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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH,
March 5, 2015

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of Park City, Utah will hold its
regularly scheduled meeting at the Marsac Municipal Building, City Council Chambers, 445
Marsac Avenue, Park City, Utah for the purposes and at the times as described below on
Thursday, March 5, 2015.

Closed Session
3:30pm Closed Session

Work Session

4:00pm Council Questions and Comments and Manager’'s Report PG 3
4:10pm 1450/60 Park Avenue Development Direction PG 6
4:30pm Peak Parking Update PG 13
5:00pm Idling Revisited PG 18

5:15pm Switzerland Transportation Trip Update (no report needed)
5:45pm 2015 Legislative Update (no report needed)
5:55pm Break

Regular Meeting
6:00 pm

l. ROLL CALL
Il. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF
M. PUBLIC INPUT (Any matter of City business not scheduled on the agenda)

(\VA CONSENT(Items that have previously been discussed or are perceived as routine
and may be approved by one motion. Listed items do not imply a predisposition
for approval and may be removed by motion and discussed and acted upon)

1. Consideration of authorization for the City Manager to enter into a professional
service provider agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney’s Office with
MGB+A, in the amount of Sixty Nine Thousand Six Hundred Nineteen Dollars
($69,619). PG 33

V. OLD BUSINESS
1. Consideration of a plat amendment for 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision located at

74 & 80 Daly Avenue, Park City, Utah pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions of law
and conditions of approval in a form approved by the City Attorney PG 43
(a) Public Hearing



VI.

(b) Action

NEW BUSINESS

1. Consideration of a plat amendment for 98 Hidden Splendor Court pursuant to

findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval in a form approved by
the City Attorney.

(a) Public Hearing

(b) CONTINUED TO MARCH 19

Consideration of a Record of Survey Plat located at 312 & 314 located at 312 & 314
Upper Norfolk Avenue Condominium pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions of law
and conditions of approval in a form approved by the City Attorney. PG 140
(a) Public Hearing
(b) Action

Consideration of an ordinance for the Ontario Three Subdivision Plat Amendment
located at 355 & 347 Ontario Avenue, Park City, Utah pursuant to findings of fact,
conclusions of law and conditions of approval in a form approved by the City
Attorney PG 191
(a) Public Hearing
(b) Action

Consideration of a plat amendment for 930 Empire Avenue located at 930 Empire
Avenue pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval in
a form approved by the City Attorney. PG 209
(a) Public Hearing
(b) Action

VIl. ADJOURNMENT

A majority of City Council members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will
be announced by the Mayor. City business will not be conducted. Pursuant to the Americans

with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should

notify the City Recorder at 435-615-5007 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. Wireless
internet service is available in the Marsac Building on Wednesdays and Thursdays from 4 p.m.

to 9 p.m.

Posted: 03/02/2015 See: www.parkcity.org
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MANAGER’S REPORT — March 5, 2015

Submitted by: Heinrich Deters & Mark Harrington
Subject: Park City Mountain Resort Deed Restriction

Acronyms in this Manager’s Report
UPCM- Untied Park City Mines Company
TLH- Talisker Land Holdings, LLC
RSLC- Royal Street Land Company
PCMC- Park City Municipal Corporation
ROS- Recreational Open Space

On March 2™, 2007, as part of the Flagstaff Development Agreement, United Park City Mines
Company (UPCM) and its subsidiary Talisker Land Holdings, LLC (TLH), Royal Street Land
Company (RSLC) as grantors, conveyed rights associated with a ‘Conservation Deed
Restriction’ (Exhibit A) to Park City Municipal Corporation (PCMC) as grantee on the Park City
Mountain Resort Lease area. Concurrently, the property was annexed into Park City Municipal
boundaries and zoned as Recreational Open Space (ROS).

At a high level, the purpose of the Deed Restriction is to prevent residential development, hotels
and or lodging on the property and preserve the Conservation Values as open and generally
undeveloped property in perpetuity, while preserving the lease rights of the operator of PCMR.
Conversely, the document allows for the Grantor to exercise ‘Reserved Use Rights’ associated
with the continuation of the existing land use associated with the general development and
operation of a ski resort and related amenities. Park City Municipal Corporation, as Grantee, has
the right to review and legally enforce the parameters associated with the Deed Restriction.

Staff finds that the current planning application by VR CPC Holdings, Inc. d/b/a Park City
Mountain Resort (PCMR) represented by Tim Beck, for mountain upgrades, including lift and
gondola infrastructure improvements, in addition to upgrades to the existing Snow Hut Lodge,
are consistent with the ‘Reserved Use Rights’ associated with the Park City Mountain Resort
property in the Deed Restrictions held by Park City Municipal Corporation. Staff plans to take
no further action on the matter unless Council desires to take the matter up as a noticed agenda
item at a future meeting.
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March 5, 2015

TO: Diane Foster, City Manager
FROM: Brooks T. Robinson, Senior Transportation Planner

SUBJECT: Manager’s Report — Lowell Avenue One Way Trial

At the request of Park City Mountain Resort, the City has agreed to a weekend
morning trial of One Way traffic on Lowell Avenue from Silver King Dr. (next to the
City golf course) to Shadow Ridge Drive. The trial will be from 7am to 12 noon on
Saturday March 7" and Sunday March 8". The reason for this trial is to see if the
skier load-in traffic can run smoother next to the First Time parking lot without left
turning traffic. Traffic has backed up on to Park Avenue on busy mornings.

This proposal was discussed with City Streets staff, Police, Transportation
Planning, and the City Engineer. A plan is attached. The City will provide One Way
and Do Not Enter signs on A-frame barricades to be placed by PCMR staff. A
portable Variable Message Sign trailer will be placed in the Empire/Silver King
intersection on Wednesday giving notice to drivers of traffic changes. PCMR and
City staff, including Police, will monitor the morning operation and evaluate the
effectiveness of the trial.
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City Council
Staff Report 'PARK CITY
Author: Phyllis Robinson 1884

Subject: Property Disposition S
Date: March 5, 2015 Sustainability
Type of Item: Work Session - Affordable Housing

Summary Recommendations:

Staff is requesting City Council, in its capacity as the Redevelopment Authority (RDA)
for Lower Park Avenue, discuss disposition and development options for RDA-owned
property located at 1450-1460 Park Avenue. Staff recommends that Council direct staff
to move forward with a Request for Proposals/Request for Qualifications for
architectural services to create an owner-occupied, detached housing product for this
site.

Background
The City, acting as the Redevelopment Authority (RDA), acquired the land and two

historic homes located at 1450/60 Park Avenue in 2009 for $750,000. The property was
extremely well-priced and was acquired for future affordable housing development. At
the time of acquisition the property had been listed for $1.3 million. Potential uses
identified at that time included adding the land into a master plan design competition for
the then city-owned Park Avenue/Woodside Avenue properties, creating a smaller
senior housing neighborhood, seasonal housing, transitional or permanent affordable
housing. Should the city decide not to use the property for housing consistent with the
RDA, it may require reimbursement of the initial purchase price to the RDA. The parcels
are zoned HRM.

At its meeting on October 2014, City Council discussed moving forward with this
property for affordable housing development. At that time there was not consensus
among Council as to whether we would develop this site as part of the overall
redevelopment plan for City-owned land in the RDA or as a one-off project. There was
concern expressed that we needed to better understand Vail's development plans and
the proposed transit center/parking structure before we could begin land planning for
the Woodside/Park Avenue properties. Nor did we discuss whether the City would act
as the developer or issue a new RFP for redevelopment. Staff was to return to Council
in February for further discussion on how to proceed.

