[PARK CITY
B - 2

PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
March 11, 2020

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the PLANNING COMMISSION of Park City, Utah will hold its
Regular Planning Commission Meeting at the City Council Chambers, 445 Marsac Avenue, Park City, Utah
84060 for the purposes and at the times as described below on Wednesday, March 11, 2020.

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30 PM.
1.ROLL CALL

2.MINUTES APPROVAL

2.A. Consideration to Approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from February 26,
2020.
PC Minutes 02.26.2020 Pending Approval

3.PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS
4.STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

5.CONTINUATIONS

5A. 2080 Gold Dust Lane and 2211 Sidewinder Drive - Zone Change - The Applicant is
Proposing a Zone Change for Parcels PCA-3-3002-1 and PCA-3-3002-1A, also known as
2080 Gold Dust Lane and 2211 Sidewinder Drive, from Residential Development (RD) to
General Commercial (GC). PL-19-04353
(A) Public Hearing (B) Continuation to a Date to be Determined
Gold Dust Lane Continuation Staff Report

6.CONSENT AGENDA
7.WORK SESSION

7.A Alice Claim, Intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue — Work
Session- Work Session to Provide Input on the Built Retaining Wall Greater than Six Feet
(6’) in Height Which Requires a Conditional Use Permit. PL-19-04401.
(A) Work Session
Alice Claim Wall Work Session Staff Report
Exhibit A: Ordinance No. 2018-08
Exhibit B Final Action Letter 8.13.15


https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/548263/PC_Minutes_-2-26-20.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/547396/PL-19-04353_2080_Gold_Dust_Lane_-_PC_03112020_-_Continuation.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/549426/Alice_Claim_Retaining_Walls_CUP_report_Work_Session_FINAL.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/532146/Ordinance_No._2018-08_-_Alice_Claim_Subvision___Plat_Amendment.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/532148/Exhibit_B__Final_Action_Letter_8.13.15.pdf

7.B.

Exhibit C: Plans
Exhibit D: Retaining Wall with Veneer

The Commission will Conduct a Work Session on Nightly Rentals, a Conditional Use in
the Historic Residential-Low Density Zone Section that Includes Residences Along
Sampson Avenue, Ridge Avenue, and King Road.

HRL-West Zone Nightly Rental Work Session Staff Report

Exhibit A: General Plan Nightly Rental Balance Strategy

Exhibit B: October 28, 2015 Staff Report

Exhibit C: October 28, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

Exhibit D: Public Input

8.REGULAR AGENDA

8.A.

8.B.

8.C.

962 Woodside Avenue & 968 Woodside Avenue — Plat Amendment — The Applicant
Proposes to Combine Lot 17 and Lot 18 of Block 3 of Snyder’s Addition Into One (1) Lot of
Record.

(A) Public Hearing (B) Possible Recommendation to City Council on April 16, 2020

962 Woodside Ave Plat Amendment Staff Report

Exhibit B: Current Plat

Exhibit C: Applicants Project Intent

Exhibit D: Existing Conditions Survey

Exhibit E: Aerial Photograph

Exhibit F: Site Photographs

Deer Crest Club, 2300 Deer Valley Drive East — Modification of Existing Conditional Use
Permit - Consideration to Amend the Existing Conditional Use Permit for the Deer Crest
Club In Order to 1) Expand the Maximum Membership of the Deer Crest Club from 195 to
290; and 2) Allow Space in the Phase 2 Building Under Construction to be Used for Club
Facilities. The Deer Crest Club is an Amenity Club Approved Pursuant to a CUP on
February 23, 2011. PL-19-04255.

(A) Public Hearing (B) Possible Action

Amenity Club Staff Report

Exhibit A: 2011 Amenity Club CUP Action Letter

Exhibit B: 2019 Trip Generation and Parking Study

Exhibit C: St. Regis Parking Phases

Exhibit D: Applicant's Project Description

Exhibit E: 2017 Parking Counts

Exhibit F: 2016 Hotel CUP Action Letter

Land Management Code (LMC) Amendment — Amending the LMC to Remove the
Requirement That Solar Energy Systems Shall be at Least One Foot (1’) From the Eave
of a Roof by Amending LMC 15-5-5(G)(3)(b). PL-20-04463.

(A) Public Hearing (B) Possible Recommendation to the City Council on March 26, 2020
Land Management Code Amendments for Solar Energy Systems Staff Report

Exhibit A: Proposed Ordinance
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/532149/Alice_Claim_CUP.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/549383/Exhibit_D_Retaining_wall-with_veneer.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/549914/HRL-West_Zone_Nightly_Rental_Work_Session_Staff_Report_FINAL.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/534805/Exhibit_A_General_Plan_Nightly_Rental_Balance_Strategy.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/541306/Exhibit_B_October_28__2015_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/541307/Exhibit_C_October_28__2015_Planning_Commission_Meeting_Minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/549674/166_Ridge_Avenue_Public_Input.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/549869/PL-20-04465_962_Woodside_Ave_Plat_Amendment_PC_3.11.2020_Final2.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/528602/Exhibit_B_-_Current_Plat.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/528597/Exhibit_C_-_Applicants_Project_Intent.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/528598/Exhibit_D_-_Existing_Conditions_Survey.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/528599/Exhibit_E_-_Aerial_Photograph.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/528600/Exhibit_F_-_Site_Photographs.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/549494/PL-19-04255_Amenity_Club_Staff_Report_PC_02112020_FINAL.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/532609/PL-11-01189_-_Action_Letter_-_Planning_Commission_03_07_11_fin.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/532611/Trip_Generation_and_Parking_Study.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/549353/Exhibit_C_St._Regis_Parking_Phases.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/532610/Applicant_s_Project_Description.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/542876/Exhibit_E_2017_Parking_Counts.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/532612/PL-16-03101_2300_Deer_Valley_Dr__amended_CUP_4.18.16_Action_Letter.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/549690/PL-20-04463_LMC_Amendments_for_Solar_-_PCStaff_Report_3.11.20_FINAL.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/549682/Exhibit_A_-_Proposed_Ordinance.pdf

Exhibit B: Ordinance 2018-27
9.ADJOURN

A majority of PLANNING COMMISSION members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will
be announced by the PLANNING COMMISSION Chair Person. City business will not be conducted.
Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the
meeting should notify the Planning Department at 435-615-5060 or planning@parkcity.org at least 24 hours
prior to the meeting. Wireless internet service is available in the Marsac Building on Wednesdays and
Thursdays from 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. Posted: See: www.parkcity.org

*Parking validations will be provided for meeting attendees that park in the China Bridge parking
structure.
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/535563/Exhibit_B_-_Ordinance_2018-27.pdf
http://www.parkcity.org/

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

FEBRUARY 26, 2020

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:
Chair John Phillips, John Kenworthy, Laura Suesser, Doug Thimm, Christin Van Dine

EX OFFICIO: Planning Director Bruce Erickson; Hannah Tyler, Planner; Caitlyn
Barhorst, Planner; Rebecca Ward, Planner; Alexandra Ananth; Planner; Elizabeth
Jackson, Planner; Mark Harrington, City Attorney

ROLL CALL

Chair Phillips called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.msand noted that all Commissioners
were present except for Commissioners Hall and Sletten, who were excused.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

February 12, 2020

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to APPROVE the Minutes of February 12,
2020 as written. Commissioner Suesser seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

Carol Sletta, a resident at 135 Sampson Avenue, commented on the Alice Claim CUP
scheduled on the March/agenda. Ms. Sletta stated that she has followed this project for
more than ten years. She has attended meetings and provided input on why the project
was not goodifor this Old Town neighborhood. She noted that the project was finally
approved, and while disappointed, she moved on and accepted that the City was in
charge of watehing over this project. Ms. Sletta stated that when Advanced Shoring
constructed/a wall on the west side of the entry to the project this Fall, she thought the
wallappeared too high. She assumed the location was based on the stamped
approved plans that the City provided to the developer. Ms. Sletta remarked that the
wall was actually placed where the developer wanted it and not according to the
approved plans. The developer was now asking the City for forgiveness and for a CUP
to leave the wall where it was built. Ms. Sletta questioned how this could happen and
whether the property was not properly surveyed. She also wanted to know what plans
Advanced Shoring used when they constructed the wall.
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Ms. Sletta noted that Alliance Engineering had provided a letter to the City indicating
that the location of the wall is better than the location shown on the approved plans.
Ms. Sletta thought the message is that the developer can dictate what is best for the
City and feel empowered to override approved plans. Ms. Sletta stated that one ef the
items in the letter from Alliance Engineering mentioned widening the intersection, which
is what the developer wanted to do from the beginning. She pointed outithat wideris
not better in historic Old town. They want to keep the character of this neighborhood
and asked that the City to keep the street and the intersection as it exists. Wider
encourages faster driving. Ms. Sletta remarked that the Alliance/Engineering letter
argues that a wider street would be helpful for larger vehicles. She agrees that big fire
trucks need to navigate Old Town neighborhoods, and they:been able'to do that since
the roads were built.

Ms. Sletta remarked that the City must not be too concernediabout the safety of the
intersection, because the stop sign disappeared at the/corner where the wall was built
and it has not been replaced. She stated thatwhen the developer was working on
another project at the end of Sampson Avenue; the stop sign at the corner of Sampson
and Upper Norfolk was also removed and'that sign has never been replaced.

Ms. Sletta requested that the City leave the Old Town streets the way they were
constructed and keep the character of Old Town as much as possible. Ms. Sletta noted
that this was just the beginning of this project. The developer has already requested an
extension for recording the lots, and new the CUP for the misplaced wall. She was
concerned for what would:eome next. Ms. Sletta stated that she was depending on the
City to oversee this projectto ensure it is built according to the approved plans. It took
many years to approve. this project and it must be built as approved.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Director Erickson‘reported that the Planning Department would be providing Staff
communication:ito the City Council on the ideas that come out of this meeting and the
meeting.on March 25", Michelle Downard will provide an update on the Task Force at
the same time.

WORK SESSION

Staff will present a working list of pending and future Land Management Code
amendments to the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission will discuss and
provide staff with recommendations. Staff will return on March 25, 2020 for a follow-up
work session to discuss Land Management Code amendments in terms of future
prioritization, phasing, and a work plan.
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Director Erickson reported on concerns regarding the relationship of the LMC work to
the General Plan. The Staff will listen to the comments this evening and come back
with a prioritization schedule. If the Planning Commission would like to readjust the
schedule in the Staff report, they should make that change this evening.

Director Erickson noted that the Senior Planners were present this evening. ' Planner
Jackson would be taking notes to reflect the Commissioner’'s comments. The Staff will
use those notes to compile the information and come back on March 25" with a
prioritized list for moving forward.

Director Erickson stated that most of what is ongoing now has been vetted through the
General Plan. The next step is for the Planning Commission to triangulate a coherent
policy for the future based on the results of the City Council’s Vision 2020, changes in
the General Plan, and the LMC.

