitals are hereby incorporated as 
findings of fact. The following are also adopted by City Council as findings of fact: 

 
1. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) zone. 
2. The HR-1 zone is a residential zone characterized by a mix of contemporary 
residences and smaller historic homes. 
3. The amendment will subdivide one platted lot and portions of three others into 
one lot of record.  
4. Access to the property is from Park Avenue.   
5.The proposed lot size is 3,937 square feet.   
6.. The minimum lot size for a single family home in the HR-1 zone is 1,875 square 
feet. 
7. The maximum building footprint for a 3,937 square foot lot is 1,579 square feet. 
8. The proposed lot measures 42’ x 92.75’.   
9. The front and rear yard setbacks for a lot 92.75 feet deep are a minimum of 12 
feet for a total of 25 feet.  
10. The side yard setbacks for a lot 42 feet wide are a minimum of 5 feet.   
11. There is an existing historic single family home and an accessory building on the 
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property. 
12. The historic home adjacent to the property encroaches 2.5 feet onto the site, 
there is an existing shed that encroaches onto the adjacent property, and the 
applicant has a retaining wall and driveway that encroach onto the adjacent 
properties.   
13. No other applications have been filed with the Planning Department with regard 
to this application.     
14. Minimal construction staging area is available along Park Avenue. 
15. Snow removal is necessary for emergency access, and snow storage areas are 

necessary for good snow removal. 
 
SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts the following 
Conclusions of Law: 

 
1.  There is good cause for this subdivision. 
2.  The subdivision is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 
applicable State law. 
3.  Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 
subdivision. 
4.  As conditioned the subdivision is consistent with the Park City General Plan. 

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

 
1.  The City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the final form and 

content of the plat for compliance with the Land Management Code and 
conditions of approval is a condition precedent to recording the plat. 

2.  Prior to the receipt of a building permit for construction on this lot, the applicant 
shall submit an application for Historic Design Review for review and approval by 
the Planning Department for compliance with applicable Historic District Design 
Guidelines.  

3.  Prior to the receipt of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a plan for flood 
protection that will be reviewed by the Building Department.   A flood elevation 
certificate or flood-proofing certificate is required.  

4.  Encroachments shall be removed or an encroachment and/or maintenance 
easement in a form approved by the Chief Building Official and City Attorney 
resolving the encroaching historic home will be dedicated on the proposed plat 
prior to recordation with the County Recorder.  

5.  The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from 
the date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one 
year’s time, this approval and the plat will be void.  

6.  A financial guarantee for public improvements including road repairs from utility 
installation shall be provided in a form acceptable to the City Attorney and in an 
amount acceptable to the City Engineer prior to plat recordation. 

7.  A ten-foot-wide public snow storage easement shall be dedicated along the Park 
Avenue frontage of the lot.  
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SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of March 2006. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 
 
 
Author:  Brooks T. Robinson 
Subject:  2683 Eagle Cove Drive  
   The Cove Phase II (Last Sun)    
Date:  March 16, 2006 
Type of Item: Plat Amendment 
 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for an amendment to the Cove 
Phase II (Last Sun) planned unit development (PUD) plat and approve the plat 
amendment based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval 
as found in the ordinance. 
 
Topic 
 
Applicant    The Cove at Eagle Mountain, L.C.  
Representative   Michael Watts, Rossman Watts Builders 
Location   2683 Eagle Cove Drive 
Zoning Residential Development, part of the Quarry Mountain 

Master Planned Development (RD-MPD) 
Adjacent Land Uses Residential and Open Space 
 
 
Background 
The Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase II, known as the Last Sun development, was 
originally platted as a Planned Unit Development. The plat was approved by the City 
Council on January 11, 2001. Construction has commenced or has been completed on 
most of the units. Each building is a duplex with each unit limited to 4500 square feet, 
plus 600 square feet for a garage. 
 
On December 13, 2005, the City received an application to amend the PUD plat for two 
buildings (four units). The applicant is proposing to shift units 108/109 from the south 
side of Eagle Cove Drive to the north side adjacent to units 110/111. A thirty foot (30’) 
trail and utility easement separates these two buildings (110/111 and 108/109). In 
addition, the applicant is proposing to slightly shift the orientation of units 70/71. (Please 
see Exhibits A and B). 
 
The Planning Commission heard this application at its regular meeting on March 8, 
2006, and forwards a positive recommendation. 
  
Analysis 
The Cove at Eagle Mountain is platted as a Planned Unit Development (PUD). A PUD is 
somewhat of a hybrid between a condominium and a subdivision in that a property 
owner owns the structure and the ground beneath it (a building pad), but the ground 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

81



outside of each unit is common to the association. 
 