In the interim staff has received several inquiries about the City's intended use for this
site.

Analysis: Staff is requesting Council discussion on four possible scenarios for this
property.



1. Prepare a Request for Proposals for Sale of Property and solicit development
proposals for this property. If Council wishes to proceed in this manner, staff is
requesting direction on terms of a Request for Proposals, including affordability goals,
historic preservation goals, and structure including any financial participation by the
City. Staff recommends that the City obtain a new appraisal for the property before
proceeding with a Request for Proposals. The projected time frame for this approach
would be issuing an Request for Proposals in April 2015, selection in July 2015 and
concluding negotiations by September 2015. Assuming successful negotiations, it is
reasonable to expect that housing could be under construction in 2016. This option is
not recommended by staff.

2. Council could enter into negotiations with one of the parties who previously
proposed on this property. Staff does not recommend this approach given the time
that has elapsed and if Council wishes to dispose of the property would recommend a
new Request for Proposals as described in Option One above.

3. Council could continue to land-bank the property until the City is ready to
proceed with redevelopment of the city-owned parcels on Park Avenue (former fire
station property) and on Woodside Avenue including the site of the current senior
center. This is a reasonable approach, but will delay the development of additional
affordable housing in Park City. Staff will be conducting a community outreach process
in April and a design charette for housing development options on these sites the first
week in May. Given that the property is not adjacent to the other city-owned land, its
inclusion in the housing design charette is not essential. Staff is confident that the 1450-
60 Park Avenue property can be developed outside of the design charette. This option
is not recommended by staff.

4. Council could direct staff to develop the property as a city-project, consistent
with its approach with the Snow Creek Cottages in which the city acted as the
developer. This approach has the advantage of being able to move forward in a more
certain manner. Rather than issuing a Request for Proposals for development
proposals, staff would issue a Request for Proposals for Architectural Services to select
an architect for the site. The projected time would be issuing the Request for Proposals
for Architectural Services in April 2015, contract for services in June 2015 and
proceeding into the entitlement process in Summer 2015.

This property was discussed by the City Council during the February 2015 Council
retreat. Council expressed an interest in moving forward with this property in advance
of the Lower Park Avenue design charette and discussed the advantages of the City
acting as the developer for the site, including timing and control of the final product.
Council requested a few high level massing studies to give Council a sense of the
options for this site. Attached to this report are three options for council consideration:

e Single-family detached (Attachment A),

e Townhomes (Attachment B) and

e Stacked Flats (Attachment C).



The attached massing studies are drawn in accordance with current Land Management
Code requirements for purposes of evaluating potential density and configuration of
various product types. The massing studies are not site layouts.

And, while the density of the site could be increased under the affordable housing
density bonus in the Land Management Code (up to 20 units per acre) parking is the
limiting factor even within base density. We also treated the historic homes as they
currently sit on the lot and with the non-historic additions on the property. Each historic
home sits on two lots. Planning staff has indicated the City could pursue a Land
Management Code change that would allow each of the historic homes to be moved
onto a single lot, closer to the street. One or both of these changes could change the
unit configuration and increase the total number of units developed.

Staff recommends this site be used for a small affordable housing development. As
discussed during the 2015 Council retreat, there is a growing need for affordable
ownership opportunities. Given the size of the site and the relatively small number of
units that can be accommodated, staff would not recommend mixing market and
affordable units at this property. A mixed-income development could be better
accommodated on the Woodside Avenue property given the available land for
development. If Council is ready to proceed with city-sponsored development on this
site, staff is requesting Council direction on two issues in order to move forward with a
Request for Proposals for Architectural Services.

o Preferred Development Approach. Does Council wish to focus on the
development of detached units, attached units or stacked flats? This will help to
tailor the goals of RFQ/RFP. Given the existing historic homes on the site, staff
recommends a detached product.

o Location of historic homes on the property. Does Council wish to have
staff consider how moving the historic units closer to the street could increase the
number of units, and in turn, project affordability? If so, staff will include that as
part of preliminary design considerations once an architect is selected. Doing so
will provide some additional flexibility on the site.

Staff will return to Council, in its role as owner, over the next several months to discuss
specific decisions of the project including project goals, architectural services and
proposed land planning, proposed unit design and other project elements such as
income targeting, before filing an application with the Planning Department.

Finally, if Council is not ready to proceed, or would like to use a different process (RFP
to dispose of the land or a straight land sale), staff requests that Council advise how
and when it would like to proceed.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS



Staff has secured the services of Steve Brown as the project manager for this project.

Mr. Brown will be working under the direction of Phyllis Robinson. This will allow Public

Affairs staff to continue on the update of the City Housing Resolution and to move
forward with the Lower Park Avenue charette concurrently. The funding source
identified for this property will be the Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment.
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Comments: Utilizing city-owned property for workforce housing is cost effective and meets Council's top goals.

DEPARTMENT REVIEW

This staff report has been reviewed by Sustainability, Budget, Legal and the City

Manager.

Recommendation

Staff is requesting City Council, in its capacity as the Redevelopment Authority (RDA)
for Lower Park Avenue, discuss disposition and development options for RDA-owned
property located at 1450-1460 Park Avenue. Staff recommends that Council direct staff
to move forward with a Request for Proposals/Request for Qualifications for
architectural services to create an owner-occupied, detached housing product for this
site.

Attachment A: Massing Model — Single Family Detached
Attachment B: Massing Model — Townhomes
Attachment C: Massing Model — Stacked Flats
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EXISTING PROPERTY LINE

BUILDING SETBACK LINE

UNIT B
1 Story (estimated) = 925

sq. ft.

CONDOMINIUM BUILDING
3,150 sq. ft. x 2 story =

6,300 sq. ft.

UNIT A
1 Story (estimated) =

1300 sq. ft.

7 Preliminary Site Plan - Option 3 (Condominium Residences)
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Current Zoning Classification = Historic Residential - Medium Density (HRM)

Minimum Open Space Requirement 40%
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Total Building Footprint
Total Open Space

19,555.2 sq. ft. (.41 acre)
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Maximum Building Height = 27.0'
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Parking Requirements:
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(3) 1 bdrm. units @ 515 sq. ft. ea. = (3) spaces
Total Required Parking = (12) spaces
Parking Provided = (12) spaces
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PARK CITY

City Council 1881
Staff Report

Subject: Main Street Employee Peak Parking Demand Program Update
Author: Blake Fonnesbeck

Department: Public Works

Date: March 5, 2015

Type of Iltem: Work Session Discussion

Summary Recommendations:

Staff recommends that the City Council discuss the results of the implementation of the
HPCA first phase recommendations to the China Bridge parking regulations and parking
pass fees that were implemented to increase parking for customers of Main Street
during peak times.

Staff also recommends City Council consider recommendations of the Joint Peak
Day/Hour Task Force (consisting of members of the HPCA and City Staff) to install
Paid Parking infrastructure in the Main Street Area along with implementation of a
parking rate study.

Topic/Description:
The HPCA Peak Parking Demand Recommendations for China Bridge were
implemented on December 19, 2014. The implementations included:

Increased permit fees with blackouts on Friday and Saturday nights;
6-hour parking time limit per day in covered areas;

Increased enforcement in China Bridge and on Main Street;
Enhanced transportation/satellite parking; and

An employee express link van to Main Street.

Eight weeks of data collection have been compiled into results to assist in determining
next steps to manage the growing parking demand in the Main Street area.