Director Erickson reported that there have been requests for General Plan information
and updates, and the Planning Staff was currently working on it. He thought the
Planning Staff was obligated to bring forward the direct relationship between the
General Plan and all the Land Management Code Amendments. Planner Rebecca
Ward had included the information in the Staff report that brings the current situation
forward.

Director Erickson stated that he had adarge packet of previous requests for Code
amendments that he hadmet brought to this meeting. The packet included five pages
of information from former Rlanning Commissioner Steve Joyce; as well input from the
current Planning Commissioners over time. Director Erickson remarked that Planner
Ward went through and erganized all the comments. There were open dates on the
calendar, and as they move forward between this meeting and March 25", the Planning
Commission can fill inithose dates and determine what direction to take.

Planner'Hannah Tyler presented a slide showing the current applications the Staff was
working.on. She noted that the Planning Team was split up based on their skill sets to
take on some of these LMC amendments. However, it is a team approach and they
were/moving these forward as the Planning Department. Planner Tyler stated that if the
Planning Commission wants to prioritize some of the items discussed this evening, or
reorganlze the list presented, the Staff was willing to do that. She pointed out that April
8" March 25" and March 11" were set because of noticing requirements. However,
anythlng after those dates could be moved around on the schedule.

Chair Phillips asked if the Commissioners who were absent this evening would have the
opportunity to provide input on the comments and discussion from this meeting.
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Director Erickson answered yes. He noted that the Staff report contained the LMC
Amendments being proposed and the General Plan framework. Prioritization is the
most important issue in order to clean up anything they might have missed in the main
Code before the March 25" meeting. Once that is done, they can talk about future
things moving forward.

Chair Phillips asked for the anticipated timeline for rewriting the General Plan.. Director
Erickson replied that it depends on the outcome of Vision 2020. Some data sets are
inadequate, and they were bringing forward software that will allew them to'do a better
job of City Planning and more accurate counts. Director Erickson stated that the Staff
was trying to move the Code sections forward so they can begin:to work on Vision
2020. He expects the General Plan to take at least a year and anticipates moving the
General Plan Amendment forward sometime in the third quarter.

Director Erickson stated that because the City has 22 zones that are nuances, and
there is a lot of local information. If they use an outside,General Plan consultant or a
zoning consultant to rewrite the General Plan, the‘local nuances will not come through.
He believed they would spend more timefighting with the nuance than they would with
the work from the consultants. Director Ericksonscredited Planner Ward with saying
that they need to fix the local wording before hiring someone from the outside. He
noted that the Planning Staff was‘having an internal conversation about whether or not
to have the Code completely re-edited by an outside company so the Code is rational,
orderly, the graphics are correet, and it'is easy to understand. Director Erickson
remarked that it falls within.the General Plan triangularization in terms of how to do
these things. He agreed that Planner Ward was correct and they would try to clean up
the local issues first.

Director Ericksen noted that Planner Kuhrmeyer has worked through and completed
130 pages of Code changes in order to make all the H Districts line up and all the
issues mave forward. Those were scheduled to come before the Planning Commission
on June'24".

Chair Phillips commented on the 2020 Visioning and all the work that goes into it. He
came on the Planning Commission at the end of the 2014 General Plan re-write and he
understands that it is a long process. He was just curious about a timeline and how
long before it starts. Director Erickson stated that it depends on Vision 2020, how they
handle the Arts and Culture District, and whether they see redevelopment of one or
more shopping centers. He noted that Arts and Culture is also a team effort in the
Planning Department and those responsibilities have been divided among the Staff.
Director Erickson stated that Planner Ward expanded the planning boundaries of Arts
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and Culture to make sure walkability, sustainability, and transit were incorporated into
the plan.

Planner Tyler explained the process. The Staff would not be giving a presentation this
evening. The intent is to listen to the Planning Commission, make notes oftheir
comments throughout the meeting, and review those comments at the end to make
sure there is consensus.

Commissioner Kenworthy asked how many times TDRs have been‘used inthe last ten
years. Director Erickson replied that no TDRs have been done. Commissioner
Kenworthy thought TDRs should be addressed if it is a toolin.the toolbox. Director
Erickson stated that TDRs are on the list of items for consideration and whether or not
they are effective. He noted that TDRs are done inside of:Master Planned
Developments. Density is stripped off of undevelopable lands and placed into
development pods, which is also a TDR action and similar to what is being done with
the Huntsman project. Chair Phillips agreed that the TDR program is dysfunctional.

Commissioner Kenworthy clarified that there was:zero activity on public/private
partnerships in terms of building affordable unitSpand zero activity on TDRs. His intent
was trying to see where they are currently in 2020 versus where they predicted they
would be at this point in 2014.

Commissioner Kenworthy thoughtinightly rentals was an important number to
understand whether it was,a.desperate issue to address. He recognized that a few
years ago nightly rentakwas,a greater item than it is today.

Commissioner Kenworthy asked if the City had a current percentage of second
homeowners. Director Erickson answered yes, assuming that it was being reported
correctly. Commissioner Kenworthy requested to see the actual number of nightly
rentals and second homeowners so they have good information when they start this
process. Itis important to know what happened over the years and how the City got to
where'it.is'today so they know the calculus going forward.

Commissioner Kenworthy clarified that he was trying to find out where they stood with
some of the items that were predicted in the General Plan so they can prioritize the list.
They need to determine which issues are the most important to address and which
ones can be addressed that will provide the solutions they have been missing.

Commissioner Thimm noted that there have been conversations regarding affordable
housing and some talk about Code amendments. However, if they want to look at the
traffic and parking issues for downtown and resort related, they need to take a hard
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look at what it takes to get affordable housing in a sustainable, walkable location.
Commissioner Thimm thought the City needed to look at ways to encourage
development that is sustainable for property owners and developers that would allow
that to occur. He suggested looking at some of the zones in terms of building heights
and setbacks requirement, as well as other incentives. Commissioner Thimm,stated
that if they do not start looking at what has happened from the standpoint of
gentrification and second homes, they could end up with a City that is broken. He
thought this was a good opportunity to address those issues.

Commissioner Kenworthy also thought it would be important to know the average age
in the community.

Commissioner Thimm referred to previous discussions.regarding a commitment to
sustainability. The Staff report talks about considering LEED,Certification or equal for
municipal buildings. Commissioner Thimm encouraged looking at net zero, at LBC
buildings as a standard, and at regenerative buildings, which produce more energy than
they use. Commissioner Thimm stated that LEED was a great awareness tool, but they
need to step beyond the LEED capability¢*He asked if something could be written into
the Zoning Code that would actually encourage the type of development that would be
good for the planet. If they intend to look at certain sustainability standards, he
recommended going beyond LEED.

Commissioner Thimm stated that there are issues with transportation and they were
trying to figure out the best.way to encourage people to take the bus or ride, their bike,
or walk where they need to'go. He believed those were solutions, but the issue is how
to make it work. He.asked.if there were tools within the zoning ordinance that could
help. Commissioner Thimm'commented on the trail connections and asked if there
were areas in the City that should be looked at for upgraded to make the City more
walkable. Commissioner Thimm believed there was enough pedestrian traffic to justify
sidewalks for.a safe path. He pointed out that pathways are not only a single-track path
up in the mountains. Urban pathways are part of great streets and he believed there
were areas in Park City where they could look at having sidewalks.

Commissioner Thimm commented on parking in relation to the Arts and Culture District.
He asked if there are strategic locations where land could be available, either walkable
or with public transportation, where parking could be added to reduce the number of
cars coming into the City.

Commissioner Thimm wanted the Planning Staff to know how much he and the other
Commissioners appreciate their hard work and the great job they do. He thanked all of
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them. Chair Phillips concurred. They have an incredible Staff and it was nice to see
everything mapped out for a path forward.

Chair Phillips agreed with the comments from Commissioner Kenworthy and
Commissioner Thimm. He believed a priority that ties into the gentrificationand
affordable housing would be to look at the Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) as‘soon as
possible. He thought it was important to get through that discussion and'to do whatever
is necessary to encourage affordable housing and reduce nightly rentals. ‘Chair Phillips
also agreed with the comments regarding sustainable practices.

Commissioner Suesser stated that connectivity in the community,was/one of her
interests and she would like it to be a top priority. Commissioner Suesser suggested
looking at past walkability studies to see what was implemented, how far it got, and
whether they should refocus those studies or implement new,strategies towards
walkability.

Commissioner Suesser named other big picture items, such as affordable housing
contributions to all construction and not justMPDs. She thought they needed to take a
hard look at parking requirements and possibly require minimums. They should
analyze the current requirements to see how they reflect the focus on transit and
alternative transportation options¢” Commissioner Suesser thought they needed to find
a way to introduce more affordable housing into the neighborhoods.

Commissioner Suesser thought the General Plan for the Bonanza Park Section was
blank at this point and she suggested focusing their energies on developing that area.
She also wanted ta.leok at possibly limiting nightly rentals. Commissioner Suesser
requested feedback on the nightly rentals that were approved in recent years and
whether there have been incidents or problems.

Director Erickson‘replied that there were no problems with the nightly rentals that have
been approved.. The problems arise with the casual rentals under Airbnb and VRBO.
He noted.that aver 60 companies rent nationally and conglomerate nightly rentals. The
primary ones are VRBO and Airbnb. Director Erickson stated that the current Code
prohibits commercial use of nightly rentals. They are unable to count each one and the
City-has had issues this year. Director Erickson noted that a discussion regarding
nightly rentals on the west side of the hill above King Road was scheduled for the
March 11" meeting. Currently, nightly rentals are prohibited on the east side of the hill
in the HRL zone. Director Erickson reported that people in Prospector were also
providing feedback on nightly rentals that were beginning to cause problems.

10
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Chair Phillips concurred with revisiting Bonanza Park again because in the past the
Planning Commission had a completely different idea on what would occur in that area.
Director agreed and noted that the plan went nowhere when the ideas got bigger than
the budget. He stated that the Arts and Culture District is on a specific piece of City
property. The Planning Staff stretched the planning boundary out to all of Homestake
Avenue to the Homestake Affordable Housing property. They also stretehed it.through
the pedestrian village at Prospector; and at a minimum, to Cook Drive and Aspen Villas.
Director Erickson noted that the Staff grew the boundaries in a manageable way, as
opposed to trying to redesign that entire section of town. It is a team,approach and the
Planning Commission will see what the team looks like when they move forward on Arts
and Culture. Planner Tyler clarified that it was not on the listsbecause’it was not an
LMC Amendment, but the Staff could add Bonanza ParkéGeneral Plan to the list.