Unit # Current size Proposed size 
108 4628 4296 
109 4569 4539 
70 4641 4516 
71 4628 4628 
 
Each Unit is slightly smaller, or in the case of #71, the same size, so no additional 
Common Area is being consumed by the two amendments. There are no platted Open 
Space parcels within this development and the amount of common area is increased 
slightly with the reduction in the unit pad sizes. 
 
The actual Dwelling Units will still be limited to 4,500 square feet of floor area and the 
other plat notes will continue to apply. 
 
The Cove Phase II is located in an area of geologic instability as three prehistoric 
landslides are identified within the platted area. An extensive underdrain system and 
limited irrigation has been incorporated into the building plans. The revised locations, 
particularly units 108/109 will have to tie into the underdrain system as required by the 
Building Department. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were 
brought up at that time. 
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was also put in the Park Record.  
 
Public Input 
No public input has been received at the Planning Commission hearing or by the time of 
this report. 
   
Alternatives 
 
• The City Council may approve the amendment for the Cove Phase II (Last Sun) 

planned unit development (PUD) plat as conditioned or amended, or 
• The City Council may deny the amendment for the Cove Phase II (Last Sun) 

planned unit development (PUD) plat and direct staff to make Findings for this 
decision, or 

• The City Council may continue the discussion on the Cove Phase II (Last Sun) 
planned unit development (PUD) plat. 

 
 
Significant Impacts 
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There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Consequences of Not Taking Recommended Action 
The plat will remain as is and four units would not be shifted. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for Cove Phase II (Last Sun) 
planned unit development (PUD) plat and approve the amendment based on the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the draft 
ordinance. 
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Ordinance No. 06- 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE FIRST AMENDED COVE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

PHASE II PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT PLAT, 2691, 2695, 2683, and 2687 
EAGLE COVE DRIVE, PARK CITY, UTAH. 

 
WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as The Cove Phase II (Last 

Sun) Planned Unit Development (PUD) located at 2691, 2695, 2683 and 2687 Eagle 
Cove Drive have petitioned the City Council for approval of the First Amended 
Cove Phase II Planned Unit Development (PUD) plat; and 

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

requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 8, 2006 to 

receive input on the First Amended Cove Phase II Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
plat;  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on March 8, 2006, forwarded a 

positive recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on March 16, 2006 the City Council approved the First Amended 

Cove Phase II Planned Unit Development (PUD) plat; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the First 

Amended Cove Phase II Planned Unit Development (PUD) plat. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 

follows: 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The First Amended Cove Phase II Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) plat as shown in Exhibit A is approved subject to the following 
Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 

 
Findings of Fact: 
 1. The Cove Phase II units to be amended is located at 2691, 2695, 2683 and 2687 
Eagle Cove Drive in the RD-MPD zoning district. 
 2. The project has 42 Units in duplex configurations. 
 3. Units 70/71 is proposed to shift clockwise. The pad for Unit 71 maintains the 
existing square footage of 4628 square feet, while the pad for Unit 70 decreases from 
4641 to 4516 square feet. 
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 4. Units 108/109 are proposed to shift to the north across the private Eagle Cove 
Drive. The pad for Unit 108 decreases from 4628 to 4296 square feet while the pad for 
Unit 109 decreases from 4569 to 4536 square feet. 
 5. Each Dwelling Unit continues to be limited to 4,500 square feet. 
 6. A thirty-foot (30’) utility and Trail Easement separates 108/109 from 110/111. 
 7. The Cove Phase II is located in an area of geologic instability as three landslides 
are identified within the platted area. An extensive under-drain system and limited 
irrigation has been incorporated into the building plans. 
  
Conclusions of Law: 
 1. There is good cause for this Amended Planned Unit Development plat. 
 2. The Amended Planned Unit Development plat is consistent with the Park City 
Land Management Code, and the Quarry Mountain Master Planned Development. 
 3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 
Amended Planned Unit Development plat. 
 4. Approval of the Amended Planned Unit Development plat, subject to the 
conditions stated below, does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the 
citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
 1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 
content of the Amended Planned Unit Development plat for compliance with State law, 
the Land Management Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the 
plat. 
 2. The applicant will record the Amended Planned Unit Development plat at the 
County within one year from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not 
occurred within one year’s time, this approval for the plat will be void. 
 3. A driveway is allowed on the thirty-foot (30’) Utility and Trail Easement. However, 
no retaining walls or snow melt system is allowed within the easement. A new trail 
easement will be surveyed and platted with the coordination of the Park City Trails 
Planner. 
 4. The revised locations, particularly units 108/109 will have to tie into the under-
drain system as required by the Building Department. 
 

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

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of March, 2006. 