Acronyms in this Report:

HPCA Historic Park City Alliance
TMJH Treasure Mountain Junior High
Background:

In November 13, 2014 City Council discussed possible changes to China Bridge and
Main Street parking regulations to increase the available parking for customers of Main
Street. The recommendations were the result of many hours of planning and discussion
with the Joint Peak Day/Hour Parking Task Force and then endorsed by the HPCA
Board.
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At that meeting City Council was presented the following data:

On Friday and Saturday nights from approximately 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. the
China Bridge parking structure was at 90 — 100% of capacity;

It was estimated, based on a comprehensive survey of employees, that Main
Street employees were utilizing up to 60 — 70% of available public parking in
the Main Street area.

The HPCA first phase recommendations included the following components to
encourage Main Street employees to not park in the Main Street area during peak

times:

Increased China Bridge Permit Fees with Friday and Saturday evening
blackouts.

6-hour parking time limit per day in covered areas of China Bridge.
Increased parking enforcement in China Bridge and Main Street Area.
Extension of Paid Parking on Main Street until 11:00 p.m.

Extended late night Bus service hours until 3:00 a.m. on Friday and
Saturdays.

Satellite parking lot at Treasure Mountain Jr. High (TMJH).

Dedicated Main Street Employee Express Link shuttle on 10 Minute intervals
from TMJH to Main Street on Friday and Saturday from 3:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

During this first phase program City Staff collected valuable data to assess the success
of the program elements at increasing available parking for Main Street customers
during peak parking demand. The data was collected from December 19, 2014 through
February 7, 2015 with a summary of key points below.

China Bridge Parking capacity counts for Friday and Saturday nights 6:30
p.m. to 9:30 p.m. increased from approximately 90 — 100% to 95 — 100%.

Parking sold 271 China Bridge permits as compared to 368 in the prior year.

Increased China Bridge parking enforcement issued 453 tickets for 6 hour
violation as compared to 180 tickets during the same period last year.

China Bridge uncovered spaces were at 95 -100% capacity by 12:00 p.m.
Monday — Friday.
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- Extended Friday and Saturday Bus Service to 3:00 a.m. did not have a Main
Street employee ride during the extended service hours. This increased
service cost $13,859.00 and will be discontinued at the end of our Winter
season due to timing and cost of printed schedules, signage, and website
information changes that would need to be changed.

- Employee Express Link Shuttle from the TMJH satellite parking lot over the 8
week period was not utilized by Main Street employees (except for seven
employees who used the service during the first weekend of Sundance). This
increased service cost $6,217.00 to provide for the eight week period; this
service has been discontinued.

Analysis:

The Joint Peak Day/Hour Parking Task Force met in February and discussed the results
of the data collected. The Task Force determined that even with the extensive efforts
to create and market a program to reduce employee parking in China Bridge that the
program had little effect.

The Joint Peak Day/Hour Task Force did recognize that the only way to affect change
was through increased parking permit fees and subsequent parking enforcement. By
raising the permit costs and enforcing the time limits in China Bridge we were effectively
able to move many Main Street employees to the free uncovered parking areas.

Because the only effective portion of the HPCA first phase program implemented
this winter was the increased permit fees aspect -- the balance of the actions
were ineffective at reducing the peak parking demand, the Joint Peak Day/Hour
Task Force recommended that Paid Parking infrastructure be considered as a
means to create other alternatives to encourage Main Street employees to use
transit and other means to increase the number of available spaces for Main
Street customers. It is important to note that the HPCA Board has not weighed in
on paid parking infrastructure but have been informed by the members of the
Joint Peak Day/Hour Task Force that the time for small changes to parking
permits has passed.

In line with the recommendations of the Joint Peak Day/Hour task City staff intends to
submit a Capital Request in the 2016 budget for automated Paid Parking Infrastructure
for the City owned and controlled parking lots in the Main Street area. With this
infrastructure in place the City will be able to use various alternatives to manage parking
demand on a flexible basis (for example, it will be possible to implement paid parking
only in the evening and during holidays periods).

It is further recommended that staff hire a consultant to do a parking study to determine

alternatives and rates to manage the parking demand. The study would need to be
added to the 2016 budget.
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Department Review:
This Staff Report was reviewed by the Public Works, Economic Development,
Transportation Planning, Legal and City Manager Departments.

Alternatives:
A. Approve:
Accept the Peak Day/Hour task force and City Staff recommendation to create a
Capital project to install Paid Parking infrastructure at an estimated cost of between
$425,000 and $525,000 in the Main Street area for use beginning December 2015.
And direct City staff to hire a consultant to complete a parking study to determine
alternatives and rates to manage parking demand.
B. Deny:
The City Council could deny the recommendation to install Paid Parking
infrastructure and hire a consultant to complete a parking study. If denied then the
changes made during the HPCA first phase would remain in effect (except for the
enhanced Transit service hours and Employee Express Link).
C. Modify:
The City Council could direct City staff to modify the recommendation to some other
alternative.
D. Continue the Item:
The City Council could determine to continue the item to discuss in the next City
Council meeting with minimal impact to the Capital Budget schedule. Further delays
beyond mid-March could affect the ability to have infrastructure in place by
December 2015.
E. Do Nothing:
The City Council could decide to do nothing at which point the current changes
made to parking as part of the HPCA first phase would continue (except for the
enhanced transit service hours and employee express link) and parking will
increasingly become more difficult for Main Street customers.
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Significant Impacts:

World Class Multi-
Seasonal Resort
Destination

(Economic Impact)

Preserving & Enhancing
the Natural Environment

(Environmental Impact)

An Inclusive Community of
Diverse Economic &
Cultural Opportunities

(Social Equity Impact)

Responsive, Cutting-
Edge & Effective
Government

Which Desired
Outcomes might the
Recommended
Action Impact?

+

+

Accessibility during peak
seasonal times

Balance betw een tourism
and local quality of life

+ Reduced municipal,
business and community
carbon footprints

Assessment of
Overall Impact on
Council Priority
(Quality of Life
Impact)

Positive

i)

Positive

i)

Neutral

Neutral

Funding Source:
Parking Fee Revenue

Consequences of not taking the recommended action:

The parking demand in the Main Street area continues to grow both by Main Street
customers and Main Street employees. A recent parking count of China Bridge from
February 4, 2015 through February 22, 2015 completed by City parking staff showed
that on many weeknights the structure is above 85% full at 7:00 p.m. In_parking
considerations 85% to 90% is considered in fully occupied (this perception is the result
of drivers having to search for an open space. If no action is taken then parking
demand will outstrip parking availability on most evenings in the Main Street area.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that with the data provided in this report along with the
recommendations of the Peak Day/Hour task force the City Council direct City staff to
move forward with a Capital Request in the 2016 budget to install Paid Parking
infrastructure in the Main Street Area along with implementation of a parking rate study.
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City Council
Staff Report

Subject: Anti-ldling: Revisited

Author: Matt Abbott

Department: Sustainability

Date: March 5, 2015

Type of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendations:

Staff recommends a minor update to the current idling ordinances reducing the
enforcement trigger from three (3) minutes to one (1) minute. Staff is also
recommending increased anti-idling enforcement through Park City Police Department
and Parking Enforcement, while adhering to the state enabling statute which requires
enforcement to be primarily educational.

Topic/Description:

This report summarizes the history of anti-idling in Park City, actions taken to date, and
recommended actions to continue to improve this program.