Commissioner Suesser suggested eliminating all resort suppert commercial in the
Code. She would also like to consider removing anystype of provision in the LMC
regarding building private driveways in unplatted City Streets. Director Erickson noted
that the MPD discussion was scheduled for April 8" He noted that the City Council
took action on the platted unbuilt rights-of-way and repealed that section of the Code.
Director Erickson pointed out that the City Couneil removed the raw section. However,
the section where the paved street is not in‘the right-of-way is still in the Code, and they
were still trying to figure out how to address that issue.

Commissioner Suesser referred to,thesschedule and noted that on April 22" there
would be a discussion ong@.new LMC section for private driveways within platted unbuilt
City rights-of-ways. Planner,Ward reported that a work session is scheduled with the
City Council on March,26%.and they will be talking about encroachments in general.
She noted that when the Code was repealed, the City Council talked about a Code that
might allow thisyto occur in a very rare circumstance, but in a way where there would be
no conditional use allowed. It would be through an encroachment agreement only and
it would go through'a process with the City Engineer, the Planning Commission, and the
City Council, Planner Ward stated that based on the recommendations following the
work session, the Staff will come back to the Planning Commission with Code language
for'consideration. Director Erickson remarked that he had reviewed the Staff report for
the City Council meeting and Planner Ward had incorporated all the Commissioner’s
comments about Planning Commission advisement with respect to encroachment
agreements.

Commissioner Suesser believed they were still going in the direction of providing certain
criteria of what the City would like to see when someone wants to encroach. She
thought a better option would be to not even have that section or criteria in the Code.
Commissioner Suesser clarified that the City could still address it if someone wanted to

11
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build a driveway in the right-of-way, but she was opposed to defining it in the Code or
creating criteria for it.

Chair Phillips pointed out that some of these items are addressed at both the City
Council and the Planning Commission. He asked the Staff to notify the Planning
Commission when an item goes to the City Council and they think the Planning
Commission might benefit from hearing their discussion. It would give individual
Commissioners the opportunity to attend the meeting in person or listen in.on the live
discussion.

Commissioner Van Dine believed life cycle housing was a high priority along with the
affordable housing; especially since the Senior Center will probably be lost.
Commissioner Van Dine stated that the senior populationin‘town was feeling very
displaced and that they were not being heard or appreciated., She thought it was
important to find a way to bring the seniors back intoithe community and providing
affordable housing that is not just for the working class., She encouraged having a
discussion on making life cycle housing sustainable.

Commissioner Van Dine stated that parking improvements were another priority. They
will eventually lose all the parking at PCMR'to resort only parking. They will also be
losing much of the parking to paid parking. A priority is to figure out where to put all the
traffic and all the cars as more people keep coming to Park City.

Commissioner Van Dine liked that the dark sky initiative was on the schedule. She
guestioned whether it was too far back on the schedule, particularly given the number
of MPDs that are coming.»She used Woodward as an example of not thinking about
light pollution befare it isitoolate and everything is built. Commissioner Van Dine
commented ondtheimportance of having everything in place to prevent the same thing
from occurring with the/MPD going in at Park City Mountain Resort and the one at Deer
Valley. It.needstorbe identified in the MPD and as criteria for the City. Commissioner
Van Dine liked'the schedule and she was pleased that the MPD discussion was coming
up soon.

Commissioner Suesser asked how it would work if they were to remove resort support
commercial now that PCMRs plans are already in place. Director Erickson explained
that the developer of the base area, which is not Vail Resorts, had submitted drawings
and information and Planner Ananth was reviewing it for completeness. Once that
determination is made, it will vest to the Code that it must be reviewed under and will
not be subject to new Code changes. However, the developer can volunteer to change
something in exchange for an MPD consideration.

12
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Director Erickson stated that there were no struggles with night sky at Empire. Empire
is fairly well controlled because it is in the trees and not in a parking lot. He believed
there were enough tools in the MPD to help the planning team correctly manage the
situation. Director Erickson remarked that the Staff was working through big issues on
the base area project. All the issues mentioned this evening need to be addressediin
the review of that application under the terms of the MPD process.

Commissioner Kenworthy agreed with the comments on life cycle housing.. He believed
the City failed on all the objectives stated in the General Plan. Based on comments
from the other Commissioners, Commissioner Kenworthy thought they should address
the toolbox as one of the priorities.

In reading through the General Plan, Commissioner Kenwerthy thought the City had
done a great job on open space, and he believed the Historic,Preservation goals have
been met to a great degree. Commissioner Kenworthy emphasized that the Planning
Commission was trying to create solutions and‘find agreement on where they fell short.
He believed that Goal #7 on Life Cycle Housing should be addressed as a priority.

Commissioner Kenworthy noted that the General-Plan predicted City build-out and he
recalled that there was 10% or a minimal number left. He requested to see a current
update. Commissioner Kenworthy thought the Planning Commission had the
opportunity to look at the annexation‘pieces coming in to see if they can make
suggestions to the City Council.to'help/move the ones they fell short on.

Commissioner Kenworthy stated that he heard a lot about connectivity. He agreed that
it was an issue addressediin the General Plan and he thought they had done a lot of
positive things. However, noone had mentioned the gondola issue. Commissioner
Kenworthy noted that the Planning Commission had reviewed a project recently and the
applicant was notinterested in putting in a gondola for various reasons. He had not
thought about those issues until the applicant mentioned them. Commissioner
Kenworthy noted that the connectivity of gondolas was addressed in the General Plan
and he.would like to see an update of that as well.

Commissioner Kenworthy concurred with Commissioner Suesser about maintaining the
easements as much as possible because they do not know what the future holds or
how they will eventually connect the regional transportation to the City transportation.
Their job is to plan for growth and they need to consider the applications already
coming as well as future applications. Commissioner Kenworthy believed they have the
opportunity to work with the developers on these projects and go a long way with
connectivity. He thought that should also be a priority. Transportation is part of
connectivity and how that works is a priority for everyone in the community.
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Director Erickson stated that he would like to prioritize the schedule through June this
evening; and give the Staff the opportunity to organize their comments before the
March 25" meeting. He believed there was consensus among the Commissioners on
most of the items, and the Staff would use that consensus to build the priorities.
Director Erickson thought that was a better approach than trying to get through.several
pages of their comments tonight.

Chair Phillips was unsure how much the schedule would actually*€hange or how much
needed to be reorganized. In listening to the comments, new ideas came out. As he
looks through the schedule some of the items, such as nightly rentals; were issues that
were raised during previous Planning Commission meetings. / Chair Phillips wanted to
discuss a way for the Planning Commission to create a.time to have discussions on
new ideas. He noted that often times an applicant raises aniissue during the meeting
that they might need to look at as a City, but the context of the meeting is not the right
time and place to have that conversation. Chair Phillips stated that in discussions with
his fellow Commissioners who have met with the Staff and City Council, he believes
there is a desire as a body to create an oppertunity to sit down and have those types of
conversations with the Staff and then decide whether certain items need to be added to
the schedule.

Chair Phillips noted that Commissioner Hall has been active in conversations with the
Staff and Council Members. He spoke‘'with Commissioner Hall earlier that day and she
suggested creating a place.on the agenda to have those types of discussions so it does
take place in the middle,of reviewing an application. Chair Phillips suggested adding a
work session to the agenda for the first meeting of each month. The Commissioner can
discuss which items they:.would like to address in a work session and provide the list to
the Staff for scheduling on the agenda. Once the Planning Commission has a full
discussion and the Staff provides input, the item could either be tabled or placed on the
priority list. ‘ChairPhillips thought it was important to carve out time to have those
conversations.

Chair Phillips stated that he had other ideas that he thought the Planning Commission
should discuss to stay ahead of the issues, but he did not want to present those ideas
now.because he did not want to distract from what they were already discussing.
However, the question is when they should bring up other ideas. He asked if it was
appropriate at the beginning of a meeting rather than as a work session item, or
whether it was better to have that discussion later in the agenda. Chair Phillips
remarked that because there is never time on an agenda or the Commissioners never
find the right time and place to say certain things, it spills into the meeting at other times
and can cause friction.
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Director Erickson thought Chair Phillips made a good point. He would work on the best
way to manage the agendas to try and schedule the time Chair Phillips was suggesting.
Director Erickson pointed out that the Commissioners would need to provide a topic for
each agenda so it could be noticed properly.

Chair Phillips recognized that the Staff already has a busy workload and he wanted to
be sensitive to that as well. Commissioner Van Dine suggested allocating time at one
meeting per quarter. Director Erickson stated that when the Staff‘organizes the table,
they would check mark a few policy issues or ideas based on the Commissioner’s
comments.

Commissioner Kenworthy found the buildout he had on. mentioned Pages 274 and 275
of the General Plan. He clarified that the comparisen he requested was not the
commercial aspects. He just wanted to know the buildout that was predicted versus the
actual buildout numbers currently. He noted that the population was predicted to be
13,500 and asked for the actual population and.whether it had reached 9,000. Director
Erickson stated that the population was 7500+. He explained that the calculation was
based on the remaining platted lot inventories, the Deer Valley density, and the PCMR
density. Director Erickson stated that the challenger of those two numbers is that they
cannot sort out the MPD density at PCMR and Deer Valley Resort from the detached
residences and other housing projects. 'He offered to do what he could to get the
information Commissioner Kenworthy was requesting. Director Erickson thought the
numbers were skewed with.the BoPa calculations.

Based on their comments,,Director Erickson understood that the Planning Commission
preferred to move‘various types of housing earlier in the schedule through August. He
noted that nightly rental was already moved up; however, if the Commissioners wanted
a meeting just forrADUs it should be included on the schedule. Director Erickson
pointed out that no‘item was removed from the proposed schedule and the Staff would
need to‘manage. their workloads. He did not have an answer on inclusionary housing
and age.in place this evening.

Commissioner Suesser asked if they were looking at the whole calendar. Planner Tyler
replied that it was a calendar of the revisions in progress and on the docket, but it could
be shifted around. Commissioner Suesser understood that the LMC revisions would
capture many things. She wanted to know where they would be discussing affordable
housing. Planner Tyler replied that the Staff was trying to put together a timeline
because they would like to do public outreach. In order to get a good outcome of the
Code, they need a robust outreach on housing. Planner Tyler offered to come back to
the next work session with a proposed timeline.
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Chair Phillips asked about the special events work session on May 13". Director
Erickson stated that the intent is to deregulate tents out of the Land Management Code
and instead let the Events Staff handle it. They have been working for two yearsiwith
the Events Staff on how to get tents out of the Code. Commissioner Van Dine asked:if
it would include bounce houses. Director Erickson answered yes. Director Erickson
stated that they were struggling in the Historic Residential District on whether'or not to
completely deregulate events in the historic districts. The Special Events team would
like to do it; but the Planning Staff is not convinced that it is a goodidea. However, if
they have bike races through the District and it can be managed the way they handled
Sundance this year, it could be a good idea. Director Ericksen peointed out that those
events are regulated under a special event permit and Jenny does a great job.

Chair Phillips asked if there was an issue with leaving tents in,the Code. Director
Erickson stated that it is difficult trying to manage.it in.the LMC. He noted that
conditional use permits for all the tents in town‘vary on‘how many times each location
can have a tent.