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – First Amended PUD plat 
Exhibit B – Existing PUD plat 
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 
 
 
Author:  Brooks T. Robinson 
Subject:  564-568 Deer Valley Drive  
   Settlers Ridge    
Date:  March 16, 2006 
Type of Item: Condominium Conversion 
 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for Settlers Ridge 
condominium record of survey plat and approve the record of survey based on the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the ordinance. 
 
Topic 
 
Applicant    Keyvan Kevani 
Location   564-568 Deer Valley Drive 
Zoning Residential Medium Density (RM) 
Adjacent Land Uses Residential 
 
 
Background:  
Settlers Ridge was constructed in 1997 and contains ten units and twenty parking 
spaces in an underground garage. The project has three buildings located on 0.4 acres 
in the RM zone. 
 
On December 30, 2005, the City received an application for a condominium conversion 
for the ten units. Although the project went through the condominium conversion 
process shortly after construction, the plat was never recorded and it expired. 
 
The Planning Commission heard this application at its regular meeting on March 8, 
2006, and forwards a positive recommendation. 
  
Analysis: 
The project is located within the RM zoning district. Setbacks in the RM zone are as 
follows: 

• Front: 20 feet, a front facing garage 25 feet 
• Rear: 15 feet 
• Side: 10 feet 

The Settlers Ridge project meets the minimum setback requirements.  
 
Two units are 1,115 square feet and the other eight units are 1,166 square feet. The 
parking requirement for units this size is two spaces per unit. Each unit has two parking 
spaces assigned by the record of survey. 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

88



 
There is a pullout area off of Deer Valley Loop that is from time to time signed for 
Settlers Ridge parking. However, since this area is almost entirely in the public right of 
way, a Condition of Approval is to remove these signs unless approved by the City. The 
property owner may fence or otherwise define the property line but may not prohibit 
public access on the City right of way. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were 
brought up at that time. 
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was also put in the Park Record.  
 
Public Input 
The adjacent neighbor to the east testified to the Planning Commission about problems 
he has had with the property management and renters at Settlers Ridge. No further 
public input has been received by the time of this report. 
   
Alternatives 
 
• The City Council may approve the Settlers Ridge condominium plat as conditioned 

or amended, or 
• The City Council may deny the Settlers Ridge condominium plat and direct staff to 

make Findings for this decision, or 
• The City Council may continue the discussion on the Settlers Ridge condominium 

plat. 
 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Consequences of Not Taking Recommended Action 
The units could not be separately sold. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for Settlers Ridge 
condominium record of survey plat and approve the record of survey based on the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the ordinance. 
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Ordinance No. 06- 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE SETTLERS RIDGE CONDOMINIUM RECORD 
OF SURVEY PLAT, 564, 566, AND 568 DEER VALLEY DRIVE, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Settlers Ridge located at 
564, 566, and 568 Deer Valley Drive have petitioned the City Council for approval of the 
Settlers Ridge condominium record of survey; and 

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

requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 8, 2006, to 

receive input on the Settlers Ridge condominium record of survey;  
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on March 6, 2006, forwarded a positive 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on March 23, 2006, the City Council approved the Settlers Ridge 

condominium record of survey; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Settlers 

Ridge condominium record of survey. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 

follows: 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The Settlers Ridge condominium record of survey as 

shown in Exhibit A is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions 
of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 

 
Findings of Fact: 
 1. Settlers Ridge is located at 564, 566, and 568 Deer valley Drive in the RM zoning 
district. 
 2. The project has three buildings located on 0.4 acres. 
 3. Two units are 1,115 square feet and the other eight units are 1,166 square feet. 
 4. The parking requirement for units this size is two spaces per unit. 
 5. Each unit has two parking spaces assigned by the record of survey. 
 6. Setbacks in the RM zone are as follows: 

• Front: 20 feet, a front facing garage is 25 feet 
• Rear: 15 feet 
• Side: 10 feet 

The Settlers Ridge project meets the minimum setback requirements. 
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Conclusions of Law: 
 1. There is good cause for this Record of Survey. 
 2. The Record of Survey is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code 
and applicable State law regarding condominium plats. 
 3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 
Record of Survey. 
 4. Approval of the Record of Survey, subject to the conditions stated below, does 
not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
 1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 
content of the Record of Survey for compliance with State law, the Land Management 
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 
 2. The applicant will record the Record of Survey at the County within one year from 
the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, 
this approval for the plat will be void. 
 3. The pullout area off of Deer Valley Loop that is signed for Settlers Ridge parking 
is almost entirely in the public right of way. The property owner may fence or otherwise 
define the property line but may not prohibit public access on the City right of way. 
Signs to the effect of limiting public use must be removed unless approved by the Public 
Works Director or his designee. 
 

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

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of March, 2006.. 

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Record of Survey plat 
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