Acronyms:
PCPD - Park City Police Enforcement
PCSD — Park City School District

Background:
This Staff Report is the seventh Staff Report on this topic since October 29, 2009. Here
is a timeline of Park City’s Idle-Free efforts to date:
e August 20, 2009
o Park City Council asks staff to assess anti-idling
October 29, 2009
o Staff Report: Anti-ldling Policy
e November 19, 2009
o Staff Report: Anti-ldling Resolution
o0 Signed — Resolution No. 33-09: Anti-ldling Resolution for Motorized
Vehicle in Park City, Utah and Declaring Park City, Utah to be an Idle-Free
City
e December 2, 2010
o Staff Report: Main Street Early Deliveries and Anti-ldling Ordinance
Discussion
0 Anti-ldling Ordinance Proposed
e December 16, 2010
o Staff Report: Consideration of an Anti-ldling Ordinance
o Anti-ldling Ordinance approved
e September 2011
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o Idle Free Awareness Month, sponsored by Park City and Utah Clean
Cities
e January 23 to March 8, 2012 — Utah State legislative session
0 HB 104 introduced and passed. This legislation curbed the breadth and
depth of allowable anti-idling enforcement — see below.
e May 3, 2012
o Staff Report: Anti-ldling and For-Hire Vehicle Licensing Ordinances
o Anti-ldling Ordinance amended to meet requirements of Utah Code 41-6a-
208 (HB 104)
e May 8, 2012
0 HB 104: Local Highway Authority Regulatory Powers effective date.
o The law prohibits enacting of an *“anti-idling” ordinance unless the
ordinance:
(i) is primarily educational;
(ii) provides that a person must be issued at least three warning citations
before imposing a fine;
(ii)) has the same fine structure as a parking violation;
(iv) provides for the safety of law enforcement personnel who enforce the
ordinance;
e February 26, 2014
o Idling ordinance addressed during public comment
o Park City Council requests a work session
e March 27, 2014
o Staff Report: Anti-ldling: Revisited

Enforcement of the existing ordinance has been conducted through verbal
education/warnings, printed warning notices, and reports made through Park City’s
online Idling Complaint Form. Park City Police Department has issued verbal warnings
but does not have a system in place to easily track these warnings, there have been no
citations issued. With zero citations and no tracking system for warnings, no financial
penalties have been issued.

Environmental Sustainability has responded to 41 complaints since January 2011.
Anecdotally, many citizens have personally participated in spreading the Idle-Free
message. Environmental Sustainability has posted 25 permanent signs, assisted the
three resorts in developing their own signage, and has pursued education and public
outreach. The majority of Park City banks and all local schools have signage. Park City
School District has been pursuing internal events to increase student and parent
participation in clean air efforts. Code Enforcement is regularly contacted regarding
idling infractions at and around active construction sites.

Analysis:
Idling is wasteful and preventable. Past reports have illustrated the environmental and
economic impacts of idling.

Staff does not recommend pursuing amendments to HB 104 or other legislative action.
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To more effectively address behavior change, staff recommends the following
approach:
1. Amend existing ordinance to:
0 Reduce permitted idling time from three minutes to one minute;
0 Remove temperature constraints; and
2. Increase enforcement of existing ordinance

These changes are recommended in order to reduce the overall impact of unnecessary
idling while increasing educational opportunities. Park City tends to prioritize education
ahead of enforcement and both the time limit and temperature constraints have
discouraged education.

1. Amend ordinance
Staff recommends the following changes to our current ordinance:

9-10-1 NO IDLING.

No driver, while operating a vehicle within Park City corporate limits, shall cause or
permit a vehicle’s engine to idle for more than three one minutes, with exceptions for the
following circumstances:

(A) The vehicle is forced to remain motionless on a roadway because of traffic
conditions.

(B) The vehicle is an authorized emergency vehicle used in an emergency situation.

(C) Venhicle idling is necessary for auxiliary power for law enforcement equipment, fire,
emergency and water equipment, refrigeration units, loading and unloading lifts, well
drilling, farming, battery charging, or is required for proper functioning of other
equipment that is part of the vehicle.

(D) Vehicle idling is necessary for repair or inspection of the vehicle.
(E) The health or safety of a driver or passenger, including service animals, requires the

vehicle to idle, including instances where the temperature is below 32 degrees F or
abeve- 90-degreesF. This exception also includes idling needed to operate window

defrosters and other equipment necessary to promote safe driving conditions.

(F) Vehicle idling is necessary for efficient operation of a turbo-charged heavy duty
vehicle (e.g., buses) or to operate a vehicle within manufacturer’s operating
requirements. This includes building air pressure in air brake systems, among other
requirements.

Vehicle idling under these exceptions should not violate Utah State Code, 41-6a-1403,
which prohibits the idling of an unattended vehicle.

9-10-2. IDLING ON PUBLIC AND PRIVATE PROPERTY.

Section 9-10-1 may only be enforced when the idling vehicle is found on:

(A) Public property, or

(B) Private property that is open to the public unless the private property owner:
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(I) Has a private business that has a drive-through service as a component of the
private property owner’s business operation and posts a sign provided by or
acceptable to Park City informing its customers and the public of Park City’s time
limit of three one minutes for idling vehicle engines; or

(I1) Adopts an idle reduction education policy approved by Park City and posts
signage.

9-10-3. SAFETY OF LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS.

Section 9-10-1 shall be enforced in such a manner as to provide for the utmost safety of
the law enforcement officers or designees who enforce it.

After receiving three warning citations, violators shall pay a penalty in an amount set
forth for general parking violations in the Fee Resolution.

2. Increase enforcement

Park City Police Department and Parking Enforcement will be the primary enforcers of
the idling ordinance, shifting enforcement responsibility away from Environmental
Sustainability and Code Enforcement. With Parking Enforcement now an in-house
service, Park City has more influence and adaptability in Main Street education and
enforcement.

Park City Police Department conducts regular enforcement of traffic laws on speeding,
school zones, cross walks, and other public safety initiatives. Idle-Free education events
could target problem locations or problem populations.

Parking Enforcement and Park City Police Department will need to coordinate record
keeping to legally issue a fee. State Law requires three warning citations prior to issuing
a financial penalty. Park City’'s Fee Schedule cites a $30 fee for the first infraction.

Department Review:

Parking Enforcement, Police, Sustainability, Legal, and City Manager reviewed this Staff
Report

Alternatives:
A. Approve: Increase anti-idling enforcement through Park City Police Department
and Parking Enforcement. Make minor updates to the current idling ordinances to
reduce the allowed idling time to one minute. (STAFF RECOMMENDATION)

B. Deny: Do not pursue all recommendations or pursue only some of the
recommendations.

C. Modify: Modify all or some of the recommendations.

C. Continue the Item: Continue all or some of the topics until staff has provided the
appropriate level of detail or support.
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Significant

Impacts:

World Class Multi-
Seasonal Resort
Destination

(Economic Impact)

Preserving & Enhancing
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Responsive, Cutting-
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Government
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Action Impact? + Internationally recognized

& respected brand
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Overall Impact on
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(Quality of Life
Impact)

g\

Comments:

Staff believes that effective anti-idling policy willimproveinternal operations, reduce public nuisances and

complaints, and reduce pollution. Anti-idling efforts are in line with Council's stated priorities.

Funding Source:
Staff is not requesting any additional funding.

Consequences of not taking the recommended action:
Taking no action will result a level of enforcement and action as experienced in the last

12-months.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends a minor update to the current idling ordinances reducing the

enforcement trigger to one (1) minute from three (3) minutes. Staff is also

recommending increased anti-idling enforcement through Park City Police Department
and Parking Enforcement, while adhering to the state enabling statute which requires
enforcement to be primarily educational.