City Attorney Mark Harrington explained that there was a crossover between events
and the people utilizing the tents to expand capacity year-round. An LMC provision was
added to address that situation. Events were supposed to remain regulated by the
Events Staff, but there has been increased confusion as to where that line begins and
ends. Mr. Harrington remarked that the Events Staff would argue that this change was
resetting the bar to wheresit.was before. However, there have been increased
discussions on whether.that\line should move within the Department. The details were
still being worked out;.butiin terms of priority, the events are already scheduled for the
calendar year. He suggested that if housing is a higher priority the Planning
Commission could place housing ahead of the tent item.

Planner Ward stated that if the Planning Commission agreed with removing special
eventsfrom,the,Code, a work session would not be required and the Staff could come
back with.the Code amendment. Director Erickson thought the Planning Commission
needed time‘to discuss the issue. For example, if a tent can accommodate 100 people
and the hotel is full, the question is where to park those cars if the 100 people are not
staying at the hotel. The intent is to protect the Historic District. Director Erickson
commented on tents that were regulated under a Special Event Permit in the Fresh
Market parking lot and noted that those tents did not generate negative impacts.

Director Erickson preferred to move housing to a higher priority, and noted that
connectivity should also be part of the housing discussion. The Commissioners
concurred. Director Erickson stated that connectivity City-wide and in relation to
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Transportation would take longer to coordinate for a discussion, but they could begin
with planning for the Arts and Culture area. He pointed out problems in that area and
how those might be resolved. Director Erickson stated that the Planning Department
has promised Transportation that they will use every effort to use complete streets on
Homestake Road to include bicycles, pedestrians, transit, vehicles, and parking. He
noted that in the last discussion with the Transportation Department, Homestake Road
was prioritized ahead of fixing Munchkin. It will go from Park Avenue to Kearns.

Planner Tyler thought they could bring the ADUs into the housing'discussion. The
Commissioners agreed. Chair Phillips asked about parking and whether it should be
considered as part of the housing discussion. Director Erickson thought parking should
be a separate discussion. However, parking would be part of'the MPD discussion. In
addition, parking with respect to certain housing types.will'also be part of that
discussion. He noted that parking is a land use question and,it changes according to
the land use.

Commissioner Van Dine referred to the Affordable Housing Code Amendments and the
Community Planning Strategies. She would. like to see research looking at ADUs and
other options in neighborhoods outside of ©ld Tewn, such as Park Meadows and
Prospector. Commissioner Van Dine remarked that Park Meadows had very strict
restrictions on accessory buildings. She wanted to know if there was a way to allow
owners to have an accessory building if they agree to put it into life-cycle housing.
Commissioner Van Dine thought it.was'important to generate those types of living areas
on large lots that have the.room and people want to do it.

Director Erickson reperted.that.earlier this year the Planning Department approved an
ADU on a lot at the corner of Lucky John and Holiday Ranch as a test case on how
ADUs will work«n those areas. He noted that accessory structures are not completely
prohibited unless‘therefs an HOA. Commissioner Van Dine understood the issues with
HOAs and only asked that the Staff look at what options are available.

Commissioner,Suesser asked what would fall under the MPD work session and
whether thatis where they would talk about Resort Support Commercial. She also
commented on another issue that came up during the Treasure Hill excavation limits
and asked if that was an MPD item or an LMC amendment. Director Erickson replied
that it would be reviewed during an MPD. Those items are typically addressed in the
CUP of the MPD sections. Director Erickson noted that the Staff went through
Treasure Hill with the Planning Commission and know their thoughts. He remarked that
underground parking and other projects coming forward will have the same issue.
Director Erickson stated that other items coming forward on the MPD are non-
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substantive changes to the MPD and minor changes that could be handled
administratively.

Planner Ward stated that sustainability was also coming forward. Walkability is part of
sustainability and one of the criteria of the MPDs. The Staff was looking to{prepose
standards or a plan that would show what the requirements would be to connegct the
community. That discussion was scheduled for April 8",

Commissioner Kenworthy asked if they would also include discussions about employee
housing it if were to be included in an MPD, or whether that discussion would be part of
the housing discussion.

City Attorney Harrington stated that the City Council has requested that neither the
Planning Commission nor the City Council begin that discussion until after public
engagement occurs because some of the issues willbe sensitive. Mr. Harrington
remarked that scheduling would be dependent‘on public outreach occurring first.
However, the City Council would like that to oceur'as soon as possible so the Planning
Commission can have that discussion. Hesthought the projected May 13" date for the
housing discussion was appropriate.

Commissioner Thimm recalled the advisory vote for the pre-annexation initiative and
asked about the annexation. Director Erickson explained that the Planning Commission
approved the annexation policy for,Black Rock/Hideout, and Black Rock and Hideout
approved an annexation pelicy that includes Black Rock. He asked if the Staff had
seen anything in the Hideout where annexation was moving forward. Planner Ward
was not aware of anything. Atithis point they were in the process of doing research for
City-owned property.

Commissioner Thimmywanted to know how the zoning determination is made for newly
annexed properties.» City Attorney Harrington replied that the Planning Commission
makes.a recommendation to the City Council, the same as for any zoning action.

City Attorney Harrington offered advice to the Planning Commission as they move
through this process based on his experience having gone through two General Plan
rewrites and three LMC rewrites. There is a lot of similarity in terms of both criticism
and optimism and he congratulated the Commissioners for doing both. Mr. Harrington
remarked that the language is the same every time when the process starts, and he
encouraged the Commissioners to prioritize the two to four items that are pragmatic
and/or policy changes that are most important; and to keep them specific to outcomes
where they really want to move the needle. He noted that the Planning Commission
has already identified some of those items. Mr. Harrington stated that everyone wants
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connectivity, but the discussion is more difficult once they get into the specifics.
Another issue is how the Staff and the development community will be expected to
follow through on those specifics. Mr. Harrington encouraged the Commissioners to be
conscious of that fact. As they move through the process, he recommended thatithey
try to focus on the pragmatics for either high level policy items or the nuts and,bolts of
the Code. He suggested splitting the work sessions 50/50 on each of those.  Mr.
Harrington reminded the Planning Commission that these are living documents and
they were looking to improve them on an ongoing basis. He remarked,that.it is easy to
get lost in the totality. If they can focus on the critical items, they'would be"better
served in terms of improving the applications and the policies moving forward. Mr.
Harrington noted that the City Council focused on three critical priorities at first, but as
they expanded to encompass two additional priorities, it had an immediate ramification
on the focus of the Staff and the process. Prioritizing will'be key in terms of which items
they really want to move the needle.

City Attorney Harrington stated that he and some Staff members have a lot of
knowledge on past processes in terms of whatdid not get re-prioritized and those that
went through. He pointed out that the focus,of each General Plan was super specific
and had narrow goals from what the City Councilwanted to adjust to as opposed to just
checking the box on various elements that were part of a broader strategy. He thought
it was important for the Planning €ommission to understand those three strategies. He
felt the same about annexations that‘Could be considered planning failures but were
something entirely different in‘terms_of‘mitigating what was occurring in the County. Mr.
Harrington thought the Staff.could include that for context to help the Commissioners
understand where theydan best focus to prepare for future decisions. He believed
Commissioner Hall was correct in pushing everyone to spend more time on the long-
term planning questions., It takes time and focus and the Planning Commission should
not hesitate to push,the Staff on doing that.

Commissioner Kenworthy thanked the Staff on behalf of the Planning Commission for

the effort they put in every day.

The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:07 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:
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PARK CITY

Planning Commission Staff Report @

Subject: Zoning Map Amendment 2080 Gold  pLANNING DEPARTMENT
Dust Lane & 2211 Sidewinder Drive

Author: Alexandra Ananth, Senior Planner

Project Number: PL-19-04353

Date: March 11, 2020

Type of Item: Legislative — Zoning Map Amendment

Recommendation

Planning Department Staff recommends that the Planning Commission open a Public
Hearing and continue the proposed Zoning Map Amendment for 2080 Gold Dust Lane
and 2211 Sidewinder Drive to a date uncertain so that the applicant can address access
issues.
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PARK CITY

Planning Commission @
Staff Report
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Subject: Alice Claim — Work Session for Proposed Conditional Use
Permit for a Single (1) Retaining Wall Greater than Six Feet (6’)
in Height
Project Number: PL-19-04401
Author: Alexandra Ananth, Senior Planner
Date: March 11, 2020
Type of Iltem: Work Session — Conditional Use Permit

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a Work Session discussion for the
proposed Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a built retaining wall greater than six feet
(6) in height associated with the Alice Claim Subdivision, and provide input to Staff and
the applicant on the issues raised in this Staff Report. The primary issues is if the built
wall should be allowed to remain due to the fact that the widened turning radius
improves the width of this steep intersection, or if the applicant should be required to
remove the wall and construct a new wall in accordance with the approved plans.

Description

Applicant: King Development Group, LLC (“Applicant” or “King
Development”)

Location: Alice Claim west side of intersection of King Road, Ridge
Avenue and Sampson Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts with
Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO)

Adjacent Land Uses: Open Space and Residential (developed and undeveloped)

Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permits Require Planning Commission
Review and Approval. This is a request for a Work Session
discussion prior to Review and Action.

Proposal

The applicant is proposing a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a retaining wall greater
than six feet (6°) in height to stabilize the cut slope along City Right of Way at the
intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue as part of the approved
Alice Claim Subdivision (Exhibit A - Ordinance 2018-08). This request is the result of an
error as the excavation for the retaining wall along a portion of King Road was
excavated four to eight feet further into the hillside than was approved. The resulting
wall is up to nine feet (9’) in height along portions of King Road. The approved wall was
not to exceed six feet (6”) in height (Ordinance 2010-08, Finding of Fact #7). A
Conditional Use Permit is required for retaining walls over six feet (6°) in height.

The applicant came to the City’s Planning Department to discuss the mistake and both
the Planning and Engineering Departments made site visits to inspect the built wall and
to determine next steps for the applicant. Both City Departments came to the
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conclusion that although the excavation was done in error, the resulting improvements
in roadway geometry of this steep four-way intersection may be in the interest of public
safety by providing an improved (widened) turning radius. This is helpful for larger
vehicles such as emergency vehicles and Park City Mountain Resort trucks, which
cannot currently maneuver the turn without making a multi-point turn that crosses into
the oncoming traffic lane impeding traffic and creating a safety issue at this steep
curved intersection.

Figure 1: Photo of built wall Figure 2: Photo of built wall V\l/#ith Veneer
Concerns with allowing the built wall to remain include that this project has a long and
contentious history in the neighborhood and the public participated in the prior public
hearing process which resulted in carefully crafted mitigation conditions and expect the
development to be completed in accordance with approved plans. This wall is also very
visible to the surrounding neighborhood and Historic District.