Attachments:
Exhibit A — Anti-ldling Resolution (12/16/2010)
Exhibit B — Anti-ldling Resolution (11/19/2009)
Exhibit C — Utah Code Utah Code 41-6a-208(3)(c)
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Exhibit A — Anti-Idling Resolution (12/16/2010)

PARK CITY

City Council 1881
Staff Report

Subject: Consideration of an Anti-ldling Ordinance

Author: Tyler Poulson

Department: Sustainability

Date: December 16, 2010

Type of Item: Legislative

Summary Recommendation:
Staff recommends that City Council review the attached anti-idling ordinance (Exhibit A) and
adopt the ordinance which prohibits unnecessary vehicle idling within the Park City limits.

Background:

City Council has discussed anti-idling, and the potential for an ordinance, on various occasions
in the past two years. During the October 29, 2009 Work Session, Council supported the
passage of an anti-idling resolution which was then formally adopted in November 2009. During
2010 Visioning, staff presented details on an ordinance proposal that included staff resources
for active enforcement by Parking Services.

Most recently, at the December 2, 2010 Work Session, staff presented an anti-idling ordinance
which included an enforcement priority that doesn’t require additional staff resources (Exhibit B).
The proposed ordinance includes strategies (e.g., web reporting form) which would respect the
existence of an idling law and deter idling, while also working within resource constraints. City
Council provided direction on December 2nd for staff to return with a final ordinance draft for
consideration on December 16th.

Analysis:

Staff has been engaged in various education and outreach efforts since passage of the anti-
idling resolution by City Council in November 2009. These efforts have included street signage,
website content, and informational notices handed out by Police and Parking Services.
Education and outreach activities have been supplemented by the efforts of Clean Air Park City
(www.cleanairparkcity.org), a local non-profit that advocates for improvements in air quality
through reduced vehicle idling and other emissions-reducing behavior.

Despite conscious efforts to encourage reductions in vehicle idling, it remains clear to staff that
idling issues persist in Park City. This issue is not simply due to tourist populations, but is also
perpetuated by our resident and working populations. Staff believes this issue persists partly
due to the lack of a clear signal conveying the negative environmental, economic, and health
impacts of vehicle idling (see Exhibit A for examples of these negative impacts).

An ordinance, it is believed, will explicitly communicate the undesirable externalities created by

unnecessary vehicle idling and act as a catalyst for more robust social change. Similar to
ordinances that prohibit littering or texting while driving, staff feels that an anti-idling ordinance
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has the potential to create new social norms without necessarily requiring aggressive
enforcement efforts. Additional analysis on the proposed anti-idling ordinance is available in the
December 2, 2010 Staff Report (Exhibit B). Furthermore, previous research on anti-idling is
included in an October 29, 2009 Staff Report which is available on the web?.

Department Review:

Sustainability, Public Safety, Parking Enforcement, Business Licensing, Legal, and the City
Manager have reviewed this Staff Report and their commentary has been included.

Alternatives:
A. Approve (Staff Recommendation)
Approve the ordinance in Exhibit A which prohibits unnecessary idling of vehicles within
Park City limits.

B. Deny
Do not adopt an anti-idling ordinance for Park City and request a break from recurring
consideration of this item.

C. Modify
Direct staff to return to City Council with a final draft of an anti-idling ordinance that includes
modifications in the ordinance language, as directed by Council.

Significant Impacts:

If an anti-idling ordinance is adopted, staff time will be required to set-up enforcement measures
and enforcement protocol (detailed in Exhibit B). Park City would become the first municipality
in Utah to adopt an anti-idling ordinance and would join a growing number of communities
across the country that have taken this step to protect the environment and public health, while
also promoting the conservation of finite natural resources.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends that City Council review the attached anti-idling ordinance (Exhibit A) and
adopt the ordinance which prohibits unnecessary vehicle idling within the Park City limits.

Exhibits (Included):
Exhibit A — Ordinance Prohibiting the Idling of Vehicles within Park City Limits

Exhibit B — December 2, 2010 Staff Report on the Proposed Anti-ldling Ordinance

! October 29, 2009 Staff Report: http://www.parkcitygreen.org/Files/Anti-ldling---Oct-29-2009-Staff-Report.aspx
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Exhibit A — Ordinance Prohibiting the Idling of Vehicles within Park City Limits

Ordinance No. 10-

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 9, PARKING CODE, OF PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE
SECTIONS 9-1-2, APPLICATION OF THE CODE, 9-9-4 PENALTIES FOR ILLEGAL
PARKING, and 9-9-5 ENFORCEMENT; PAYMENT. AND ADOPTING A NEW
CHAPTER_CHAPTER 10, ANTI-IDLING, PROHIBITING THE IDLING OF VEHICLES WITHIN
CITY LIMITS AND PROVIDING FOR LIMITED EXCEPTIONS

WHEREAS, emissions from vehicle idling contribute significantly to air pollution, climate change
and increased rates of cancer and heart and lung diseases which adversely affect the health,
natural environment and economic well being of residents, guests and visitors of Park City; and

WHEREAS, petroleum-based fuels are nonrenewable and should be used wisely and not
wasted; and

WHEREAS, idling a typical vehicle for longer than ten seconds consumes more fuel than
restarting that vehicle, resulting in excessive emissions and wasted fuel; and

WHEREAS, Park City Municipal Code, 9-8-3, already provides that no delivery vehicle parked
on Main Street or Swede Alley shall be parked with its engine left idling; and

WHEREAS, Utah State Code, 41-6a-1403, prohibits the idling of an unattended vehicle; and

WHEREAS, Park City Municipal Corporation presently has a Fuel Conservation and Anti-Idling
Policy in place, encouraging efficient use of City vehicles to reduce operating costs and
emissions; and

WHEREAS, reducing needless vehicle idling is in keeping with Park City's promotion as an eco-
tourism destination and its affiliation with ICLEI (Local Governments for Sustainability); and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to ensure that unnecessary idling does not occur in idle-
frequent locations such as school grounds, parking lots/garages, business centers, and ski
resort parking lots and loading and unloading zones; and

WHEREAS, Clean Air Park City will, on its own and in partnership with Park City Municipal
Corporation and other like-minded organizations, continue to educate residents, visitors, and
guests of the dangers to the environment and health of citizens caused by the unnecessary
idling of motor vehicles; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to take a proactive position on air pollution to protect the
livability and viability of Park City and its residents, visitors and guests; and

WHEREAS, it is in the public interest that Park City residents, guests and visitors reduce vehicle
emissions to protect the health, economy and natural environment of Park City and the
surrounding area,

WHEREAS, City Council has previously demonstrated leadership on this issue by adopting an
“Idle-Free Resolution” for Park City in November 2009; and
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
PARK CITY, UTAH THAT:

Section 1. Amendment. Title 9 Parking Code, Section 9-1-2, of the Municipal Code of Park
City is hereby amended as follows:

9-1-2. APPLICATION OF THE CODE.

This Title is applicable on all public streets and public parking facilities, within Park City's
corporate limits as how constituted or as subsequently amended by annexation or
disconnection. The anti-idling Chapter is applicable everywhere within Park City's corporate
limits as now constituted or as subsequently amended by annexation or disconnection including
private property.

Section |l. Amendment. Title 9 Parking Code, Section 9-9-4, of the Municipal Code of Park
City is hereby amended as follows:

9-9-4. PENALTIES FOR ILLEGAL PARKING AND ILLEGAL IDLING.

The owner or operator of a vehicle cited for illegal parking under this Title shall be required to
pay the penalty in the amount set forth in the Fee Resolution for the violation, and if the illegal
parking is not contested, shall pay the fee according to the schedule set forth by resolution in
lieu of administrative hearing on the infraction. In addition to the fee imposed for illegal parking,
the owner of the vehicle is responsible for paying Immobilization, towing and impound fees for
the release of the vehicle. Immobilization and towing fees may be levied against the violator or
the owner of the vehicle, or both. The owner or operator of a vehicle cited for illegal idling under
this Title shall be required to pay a penalty of one hundred ($100) dollars.

Section 1ll.  Amendment. Title 9 Parking Code, Section 9-9-5, of the Municipal Code of Park
City is hereby amended as follows:

9-9-5. ENFORCEMENT; PAYMENT.

The City may employ private enforcement officer(s) to enforce this Title and issue parking and
anti-idling citations for violations thereof, including parking illegally in handicapped spaces. All
fees and penalties imposed pursuant to this Title shall be paid to Park City Municipal
Corporation in the manner and by the means specified on the reverse side of the parking or

anti-idling citation.

Section 1IV.  Adoption. Chapter 10, Anti-ldling, in Title 9 Parking Code of the Municipal Code
of Park City is hereby adopted as follows:

9-10-1 NO IDLING.

No driver, while operating a vehicle within Park City corporate limits, shall cause or permit a
vehicle’s engine to idle for more than three minutes, with exceptions for the following
circumstances:

(A) The vehicle is forced to remain motionless on a roadway because of traffic conditions.

(B) The vehicle is an authorized emergency vehicle used in an emergency situation.
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(©)

(D)
(E)

(F)

Vehicle idling is necessary for auxiliary power for law enforcement equipment, fire,
emergency and water equipment, refrigeration units, loading and unloading lifts, well
drilling, farming, battery charging, or is required for proper functioning of other equipment
that is part of the vehicle.

Vehicle idling is necessary for repair or inspection of the vehicle.

The health or safety of a driver or passenger, including service animals, requires the
vehicle to idle, including instances where the temperature is below 32 degrees F or

above 90 degrees F. This exception also includes idling needed to operate window
defrosters and other equipment necessary to promote safe driving conditions.

Vehicle idling is necessary for efficient operation of a turbo-charged heavy duty vehicle
(e.g., buses) or to operate a vehicle within manufacturer's operating requirements. This
includes building air pressure in air brake systems, among other requirements.

Vehicle idling under these exceptions should not violate Utah State Code, 41-6a-1403, which
prohibits the idling of an unattended vehicle.

Section V.  Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective upon publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16" day of December 2010.

Attest:

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Dana Williams

Janet M. Scaott, City Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark D. Harrington, City Attorney
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Exhibit B — Anti-Idling Resolution (11/19/2009)

PARK CITY

City Council

Staff Report

Subject: Anti-ldling Resolution

Author: Tyler Poulson and Diane Foster
Department: Sustainability

Date: November 19, 2009

Type of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendation:
Staff recommends that City Council review the attached vehicle idling resolution (see
Exhibit A) and adopt the resolution declaring Park City an “Idle-Free City”.

Background:

On October 29", Staff presented City Council with research on excessive vehicle idling
and options the City has, beyond what is currently being done, to address this issue
(see Exhibit B). City Council was in favor of adopting an anti-idling resolution and
declaring Park City an “Idle-Free City”. A local organization by the name of Clean Air
Park City, a chapter of Utah Moms for Clean Air, along with many community members,
appeared at the meeting to demonstrate their commitment for the resolution.

In addition to adoption of a resolution, City Council directed staff to research
enforcement options, and the associated resource requirements, for a potential idling
ordinance. Staff intends to present additional research on this topic as well as an
update on outcomes from the resolution at Council’s visioning session in January, 2010.

Department Review:
The Sustainability and Legal departments have reviewed this Staff Report and their
commentary has been included.

Significant Impacts:

Park City Municipal will partner with organizations, such as Clean Air Park City, to
promote education and awareness on the negative health and environmental impacts of
vehicle idling. The City will purchase and display signage in potential high-volume idling
areas indicating our commitment to being an “ldle-Free City”. Park City Municipal will
also consider other, cost-effective, opportunities to reduce unnecessary vehicle idling
and its associated emissions.

Exhibits (Included):

Exhibit A — Resolution No. _ -09 demonstrating the City’'s Commitment to Anti-ldling
Efforts and Declaring Park City an “Idle-Free City”
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Exhibit B — October 29, 2009 Staff Report on Anti-idling Policy
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Exhibit A - Draft of Park City Anti-ldling Resolution

Resolution No. __ -09

ANTI-IDLING RESOLUTION FOR MOTORIZED VEHICLES IN PARK CITY, UTAH
AND DECLARING PARK CITY, UTAH TO BE AN IDLE-FREE CITY

WHEREAS, emissions from vehicle idling contribute significantly to air pollution, climate change and
increased rates of cancer and heart and lung diseases which adversely affect the health, natural
environment and economic well being of residents, guests and visitors of Park City; and

WHEREAS, petroleum-based fuels are nonrenewable and should be used wisely and not wasted; and

WHEREAS, idling a typical vehicle for longer than ten seconds consumes more fuel than restarting that
vehicle, resulting in excessive emissions and wasted fuel; and

WHEREAS, Park City Municipal Code, 9-8-3, already provides that no delivery vehicle parked on Main
Street or Swede Alley shall be parked with its engine left idling; and

WHEREAS, Park City Municipal Corporation presently has a Fuel Conservation and Anti-ldling Policy in
place, encouraging efficient use of City vehicles to reduce operating costs and emissions; and

WHEREAS, reducing needless vehicle idling is in keeping with Park City's promotion as an eco-tourism
destination and its affiliation with ICLEI (Local Governments for Sustainability); and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to ensure that idling does not occur in idle-frequent locations such
as school grounds, parking lots/garages, ski resort premises and business centers; and

WHEREAS, Clean Air Park City will, on its own and in partnership with Park City Municipal and other like-
minded organizations, continue to educate residents, visitors, and guests of the dangers to the
environment and health of citizens caused by the unnecessary idling of motor vehicles; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to take a proactive position on air pollution to protect the livability
and viability of Park City and its residents, visitors and guests; and

WHEREAS, it is in the public interest that Park City residents, guests and visitors reduce vehicle
emissions to protect the health, economy and natural environment of Park City and the surrounding area;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of Park City, Utah that:
1. NO IDLING GUIDELINES. Park City encourages residents, guests, visitors, town employees and

other individuals within City limits to not exceed a one minute idling time in their gasoline or diesel-
powered motor vehicles. Exceptions to these idling guidelines include the following:

A. The vehicle is forced to remain motionless on a public road because of traffic conditions.
B. The vehicle is an emergency vehicle used in an emergency situation.
C. Vehicle idling is necessary for auxiliary power for law enforcement equipment, refrigeration units,

loading/unloading lifts, well drilling, and/or farming.

D. Vehicle idling is necessary for repair or inspection of the vehicle.
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E. The health or safety of a driver or passenger requires the vehicle to idle, including instances
where the temperature is below 32 degrees F or above 90 degrees F.

This Resolution is not enforceable by citation or fine. Compliance shall be strictly voluntary.
2. DECLARATION. The City Council hereby proclaims Park City to be an Idle-Free City.
3. NO IDLING/IDLE-FREE CITY SIGNS. Park City Municipal will partner with Clean Air Park City and

others in the community to install "No Idling" signs and signs designating Park City as an "Idle-Free City
at appropriate places.