The applicant applied for a much larger set of retaining walls in 2015 and was denied as
the retaining walls had not been engineered and were found not to be compatible with
surrounding Structures in use, material, scale, mass, circulation and mitigation with the
slope of the landscape. Other reasons for denial include that the property could only be
accessed through the platted King Avenue right-of-way.

On July 27, 2016 the applicant received Planning Commission approval of a CUP for
three (3) retaining walls up to ten feet (10’) in height to stabilize the cut and fill slopes for
the main entry to the Subdivision. This approval was appealed and the applicant was
able to ultimately design a new entry that did not require retaining walls over six feet (6’)
feet in height due to a new entry plan over 135 Ridge Avenue which eliminated the need
for retaining walls over six feet (6°) in height. This design is the final design that was
approved on March 8, 2018 that the applicant is now proposing to amend.

This application is different from the previously denied and appealed applications in that
the applicant is applying for only one wall to exceed six feet (6’) in height (versus three
(3) significantly larger walls), has a lower maximum height at nine feet, and because the
City's Engineering Department recommends approval of the application due to the
resulting improvements in road geometry and public safety due to the widened turning
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radius.

Upon completion, the wall is proposed to be blonde sandstone veneer (real stone) to
match other retaining walls in the subdivision and to maintain consistency with
Structures located within the adjacent Historic District.

The built wall location does not affect the existing power pole and did not remove any
Significant Vegetation from the site.

Background
On May 23, 2005, the City received a complete application for the Alice Claim

Subdivision (also known as “Alice Lode”). After multiple iterations, appeals, and
remands, a significantly revised project was approved by the City Council on March 8,
2018. The Alice Claim Subdivision is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) and
Estate (E) Districts with Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO) zoned property south of the
King Road, Sampson Avenue, Woodside Gulch and Ridge Avenue intersection. The
property is comprised of 9.034 acres and includes nine (9) single family lots.

The March 8, 2018 City Council Staff Report can be found here (beginning on page 61).
The March 8, 2018 City Council Meeting Minutes can be found here (beginning on page
8).

As noted above, the applicant previously applied for a series of retaining walls greater
than six feet (6°) in height in 2015 and was denied (Exhibit B — Final Action Letter dated
August 13, 2015). The reasons for denial include that the property could only be
accessed through the platted King Avenue right-of-way and that the proposed access
roadway would require significant excavation into the hillside and retaining walls in three
(3) locations up to ten feet (10") in height in addition to numerous other walls up to six
feet (6’) in height. The retaining walls had not been engineered and were found not to
be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, material, scale, mass, circulation
and mitigation with the slope of the landscape and the impacts created by the walls
were found to not have been properly mitigated.

The applicant redesigned the proposed walls and re-applied. On July 27, 2016 the
applicant received Planning Commission approval of a CUP for three (3) retaining walls
up to ten feet (10’) in height to stabilize the cut and fill slopes for the main entry to the
Subdivision. This approval was appealed but the applicant was able to ultimately
design a new entry that did not require retaining walls over six feet (6’) in height due to a
new entry plan over 135 Ridge Avenue which eliminated the need for retaining walls
over six feet (6”) in height. This design is the final design that was approved on March 8,
2018 that the applicant is now proposing to amend.

Analysis
The Land Management Code (LMC) 15-4-2. Fences and Retaining Walls sets the

following standards for process and review for the construction of retaining walls:
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(A)LOCATION. Fences and retaining walls may be erected or allowed within the
buildable Area, and as allowed in the Setback exceptions in Chapter 2.

Fences and retaining walls shall not exceed six feet (6’) in height measured
from Final Grade within any required Rear Setback or Side Setback. Within
any required Front Setback or Street Side Setback, Fences and retaining
walls shall not exceed four feet (4°) in height, measured from Final Grade.

(1) EXCEPTION. The height of retaining walls in the Front Setback may
exceed four feet (4’), measured from Final Grade, subject to approval
by the Planning Director and City Engineer, and may exceed six feet
(6) in height subject to approval of an Administrative Conditional Use
permit or as approved as part of a Master Planned Development
(MPD) or Conditional Use permit. Prior to issuance of an
Administrative Conditional Use permit the Property shall be posted and
affected adjacent Property Owners shall be noticed ten (10) days prior
to Final Action.

The height of retaining walls in the Side or Rear Setback may exceed
six feet (6’), measured from Final Grade, subject to approval of an
Administrative Conditional Use permit or as approved as part of a
Master Planned Development or Conditional Use permit. Prior to
issuance of an Administrative Conditional Use permit the Property shall
be posted and affected adjacent Property Owners shall be noticed ten
(10) days prior to Final Action.

(D) PERMIT. A Building Permit is required for construction of any Fence or
retaining wall greater than six feet (6°) in height. Within any of the Historic
zoning districts construction of any Fence or retaining wall greater than four feet
(4’) in height requires a Building Permit.

The applicant’s built retaining wall exceeds six feet (6’) in height and is
thus subject to the Condition Use Permit process. A Building Permit as
well as Historic District Design Review approval is also required. The
proposed wall is on the March 11, 2020 Historic District Design Review
Agenda. A verbal summary of this meeting will be given at the Planning
Commission’s March 11, 2020 meeting.

The LMC 15-1-10. Conditional Use Review Process sets the following standards
for review of Conditional Use Permits:

1. Size and location of the Site.
No unmitigated impacts

Size: The LMC does not specify a maximum or minimum lot size for retaining
walls greater than six feet (6°) in height. The nine (9) lot Subdivision consists of
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9.034 acres. According to the applicant the portion of the wall that exceeds six
feet (6’) in height is 55 feet in length with the greatest height along the curve of
King Road.

Location of the Site: The site is located at the intersection of King Road, Ridge
Avenue and Sampson Avenue. Both the Planning and Engineering Departments
have determined that the location and height of the wall as built will improve the
geometrics of this difficult intersection due to the widened road width.

2. Traffic considerations including capacity of the existing Streets in the Area.
No unmitigated impacts

The Engineering Division concurs that the built wall improves the turning radius
of this steep intersection with the resulting increase in width of the road. Both the
Planning and Engineering Departments are supportive of this application from a
safety perspective and note that the built wall and roadway will not increase the
speed of vehicles traveling in the neighborhood. The Engineering Department
offers the following comments:

“The retaining wall that was constructed by the applicant is in the wrong location
and is taller than what was previously approved. It was not until after the
excavation had been completed and soil nails were installed that the error in
location was confirmed. The Engineering Department requested and received
updated structural calculations and revised wall plans supporting the increased
wall height and soil retention. The completed wall is structurally sufficient to
retain the greater height. As noted by the applicant’s engineer, there are several
benefits to the traveling public that have been observed due to this error.

Specifically, this has created a greater turn radius at the intersection of King
Road and Ridge Avenue allowing for easier access of emergency vehicles.
Additionally, the greater radius helps to offset the change in grade between the
two roads by allowing a vehicle traveling down Ridge Avenue to swing wide and
approach King Road along a flatter grade. In order to take advantage of this
greater radius, the Engineering Department will require that the applicant
provide additional paving towards the wall thereby allowing vehicles to use
the greater radius and improve the overall intersection roadway geometry.”

3. Utility capacity, including Storm Water run-off.
No unmitigated impacts

The site has access to all utilities and the Engineering Division will review final
Building Permit Plans for the wall prior to the issuance of any building permits to
ensure storm water is sufficiently mitigated.

4. Emergency vehicle Access.
No unmitigated impacts
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The proposed wall will not change emergency vehicle access and will actually
improve existing road geometries for larger vehicles due to the greater turn
radius.

5. Location and amount of off-Street parking.
No unmitigated impacts

The proposed wall does not remove any existing parking from the area.

6. Internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system.
No unmitigated impacts

The proposed wall will not change vehicular or pedestrian circulation and will
improve existing road geometries for both vehicles and pedestrians with a wider
turn radius.

It has been brought to the City’s attention that a City “Stop” sign is missing from

this intersection. This has been communicated to the City’s Streets Division and
the Planning Department will have a verbal update on the situation for the March
11, 2020 Planning Commission meeting.

7. Fencing, Screening, and landscaping to separate the Use from adjoining Uses.

Condition of Approval Recommended

The applicant has noted that no Significant Vegetation was removed to
accommodate the built wall configuration from approved to existing.

No fencing is needed for the built wall. The Engineering Department has noted
that should this wall be allowed to remain as built they will require that the
applicant provide additional paving towards the wall thereby allowing vehicles to
use the greater radius and improve the overall intersection roadway geometry.
Additionally, if the built wall is allowed to remain the Planning Department will
require a landscape plan for this area showing some landscaping between the
edge of pavement and the wall in order to help soften the appearance of the wall,
and the maintenance of all existing landscaping behind the wall in order to
maintain and enhance the site in its natural condition.

8. Building mass, bulk, and orientation, and the location of Buildings on the Site;
including orientation to Buildings on adjoining Lots.
Condition of Approval Recommended

The applicant is proposing to increase the height of an existing approved wall
from six (6) to nine (9) feet primarily along King Road and to approve its built
location further into the hillside. The orientation and materials will remain the
same as originally approved. Although the visual impact of the wall would
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increase for the surrounding neighborhood and Historic District, the road
geometrics will improve with a wider turning radius. The Engineering Department
is asking for additional paving and the Planning Department is asking for a
Landscape Plan prior to approvals of the built wall.

9. Usable Open Space.
No unmitigated impacts

The proposed wall does not impact usable open space.

10. Signs and lighting.
No unmitigated impacts

No signs or lighting are proposed on the wall.

11. Physical design and Compatibility with surrounding Structures in mass, scale,
style, design, and architectural detailing.
No unmitigated impacts

This application is different from the previously denied and appealed applications
in that the applicant is applying for only one wall to exceed six feet (6’) in height
(versus three (3) significantly larger walls), has a lower maximum height at nine
feet, and because the City’s Engineering Department recommends approval of
the application due to the resulting improvements in road geometry and public
safety due to the widened turning radius.

The proposed section of the wall that exceeds six feet (6’) in height is 55 feet in
length and rises to nine feet (9°) in height at its highest point parallel to King
Road. This portion of the wall will match the rest of the walls and other walls
within the subdivision and will be faced with a real blond sandstone veneer. The
proposed wall is on the March 11, 2020 Historic District Design Review
Agenda. A verbal summary of this meeting will be given at the Planning
Commission’s March 11, 2020 meeting.

12. Noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect
people and Property Off-Site.
No unmitigated impacts

Not Applicable.

13. Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and
Screening of trash and recycling pickup Areas.
No unmitigated impacts

Not Applicable.
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14. Expected ownership and management of the project as primary residences,
Condominiums, time interval Ownership, Nightly Rental, or commercial
tenancies, how the form of Ownership affects taxing entities.

No unmitigated impacts

The project will continue to be developed as a subdivision with individual lots for
sale. Nightly Rentals are an allowed use in both the HR-1 and E Districts.