4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Resolution shall take effect upon adoption by the City Council.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 19th day of November, 2009.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Dana Williams

Attest:

Janet M. Scott, City Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark D. Harrington, City Attorney
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Exhibit C — Utah Code Utah Code 41-6a-208(3)(c)

Utah Code Utah Code 41-6a-208(3)(c)

(c) enact an ordinance that prohibits or restricts
an owner or operator of a vehicle from
causing or permitting the vehicle's engine to
idle unless the ordinance:

(i) is primarily educational;

(ii) provides that a person must be issued at
least three warning citations before
imposing a fine;

(iii) has the same fine structure as a parking
violation;

(iv) provides for the safety of law
enforcement personnel who enforce
the ordinance; and

(v) provides that the ordinance may be
enforced on:

(A) public property; or

(B) private property that is open to the
general public unless the private
property owner:

(1) has a private business that has a
drive-through service as a
component of the private
property owner's business
operations and posts a sign
provided by or acceptable to
the local highway authority
informing its customers and the
public of the local highway
authority's time limit for idling
vehicle engines; or

(I1) adopts an idle reduction
education policy approved by
the local highway authority;
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PARK CITY

City Council 1881
Staff Report
Subject: 2015 Main Street Improvements
Professional Service Provider Contract Award
Author: Matthew A. Twombly
Department: Sustainability
Date: March 5, 2015
Type of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendations:

Authorize the City Manager to enter into a professional service provider agreement in a
form approved by the City Attorney’s Office with MGB+A, in the amount of Sixty Nine
Thousand Six Hundred Nineteen Dollars ($69,619).

Topic/Description:
2015 Main Street Improvements Professional Service Provider contract award — Design
and Engineering of the Main Street Streetscape.

Acronyms in this Report:

HDDR Historic District Design Review
HPCA Historic Park City Alliance
RFP Request for Proposals

CMAR Construction Manager at Risk
GMP Guaranteed Maximum Price
Background:

In 2012 staff developed a 10-15 year implementation plan to (re-)construct all of the
streetscape infrastructure (sidewalks, curb and gutters, streetlights, benches, signage,
art...) as well as the plazas. The 2014 Streetscape Improvements were completed in
October of 2014. The Bear Bench walkway was substantially complete except for the
lights in the light band, the landscaping and a small area of brick paving behind 562
Main St. It is anticipated that the remaining uncompleted items for the Bear Bench
project will be finished by mid-May depending on the weather.

The 2013 project design agreement included determining the streetscape “design” or
the look of the Main Street sidewalk improvements to be carried through the 10 year
plan. The agreed upon and Historic District Design Review (HDDR) approved Main
Street improvements include storm drains and inlet boxes, new water meters and lids,
“Blue Sky” grey granite curb, 12"x12” “Chester” pavers, ~ 18" wide concrete bands
around a rectangular field of granite pavers (alternating between square and diagonally
set), new reproduction street lights, and electrical conduit. The site furnishings will be
reviewed and chosen by Parks and Planning and coordinated with the project team in
an effort to keep the funk and not have all the same benches and trash cans.
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As an overview the Chester or grey granite pavers with gray concrete band was
deliberately chosen to downplay the paving material and focus the user on the historic
fabric (buildings). Staff and ultimately Council agreed that the pass throughs and
walkways offered an opportunity to depart from a basic paving color and material and
indicate to users a pedestrian connection to other civic infrastructure (transit, parking,
Miner’'s park) was on the other side. All agreed that these walkways could introduce
modern materials, colors and themes.

Staff has coordinated with Questar Gas and their schedule of the main line replacement
on Main Street. The project list for Main Street sidewalks was developed around the
coordination with Questar. Scheduled Events and the Dining Decks will also have
impacts on the construction schedule. And of course the construction will cause daily
temporary impacts to the Main Street businesses, visitors, and locals on Main Street.
The construction timing will be coordinated and communicated to the Historic Park City
Alliance (HPCA) Board, Infrastructure Committee and affected businesses.

Analysis:

The Request for Proeosals (RFP) was advertised on February 11" and 14", 2015 in the
Park Record and 10" and 11" in the Salt Lake Tribune. Additionally, the RFP was
posted on the City’s website, e-notify and Utah Legals website.

A selection committee included the following participants:
PCMC:

Craig Sanchez

Dave Gustafson

Matt Twombly

And from the HPCA:
Alison Butz

Three firms responded and their cost proposals are as follows:

MGB+A $69,619
Alliance Engineering $64,560
Forsgren Engineering $103,013

Selection of the consulting firm was based on the following criteria:
e Experience on similar projects.

Strength of individuals committed to the project

Relevance of submitted work plan

Avalilability, Communications and Public Involvement

Strength of addressing PC concerns

Fee Structure or Other Consideration
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Park City’s purchasing policy states that Professional Service Contracts are exempt
from competitive bidding, where the lowest quote need not necessarily be awarded the
contract. Furthermore, the policy states that emphasis will be placed on quality, with
cost being the deciding factor when everything else is equal.

The selection committee met on February 24, 2015. In review of the proposals the
committee determined that MGB+A and their subcontractors were the most qualified.
Any change in their subcontractors would require staff's approval. Their qualifications
were based on overall experience, experience with Streetscape projects, proposed work
plan and number of hours allocated by team members, strength of individuals and
overall team, use of a Alliance Engineering as a sub contactor and their familiarity with
the issues of the project and ability to correctly assess the scope of work based on their
recent work on the 2013 and 2014 improvement projects.

MGB+A is a landscape architecture and land planning firm. Alliance Engineering is a
civil engineering firm. The committee felt that Alliance could perform the work as
requested but MGB+A’s is more experienced in managing this type of project which
requires running meetings, presenting to committees the design by power-point,
developing renderings that may be needed in the HDDR process and presenting
materials to the HPCA and or Council. Having a local engineering firm such as Alliance
is a great asset to the design team. Alliance will be responsible for designing the storm
drain, coordinating grades of all improvements and setting property corners based on
their survey.

The selected team is expected to coordinate regular meetings with a working committee
to further refine previous work, develop construction documents and project
management for the project. The working committee will include representatives from
the HPCA and City, including Sustainability, Economic Development, Planning, and
Public Works. The deliverables will include (see Exhibit A):

e Analyze Streetscape & Pedestrian Enhancements current design.

e Asses the project cost estimates and schedule of construction.

e Work with the committee and PCMC staff to determine final design, schedule and
estimates for presentation to the HPCA, and City Council;

e Present finalized design to City Council;

e Coordination with utility companies;

e Prepare construction documents:

0 30% plus cost estimate submittal.

0 60% plus cost estimate submittal.

0 90% including specifications and cost estimate submittal.

0 100% including bid documents, specifications and final cost estimate
submittal.

e Provide assistance to PCMC staff in bidding the 2014 improvements including
pre-bid meeting and support, contractor questions, issuing addenda, preparing
bid tabulations, verification of bidder’s qualification, and presentation to City
Council for the contract award.
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e Provide construction management oversight and coordination with the
construction manager or general contractor for the 2015 improvements.

e Facilitate regular meetings and take minutes.

¢ Review all close-out documents provided by the contractor.

e Set property corners

There is only one project considered for the 2015 Streetscape Improvements see
attached map Exhibit B. This project includes:

1. Main Street sidewalks from 5" Street on the West side South to the 4th and Main
intersection, and the sidewalks from the 5" Street intersection on the East side
heading South to the Brew Pub Parking Lot.

The Main Street sidewalk improvements consist of design and engineering of
granite curb, granite paving, concrete paving, storm drainage, electrical, street
lights, set property corners, and other miscellaneous site work. The template for
design (materials and patterns) has been approved through the City's HDDR
process.

The estimate for the 2015 Streetscape Improvements including design total
approximately $1.3 Million. Staff is optimistic that the actual costs of construction will be
lower than the estimated budget. Staff will return to Council for the award of the
Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR) and the Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) for
the 2015 Streetscape project. Staff is hoping to start construction the beginning of May.