15. Within and adjoining the site, Environmentally Sensitive Lands, Physical Mine

Hazards, Historic Mine Waste and Park City Soils Ordinance, Steep Slopes, and
appropriateness of the proposed Structure to the existing topography of the Site.
No unmitigated impacts

The Subdivision is located within the Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO) and the
applicant has completed voluntary remediation of the regulated soils on the site.

16. Reviewed for consistency with the goals and objectives of the Park City
General Plan; however such review for consistency shall not alone be binding.
Consistent

Given that only a portion of the retaining wall exceeds six feet (6’) in height, the
wall will match the materials of other retaining walls in the Subdivision and
adjacent Historic District and will allow for a better turning radius, both the
Planning and Engineering Divisions find the impacts of the built wall can be

mitigated proportionately with additional paving to widen the road so that vehicles

may take advantage of the increased turning radius and landscaping to soften
the visual impacts of the wall.

The previous application for retaining walls that was denied proposed a series of
three retaining walls up to ten (10) feet in height and up to 196 feet in length.
The current application represents a significantly reduced proposal that
minimizes the amount of wall greater than six feet in height and maximizes
roadway geometrics. Furthermore, if the applicant stacked the wall into a series
of walls in order to reduce the height of one wall roadway geometrics would not
be improved as the wall would need to be bumped further towards the City’s
Right of Way.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review including the Engineering
Department whose comments are reflected above.

Notice

The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on
February 26, 2020. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on February 26,
2020 and on the public notice website in accordance with the requirements of the LMC.

28



Public Input

No public input regarding the increased height of the retaining walls was received prior
to the issuance of this Staff Report with the exception of the public comment that was
received during the Public Communications portion of the Planning Commission’s
regularly scheduled February 26, 2020 meeting. These comments can be found in the
Minutes Approval of the current Agenda and the audio of this meeting can be found on
the City’s website here. Any public comment received prior to the March 11, 2020
meeting will be forwarded to the Planning Commission.

Process

The Planning Commission takes final action on Conditional Use Permit applications.
Approval or denial of a Conditional Use Permit may be appealed to the City Council
according to LMC Section 1-18.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a work session discussion for the
proposed CUP for a single retaining wall up to 9 feet in height associated with the
proposed Alice Claim Subdivision, and provide input to Staff and the applicant on the
built wall.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Ordinance 2018-08

Exhibit B — Final Action Letter dated August 13, 2015
Exhibit C — As-Built Retaining Wall lllustrations
Exhibit D — Existing and Proposed Wall
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Ordinance 2018-08

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE ALICE CLAIM SUBDIVISION AND PLAT
AMENDMENT, LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF KING ROAD, RIDGE
AVENUE, AND SAMPSON AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Alice Claim Subdivision
and Plat Amendment located at the intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue, Sampson
Avenue, and Woodside Gulch, have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Alice
Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment; 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
according to the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 25,
2006, January 28, 2009, February 25, 2009, April 8, 2015, May 27, 2015, June 10,
2015, July 8, 2015, July 22, 2015, August 12, 2015, December 9, 2015, May 25, 20186,
July 13, 2016, July 27, 2016, and April 12, 2017 to receive input on the proposed
subdivision;

WHEREAS, on October 8, 2015, October 29, 2015, March 9, 2017, May 25,
2017, February 15, 2018, and March 8, 2018 the City Council held a public hearing on
the proposed Alice Claim Subdivision; and

WHEREAS, on October 29, 2015, and March 9, 2017 the City Council remanded
amended application on the proposed Alice Claim Subdivision back to Planning
Commission; and

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

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed
Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment.

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as findings of
fact. The Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment, as shown in Attachment 1, is
approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions
of Approval:

Findings of Fact




. The subject site is located at the intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue, and
Sampson Avenue (approximately), within the Historic Residential (HR-1), Historic
Residential-Low Density (HR-L), and Estate (E) Districts.

. The proposal includes nine (9) lots on approximately 9.034 acres which will not
be allowed to be subdivided further.

. The property is composed of “metes and bounds" parcels and contiguous platted
lots.

. A City water tank and land owned by the City is adjacent to the subject property
on the south end, and a City-owned parcel bisects the subject property.

. The applicant previously undertook a voluntary remediation of the regulated soils
on the site, which included soil remediation both in the Alice Claim 8.49 acre
portion and within a 1.7 acre portion of the adjoining City property.

. The owner secured legal access through an easement to the property through
the Woodside Gulch access, land privately owned.

. As proposed, the access will not require retaining walls greater than six feet (6')
feet; therefore, a CUP would not be required.

. The Woodside Guich stream runs through the property and any changes to the
stream will require a Stream Alteration Permit. The Applicant will need to obtain
a Stream Alteration Permit from applicable state and/or federal agency. Any
changes to the stream may also require an amendment to the Voluntary Clean-
up Program remediation with the Utah Department of Environmental Quality.

. The property, which was once the site of the Alice Lode Mine, was previously the
site of mining activities, which have since undergone recent remediation.

10.A Voluntary Clean Up of the property was initiated by the Applicant.

11. Most of the remainder of the site has mature stands of oak, maple and aspen

trees in addition to areas of smaller shrubs and grasses.

12. A culvert for the stream is proposed in order to meet the fifty foot (50°) setback

regulations from streams within the Estate District, otherwise the culvert would
not be necessary.

13.This development is located upstream of the FEMA Flood Plain Studies.

14. The applicant does not request any setback reductions from the Planning

Commission for the Estate District Lot.
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15. Water Service is available and as proposed can meet required water pressure to
all of the proposed development sites (proposed Lots) within the development.

16.A Debris Flow Study has been completed for the stream to determine if a debris
basin is required.

17.Existing trails are shown on the plat and granted a public easement.

18.Proposed utility plans have been submitted and shall be reviewed / processed
prior to plat recordation.

19.The access road and it's easement is proposed over 10% grades and will not be
eligible to be converted to public ROWs in the future.

20.Building pads / limits of disturbance are shown on the proposed plat (Attachment
1). All other property as open space should be protected by conservation
easement held by the City and the HOA to maintain the land.

21.The proposed access road with utilities is required to be a minimum of twenty
feet (20’) wide. The access road grades are proposed to be fourteen percent
(14%).

22.Public trails are shown on Attachment 1 with a 15’ public recreational trail
easement.

23.The proposed lot within the Estate District is 3.009 acres.
24.The proposed eight (8) lots within the HR-1 District are 4,510 square feet each.

25. A geotechnical report has been reviewed by the City Engineer for the overall site
but individual geotechnical reports have not been submitted for each lot.

26.The applicant owns other adjoining properties within the Historic Residential Low-
Density (HRL) District. Two (2) of these contiguous properties are lots 1 and 2 of
the Ridge Avenue Subdivision.

27.The existing encumbered Lots 1-7 and 36-40, Block 77 of the Millsite
Reservation will be dedicated to the City upon plat recordation as they current
have a road over them.

28.The proposed lots, as positioned, are to avoid ridgelines and allow for drives that
contour with the topography in order to meet the required grades.

29.The existing mine shaft on the property is currently filled as stated on the site
plan dated May 18, 2015.
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30. The application for the Alice Claim subdivision was deemed “complete” by the
Planning Department on May 23, 2005.

31.Between 2006 and 2009, the Planning Commission conducted three (3) work
sessions to discuss the project and visited the property during two site visits.

32.0n October 8, 2014 the Planning Commission conducted a site visit and work
session to discuss the history and 2009 site plan proposed for this project.

33.The Applicant submitted a revised site plan, plat and all required submittals for
the subdivision and plat amendment on January 23, 2015.

34.The Planning Commission reviewed the request and held public hearings on
April 8, 2015, June 10, 2015, July 8, 2015, and July 22, 2015.

35. During this time consisting of October 2014 and July 2015 the applicant
submitted further revisions to the plat to address City concerns as well as to
address plat discrepancies.

36.0n August 12, 2015 the Planning Commission forwarded a negative
recommendation to the City Council.

37.0n October 8, 2015 the City Council reviewed the proposal.

38.0n October 29, 2015 the applicant submitted an amended site plan which moved
the lots closer to the gully. The City Council reviewed that amended site plan
and remanded the application back to Planning Commission for their review.

39.The Planning Commission held a work session on December 9, 2015.

40.The Planning Commission held public hearings and reviewed the updated
proposal on May 25, 2016, July 13, 2016, July 27, 2016, and April 12, 2017.

41. After Applicant secured access on Woodside Gulch and proposed a modification
to the Application based on the new access, the City Council remanded the
updated gully site plan with modified entry back to Planning Commission on
March 9, 2017.

42.The Planning Commission held a public hearing and reviewed the updated
proposal with the new access through Woodside Gulch, privately owned
property, on April 12, 2017.

43.The City Council held and reviewed the updated proposal with the new access
through Woodside Gulch, privately owned property on May 25, 2017 and March
8, 2018.
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44.In order for all site improvements to be completed, the applicant must either

complete all site improvements prior to plat recordation or provide adequate
financial guarantees for completion.

Conclusions of Law

15

2,

There is good cause for this subdivision and plat amendment.

The subdivision and plat amendment are consistent with the Park City Land
Management Code and applicable State law regarding subdivisions and plat
amendments.

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

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

Conditions of Approval

1.

The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat amendment for compliance with State law, the Land
Management Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the
plat.

The applicant will record the subdivision and plat amendment at the County
within two (2) years from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not
occurred within two (2) years’ time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless a
complete application requesting an extension is made in writing prior to the
expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council. If the plat is not
recorded within this time period, it shall be null and void and any resubmittal shall
be a new application which is subject to all review requirements, zoning
restrictions and subdivision regulations at the time of the submittal.

Recordation of this plat and completion and approval of final Historic District
Design Review and Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit, if required, applications
are required prior to building permit issuance for any construction of buildings
within this subdivision. Completion and approval of final Historic District Design
Review applications are required prior to building permit issuance for any
construction of retaining walls.

Lot 1 in the Estate District shall be subject to Historic District Design Review
process (prior to building permit approval).

Modified NFPA 13-D sprinklers shall be required for new construction by the
Chief Building Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and
shall be noted on the final Mylar prior to recordation. (Added as plat note 18 on
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proposed plat).

6. Snow storage of roads and private drives shall be addressed and approved by
the City Engineer throughout the development prior to plat recordation. Snow
storage sites cannot discharge immediately into the stream. (City Engineer to
review updated snow storage plan prior to plat recordation in conjunction with all
other applicable utilities, improvements, etc.).

7. Sewer system design and service will need to meet Snyderville Basin Water
Reclamation District's (SBWRD) requirements and receive final design approval
by SBWRD before the proposed plat can be signed by SBWRD. If the sewer
system design requires a substantial change, as determined by SBWRD,
Planning Director and City Engineer, to the layout of this subdivision plat, this
approval shall be null and void and an application to amend the Ordinance and
plat shall need to be submitted and be reviewed and go through the entire
process including internal review, Planning Commission and City Council review.
(Prior to plat recordation).

8. The proposed water system will need to receive written approval from the
Building and Engineering Departments in order for the subdivision to meet water
requirements prior to plat recordation. If the water system requires a
substantial change to the proposed subdivision configuration, as determined by
the Planning Director and City Engineer, this approval shall be null and void and
an application to amend the Ordinance and plat shall be submitted, a reviewed,
and go through the entire process including internal review, Planning
Commission and City Council review.

9. There shall not be any further subdivision of any additional lots in this
subdivision. A plat note shall reflect this condition. (Added as plat note 9 on
proposed plat).

10. All state requirements must be met, state permits including Stream Alteration
Permit will be required for the culvert construction. Culvert shall be installed by
the applicant prior to plat recordation.

11.The culvert will be owned and maintained by the City. (Dedication of drain line
and easement added to proposed plat).

12.This development is located upstream of the FEMA Flood Plain Studies. A study
shall be completed extending the FEMA Flood Plains through this development
prior to plat recordation. Acceptance or denial of the study by FEMA is not
required prior to plat recordation. All lots will require an Elevation Certificate
showing the lowest occupied floor is at or above base flood elevation prior to
building permit approval.

13.A completed Hydrology and Hydraulics Study is required to identify the culvert’s
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size, and upstream / downstream impacts prior to plat recordation. Any
identified impacts from the Study must be addressed and approved by the City
Engineer prior to culvert construction.

14.The culvert inlet shall be at least fifty feet (50") away from any structure on Lot 1.
(Added as plat note 22 on proposed plat).

15.A Debris Flow Study must be completed prior to plat recordation for the stream
to determine if a debris basin is required. (Submitted on November 1, 2017).

16.Limits of disturbance as shown on Attachment 1 shall be clarified on the plat
prior to plat recordation to be able to quantify the square footage upon which
shall remain in place and no changes shall be made. All other property shall be
restricted as open space and/or protected by 3rd party conservation easement.
(This area has been identified on the proposed plat).

17.All engineering design for utilities must be approved prior to plat recordation.
The utility plan will need to be submitted showing how each of the wet and dry
utilities will be able to be placed within the development with required separations
or with special conditions as approved by the proper regulatory agencies and
approved by the City Engineer prior to plat recordation.

18.Any roads over 10% grades will not be eligible to be converted to public Rights-
of-Way in the future. (Added as plat note 24 on proposed plat).

19. Drives (private road / Fire Department access road) shall provide twenty feet
(20’) wide of clear space to meet Fire Code. If parking impacts this twenty feet
(20") wide clear space, it will not be allowed and shall be signed “No Parking”.
Roads less than twenty-six feet (26’) wide shall be marked “No Parking” on both
sides of the road. Fire District access shall be noted and identified on the
recorded plat. (Added as plat note 11 on proposed plat).

20.The Applicant will need to receive City Council's approval to provide access and
utility easement over the City’s property for Alice Court and where they may
cross water lines, storm drainage, sewer lines, etc. This will need to occur prior
to plat recordation.

21.Applicant shall provide recommendations to the City Engineer for alterations to
the King Road and Alice Court intersection that optimizes turning movements
and minimizes conflicts for emergency vehicles, prior to plat recordation.

22.The Applicant will need to receive, from the Utah Department of Environmental
Quality (UDEQ), under the UDEQ Voluntary Cleanup Program, a final Certificate
of Completion for remediated soils within the Applicant’s property prior to building

permit approval.
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23.If a Site Management Plan is required for the UDEQ Certificate of Completion,
the UDEQ approved Site Management Plan must be submitted to the Building
Department prior to building permit approval.

24 Public trails are shown with a 15’ public recreational trail easement. (Added as
plat note 3 on proposed plat).

25. Any structures built near the existing mine shaft shall be setback at least ten feet
(10’) if the shaft is filled up to the ground surface with soil and/or gravel and at
least forty feet (40') setback if the shaft is not filled. The mine shaft shall be
shown on the plat and the setback noted. (Mine shaft and setback is shown on
proposed plat).

26.If the site plan is substantially altered, as determined by the SBWRD, Planning
Director, and City Engineer, due to any utility redesign or retaining wall redesign
or other unforeseen issues, this approval shall be null and void and an
application to amend the Ordinance and plat shall need to be submitted and be
reviewed and go through the entire process including internal review, planning
commission and city council review.

27.All Public Improvements, except the Lot 1 culvert, may be completed after plat
recordation but prior to the first building permit. A financial guarantee,
inspections fees, and executed agreement for all public improvements shall be
submitted and approved prior to building permit.

28. City utility maintenance access is required across the drives for Lots A. (Added
as plat note 2 on proposed plat).

29.Individual water booster or fire sprinkler system pumps to increase water
pressure shall not be allowed, unless approved by the Fire Marshal. (Added as
plat note 4 on proposed plat).

30.Individual geotechnical reports will be required for each lot prior to issuance of a
building permit. (Added as plat note 12 on proposed plat).

31.Significant vegetation / mature trees that will be lost due to the development
shall be approved by the Planning Department and be replaced in kind or with
three (3) smaller trees as close to the original location as possible within one (1)
year of tree removal.

32.No duplexes shall be allowed. (Added as plat note 13 on proposed plat).

33. Existing utility and access easements may be added, adjusted, vacated or
remain in their current location. Changes to these easements and/or addition of

easements shall be shown on the plat. (Added as plat note 14 on proposed plat).
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34.The Alice Claim development exceeds one (1) acre and shall meet the
requirements of the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) storm water
program. Each lot within this common development shall be required to obtain a
MS4 storm water permit prior to any construction activity. (Added as plat note
15 on proposed plat).

35. Applicant shall provide to Chief Building Official a plan showing defensible space
for wildland fire mitigation around each structure.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 8" day of March, 2018

A
&

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

AR D

Andy Beerman-MAYOR

ATTEST:
_k s

l/\/h; L dle /(4/

Michelle Kellogg, City Re6éfder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mo _——

Mark Harringtorf, City Attorney
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PARK CITY
1884

August 13, 2015

King Development Group, LLC
Attn: Jerry Fiat

PO Box 4581

Park City, UT 84060

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Project Description: Alice Claim CUP for 3 retaining walls up to 10 feet in height

Project Number: PL-15-02669

Project Address: Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road, Ridge
Avenue, Woodside Gulch and Sampson Avenue

Date of Final Action: August 12, 2015

Action Taken

On April 8, 2015, June 10, 2105, July 8, 2015, July 22, 2015, and August 12, 2015, the
Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and on August 12, 2015 the Planning
Commission voted 4-0 to deny the Alice Claim Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 3
retaining walls up to 10 feet in height according to the following findings of fact and
conclusions of law:

Findings of Fact

1. The property is located at the intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue,
Woodside Gulch and Sampson Avenue (approximately), within the Historic
Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts and Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO).

2. The proposal includes a subdivision of nine (9) lots on 8.65 acres.

3. The property is a “metes and bounds" parcel with contiguous platted lots.

4, A City water tank and land owned by the City is adjacent to the subject property
on the south end, and a City-owned parcel bisects the subject property. The City
water line runs within the City owned property.

5. The applicant previously undertook a voluntary remediation of the regulated soils
on the site, which included soil remediation both in the Alice Claim 8.49 acre
portion and within a 1.7 acre portion of the adjoining City property.

6. The property can only be accessed through the platted King Avenue right-of-way
as the owner has not secured legal access through the Woodside Gulch water
tank access easement used by the City.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

The new roadway would require significant excavation and retaining walls in
three (3) locations up to ten feet (10’) in height which require Conditional Use
Permit approval and Historic District Design Review approval.

The 3 retaining walls would consist of blonde sandstone veneer up to ten feet
(10’) in height with four feet (4’) of horizontal terracing in between each wall and
up to approximately 196’ in length, placed at the entrance to Alice Court which
will create significant visual and massing/scale and cut and fill and loss of
vegetation impacts to the neighborhood.

10 other retaining walls up to six feet (6’) in height and one wall up to four (4°)
feet in height are proposed elsewhere within the development but would not
require a Conditional Use Permit. Any retaining walls would still be subject to the
Historic District Design Review process.

The retaining walls have not been engineered as of the date of this report and
would require the City Engineer to approve the engineered plans. This is an
unmitigated impact as staff can’'t analyze exactly how much excavation will occur,
and the applicant has not shown the footing and foundation size, and how much
separation between the walls will be possible to plant vegetation with any
footings or tiebacks that may be required.

Historic District Design Review applications are required for any construction of
retaining walls within the historic districts or any lots adjacent to the historic
district.

Snow storage, guardrails and lighting are elements of the retaining walls that
require City Engineer and Planning Department approval.

There are impacts created by the proposed retaining walls which include:

a) Size and location of the Site; the applicant has determined the three 10’
walls must be placed in this location due to the access they are providing
and this will create a significant visual impact to the community with the
mass, scale and incompatibility to surrounding Historic structures.

b) Utility capacity within the roads adjacent to the proposed walls as the
Applicant has not properly engineered the roads or retaining walls. The
impact of this is that the weight of the walls and/or placement of the
utilities near the walls could significantly damage and negatively impact
the public utilities and infrastructure;

c) Screening and landscaping to separate the walls from adjoining uses. This
creates a negative visual impact upon the historic district and surrounding
neighborhoods if it cannot be mitigated adequately with landscaping. The
Applicant has not shown engineered drawings to show that adequate
landscaping can possibly be planted between the terraced walls;

d) Building mass, bulk and orientation as the walls are 10’ in height and width
are not exact, which is considered massive, mass and orientation within
the Historic District and approximately 2 times the height of the majority of
retaining walls within the District which are typically 4’ to 6’ in height. This
creates a negative visual impact upon the historic district and surrounding
neighborhoods;

e) Physical design and compatibility with surrounding structures as the walls
are not compatible in size to other residential homes and retaining walls
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22.

within the HR-1 District. This creates a negative visual impact upon the
historic district and surrounding neighborhoods;

f) Environmentally sensitive lands, physical mine hazards, historic mine
waste and steep slopes have not been properly addressed in these
locations with final engineered plans. This presents a negative health,
safety and welfare impact if not addressed. Significant excavation, cut and
fill, and loss of significant vegetation along the steep slopes is a negative
environmental impact.

The applicant submitted draft utility plans dated May 18, 2015 that have not
received final approval by the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District,
Water Department, and City Engineer. The applicant will be responsible to
determine what portion of the property is serviceable by the current water system
and proposed sewer and storm drainage systems or propose acceptable
mitigation and if the proposed walls will negatively impact the utilities. Proposed
roads with utilities that are not private driveways next to the retaining walls are
required to be 20’ wide and are shown as such on the site plan.

The applicant has submitted a geotechnical report for the overall site but not for
the individual lots or retaining wall locations. Previous mining activities, strong
ground motion, slope stability, debris flow and avalanche, shallow bedrock and
perched groundwater are the most significant engineering geology and
geotechnical aspects which could affect design and construction at the site.

A Debris Flow Study has not been submitted to the City Engineer and may affect
the construction of the retaining walls.

Significant vegetation and at least 4 deciduous trees are proposed to be removed
by the layout of the lots, drives, and retaining walls and due to the steepness and
height of the hillside, any structures or 10 foot retaining walls will be visible at the
entry to Alice Claim. The retaining walls were not included in the cross canyon
views that the Applicant submitted.

Most of the remainder of the site has stands of oak, maple and aspen trees in
addition to areas of smaller shrubs and grasses.

All drives next to retaining walls are proposed over 10% grades and will not be
eligible to be converted to public ROWSs in the future. All drives must meet the
14% maximum grade requirement. Adequate and safe snow storage has not yet
been addressed by the Applicant when snow is pushed over the sides of these
retaining walls.

The proposed building pad areas near proposed retaining walls on proposed Lots
2,3,4,5,6,7,and 8 are all on Very Steep Slopes (over 40%). Only the
proposed building pad area on Lot 9 is on slopes less than 30%. Lot 1 is 31%,
Lot 2 is 48%, Lot 3 is 50%, Lot 4 is 44%, Lot 5 is 48%, Lot 6 is 50%, Lot 7 is
43%, Lot 8 is 47%, and Lot 9 is 26%. The excavation of the steep slopes for
these homes next to the retaining wall has not been addressed to ensure debris
flow and the soils surrounding the proposed walls will not be impacted.

The Applicant has shown on the plat the limits of disturbance as the proposed lot
lines but does not show limits of disturbance for the proposed retaining walls.
Several of the retaining walls will be visible from various points within the Historic
Districts and are proposed to be twice as high as other retaining walls for private
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29.
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31.

residential development within the Historic Districts.

Very few large walls around town, if any, are in the HR-1 District. The walls
proposed for this development are not only tall but they are also very wide and
carve up the hillside.

The walls were not incorporated into the cross-valley visual analysis that the
Applicant provided for the subdivision.

Proposed tree heights will only screen approximately 50% of the walls vertically
where located and proposed spacing of trees will only screen approximately 25%
of the walls horizontally which creates a visual impact.

Any footings or foundations of the walls could impact what vegetation can be
planted to screen the walls and without final engineered plans the Applicant can’t
prove that the walls will be adequately visually mitigated.

The retaining walls proposed do not comply with the General Plan in maintaining
compatibility with surrounding historic districts. Specifically page 56 Historic
District states “Building height and mass of new structures should be compatible
with the historic structures. Consider further limiting building heights and floor
area ratios.” The three 10’ walls up to 196’ in length are not compatible in mass,
scale and height to historic structures in the historic district as they are much
larger than any other private residential development that is not part of an MPD
and therefore does not comply with the General Plan. Page 34 Environmental
and Open Space Policies also states “Direct development to the “toe” of slopes,
preserving the ridge tops, meadows and visible hillsides. Open space
foregrounds should be incorporated in development proposals to enhance the
visual experience of open space.” This development is proposed on visible
hillsides and not directed to the toe of slopes and therefore does not comply with
the General Plan.

In all of the past Planning Commission work session and regular meeting
minutes from 2008 discussing this project, there has been continual discussion
about the Commission’s concern to move proposed homes off the very steep
slopes and into the bottom of the canyon (gulch). The current Commission at the
July 22, 2015 meeting reiterated that they would be supportive of a plan that is
more compact and down in the flatter area of the canyon to reduce the amount of
disturbance to the hillside and the need for these large retaining walls.. Also,
based on the LMC issues of compatibility, scale and massing, and concern about
cut, fill and vegetative disturbance, the Commissioners stated it was interesting
to see how consistent all of the Planning Commissions from 2008 to 2015 have
been on these issues.

Between 2006 and 2009, the Planning Commission conducted three work
sessions to discuss the project and visited the property during two site visits.

On November 20, 2012, the Planning Department notified the applicant that the
application would be closed due to inactivity by the applicant.

On November 30, 2012, an appeal of the closing of the file for the Alice Claim
Subdivision is filed by the applicant’s attorney. The closing of the file was later
rescinded by the Planning Director with the stipulation that the applicant either
bring the last plan submitted forward to the Planning Commission for action, or
redesign the project and submit it within thirty (30) days. The applicant chose to
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go forward with the last submitted plan.

On October 8, 2014 the Planning Commission conducted a site visit and work
session to discuss the history and 2009 site plan proposed for this project.

The Applicant submitted a revised site plan, plat and all required submittals for
the subdivision and plat amendment on January 23, 2015 as well as a new
application for a CUP for the proposed retaining walls.

The application for the Alice Claim CUP corresponds with the Alice Claim
subdivision application that was presented to Past Planning Commissions
between 2008-2014 was deemed “complete” by the Planning Department on
January 23, 2015.

The Applicant submitted on March 16, 2015 further revisions to the plat, site plan
and retaining walls to address some of the City’s concerns and deficiencies in
their application.

On April 8, 2015 the Planning Commission held a public hearing for this project
and continued the item to May 27, 2015 to give the applicant sufficient time to
submit revisions to the layout and clarify the concerns brought up by the
Commissioners.

The Applicant submitted a revised site plan, plat and all required submittals for
the subdivision, plat amendment and CUP on May 4, 2015.

The Applicant submitted further revisions to the plat, site plan, and retaining walls
to correct discrepancies in the May 4, 2015 submittal on May 18, 2015.

On May 27, 2015 the Planning Commission held a public hearing for this project
and continued the item to June 10, 2015 in order to give staff sufficient time to
review the changes submitted on May 18, 2015.

On June 10, 2015 the Planning Commission held a public hearing for this project
and continued the item to the July 8, 2015 meeting in order to give the Applicant
sufficient time to respond to the Commission and public’s comments from that
meeting. The Applicant did not submit any comments or changes to the site plan
by the deadline given of June 24, 2015.

On July 8, 2015 the Planning Commission held a public hearing for this project
and continued the item to the July 22, 2015 meeting in order to give the Applicant
more time to respond to the June 10, 2015 meeting comments. The Applicant
submitted a response on July 13, 2015.

On July 22, 2015 the Planning Commission held a public hearing for this project
and continued the item to the August 12, 2015 meeting in order to allow Staff
time to prepare the appropriate findings for a vote at that meeting.

Conclusions of Law

1.

The CUP is not consistent with all requirements of the Park City Land
Management Code in regards to restrictions due to character of land, steep
slopes, mine hazards, safety, health and welfare of the community.

The CUP is not consistent with the Park City General Plan in maintaining
compatibility with surrounding historic districts as defined in the Historic District
Design Guidelines for New Construction.

The proposed walls are not compatible with the surrounding structures in use,
material, scale, mass, circulation and mitigation with the slope of the landscape.
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4, The effects of any differences in Use, material, scale, mass and landscaping of
the proposed walls have not been properly mitigated through careful planning
and compatible layout of the subdivision to the nearby HR-1 districts.

5. The reasonable anticipated detrimental effects of a proposed Conditional Use
cannot be substantially mitigated by the proposal or imposition of reasonable
conditions to achieve compliance with applicable standards, thus the Conditional
Use is denied.

Appeals of this decision may be made in writing within 10 calendar days of the decision
pursuant to Land Management Code Section 15-1-8. If you have any questions or
concerns regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to call me at 435-615-5068 or
contact me by email at christy.alexander@parkcity.org.

Sincerely,

Christy J. Alexander, AICP
Planner I

Park City Municipal Corporation * 445 Marsac Avenue * P.O. Box 1480 « Park City, Utah 84060-1480
Building (435) 615-5100  Engineering (435) 615-5055 ¢ Planning (435) 615-5060

46



Vi
A m%%gm@eﬁng Inc

Janurary 27, 2020

Mr. Bruce Erickson

Park City Planning Director
And

Planning Comissioners

Po Box 1480

445 Marsace Avenue

Park City, UT 84060

RE:  Alice Claim CUP for a wall over 6 feet in height
Dear Mr. Erickson and Planning Commissioners:

The purpose of this letter is to address the Alice Claim current Conditional Use Permit
application for a wall over 6 feet in height along the City Right of Way on King Road.

As part of the subdivision approval for Alice Claim a retaining wall along King Road was
approved. The wall was not to exceed six feet in height.

As the result of an error, the excavation for the retaining wall was excavated four to eight feet
further into the hillside and the height of the built wall ranges from approximately six feet to nine
feet.

A conditional use permit is required for retaining walls over six feet in height.

The applicant is requesting approval of the built retaining wall in the new location with a
maximum height of approximately nine feet.

The built wall location provides benefits and improvements to the intersection of King Road,
Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue as more particularly detailed:

e The built wall location provides more area for a larger turning radius. This is helpful for
larger vehicles such as emergency vehicles, delivery trucks, etc., which cannot maneuver
the turn, resulting in a multi-point turn that impedes traffic.

e The inside, uphill corner (right side traveling uphill) of the King Road and Ridge Avenue
intersection is very steep. Most vehicles currently swing left into the oncoming, downhill
traffic to clear the corner. This occurs most often in the winter months.

e The built wall location provides more space for vehicle access at the intersection of King
Road and Ridge Avenue. Large vehicles, such as emergency vehicles can use this
intersection as a turn around, which was not possible prior to the wall being built at its
current location

323 Main Street P.O. Box 2664 Park City, Utah 84060 435-649-9467 435-649-9475
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e Sight visibility has improved for uphill and downhill vehicles as well as pedestrians that
access King Road and the numerous trails in the neighborhood.

e The built wall location and additional intersection width improves vehicles mobility and
provides a safer neighborhood. There is additional space for vehicles to maneuver and
space for vehicles in the opposite direction to avoid the uphill traffic. Currently, vehicles
are using the additional area based on the tire track locations and site inspections. The
built wall location is advantageous for the neighborhood and improves safety.

e The built wall location and additional area provides more area for snow storage without
affecting vehicle mobility.

e The built wall location does not affect the existing power pole and did not require any
additional trees from being removed from the site.

We encourage Park City Planning Commission to approve the Conditional Access Permit for the
built wall location and height. It seems prudent to take advantage of the additional width, which
provides further improvements to the King Road and Ridge Avenue intersection for vehicle
mobility, snow storage, pedestrian access, visibility and overall increase in neighborhood safety.
Should the Planning Commission deny the request, the applicant will locate the retaining wall at
the approved location and height that does not exceed six feet.

Sincerely,

ALLIANCE ENGINEERING, INC.

M{M M

Michael Demkowicz, PE-PLS

X:\parkcitysurvey\dwg\srv\srvy2020\020120 alice claim cup\memo for planning commission.doc
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