Department Review:
This report has been reviewed by representatives of Sustainability, Legal, Budget and
the City Manager’s Office and their comments have been integrated into this report.

Alternatives:
A. Approve:
Approve the request, and authorize the City Manager to execute the service
provider agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney’s Office with
MGB+A, in the amount of Sixty Nine Thousand Six Hundred Nineteen Dollars
($69,619): (Staff recommendation)
B. Deny:
Council could choose to modify the agreement, which would likely delay the
schedule of the project.
E. Modify:
Council could choose to not continue with the project at this time.
E. Continue the Item:
Council may feel there is not enough information to make a decision, which will
delay the project and the proposed schedule.
E. Do Nothing:
Same effect as continuance.
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Significant Impacts:

World Class Multi-
Seasonal Resort
Destination

(Economic Impact)

Preserving & Enhancing
the Natural Environment

(Environmental Impact)

An Inclusive Community of
Diverse Economic &
Cultural Opportunities

(Social Equity Impact)

Responsive, Cutting-
Edge & Effective
Government

Which Desired
Outcomes might the
Recommended
Action Impact?

+ Balance betw een tourism
and local quality of life

+ Accessibility during peak
seasonal times

+ Safe community that is
w alkable and bike-able

+ Internationally recognized
& respected brand
(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

Managed natural
resources balancing
ecosystem needs

(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)
(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

+ Shared use of Main Street
by locals and visitors

+ Entire population utilizes
community amenities

+ Community gathering
spaces and places

+ Vibrant arts and culture
offerings
(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

+ Well-maintained assets
and infrastructure

(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)
(+/-) (Select Desired Outcome)

Assessment of
Overall Impact on
Council Priority
(Quality of Life
Impact)

Very Positive

()

Negative

{

Very Positive

()

Positive

i)

Comments:

Events may have temporary negative impacts during construction, but the improvements are positive in the long

term. Storm water improvements will have a neutral effect on water quality. The carbon footprint will be neutral even though
more resources are used due to the maintenance and lifecycle costs of the materials we are considering for Main Street.

The historic side is neutral in that we will celebrate historic sites and provide information, but many may consider the
improvements less than desireable as historic.

Funding Source:
There is currently approximately $1.3 Million estimated for the 2015 Main Street
Improvement projects out of the $15 M 10 year project budget. Sustainability, Planning,
Engineering, Budget, Public Works and on a limited basis other City staff resources will
be required to complete the project.

Consequences of not taking the recommended action:
Consequences of not taking the recommended action will likely delay construction.

Recommendation:
Authorize the City Manager to enter into a professional service provider agreement in a
form approved by the City Attorney’s Office with MGB+A, in the amount of Sixty Nine
Thousand Six Hundred Nineteen Dollars ($69,619).

Attachments:
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Exhibit A: MGBA Proposal
Exhibit B: Project Scope Map
Exhibit C: MGBA Fee Schedule
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SECTION 111 | PROJECT APPROACH

Exhibit A
PROJECT APPROACH

TASK 1 - PROJECT MANAGEMENT

A. Define roles and relationship.

1. Identify any other key personnel wo include in established Working Committee (WC). WC members

include: HPCA and City Staff (IE: Sustainability, Fconomic Development, Planning, Engineering and Public
Works representatives).

B. Project Management.

1. Greg Boudrero of MGB+A - Project Manager; and |ay Bolbwinkel - Principal-in-Charge.
2. Meet with the WC weekly through design and bi-weekly through construction of the project (see schedule).

C. Review timetable and milestones.

1. Refine project scope of work and time schedule according to needs and construction.

Productis): Working Committee formed, scope of work, and meeting schedule determined

TASK 2 — DATA COLLECTION/SITE ANALYSIS

A. Gathering existing information.

1. Collect information from the City, related agencies, individuals and others.

2. (Gather site survey, topography, and aerial photos.

3. Review and analyze preliminary and phasing plans prepared by 1Bl and streetscape and pedestrian
enhancement plans for Main Street prepared by MGB=A

Assess the preliminary cost estimate and schedule to find time savings opportunities

Gather existing utilities locations including: sewer, water, storm drainage, imigation, electrical, street light
condition, etc.

-5

[

a. Coordinate with existing utilities for needed for upgrades.
B. Conduct on-site data collection for the project. This includes but is not limited to:

1. Elements on site that should be enhanced or screened visually (physical constraints).

2. Observing traffic flow, loading zones, drop off zones and parking problems.
3. Other information as directed by the WC or discovered on site.

. Analyze information gathered to determine constraints, opportunities and needs.
D. Prepare base maps incorporating all relevant information gathered.

E. Meet with the WC to review the information, verify its accuracy and refine as needed. Assess construction cost
estimate and schedule.

Productis): Approved base map prepared for Conceptual/Schematic Design

Histore Park Clty 2005 Strestscape Projects - Deslgn, Enginesring, Construction Documents & Project Managemsant 5
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sectioN 111 | PROJECT APPROACH

6

TASK 3 - DESIGN DEVELOPMENT (DD

A.  Prepare DD plans based on approved conceptual designs for Main Street. Refine DD Plans for Main Street
improvements from Sth Street intersection on the West side heading South to the 4th Street intersection and
from the 4th Street intersection on the East side heading South to the Brew Pub Parking lot in front of the
Wasatch Brew Pub property. Site elements include: Granite curb, granite paving with concrete boarders,
utilities improvements (storm drain, water meter and service, electrical and others as discovered during
demolition), street lights, set property corners, other improvements as discovered during walk through with W,

B. Meet with the WC to review these plans and discuss refinements.

Complete discussion of any additional landscape elements desired by the WC.
Update cost estimate.

Work with WC to adjust site elements as needed to stay within budget.
Integrate any revisions from the meeting with the WC. Documents include:

a. Hardscape Layout, Grading, Storm Drain & Electrical Plans
b. Details and Specifications
c. Cost estimate to verify budget

ol S

w1

Present DD Plans for Historic Design Review Committee, public and HPCA approval.
6. Update plansfestimates and present to City Council for final design approval.

Productish: Approved Design Development Flans

TASK 4 - CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS (CD)

A. Prepare 60%, 90% and 100% CDs following building codes requirements.

1. Meet with WC to review CDs at 60%, 90% and 100% milestones.
2. Submit drawings for Planning, Engineering, Building, Historic Design, and HPCA review and permit
approval as needed.

Productis): Completed CDs and cost estimate af 60%, 90% and T00% Milestones

TASK 5 - CM/GC BIDDING

A.  Assist the City in bidding project to contractors and subcontractors as needed.

B. Attend pre-bid meeting, answer questions during the contract bidding period, provide clarification and addenda
of drawings, prepare bidding tabulationsfverify bidder qualifications and review with City.

. Present final recommendation to City Council for approval.

Product: Contractor selected

TASK 6 - CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT/DESIGN OVERSIGHT

A.  Attend preconstruction meeting, coordinate utilities, and hardscape construction process. Work with the

contractor to interpret C0s and avoid change orders. Conduct site meetings to verify installation is complete per
CDs.

B. Provide construction surveying.

C. Conduct final walk through, prepare final punch list and follow-up to ensure punch list is completed. Assist the
contractor in preparing accurate as-built drawings.

Product: Project completed with accurate as-built

| Historle Park Clty 2015 Strestseape Projects - Desipn, Enginearing, Construction Docurments & Project Management
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Exhibit C

FEE PROPOSAL

rask Deliverable Total Fee | March | April May - October MGB+A | 8 I GB | JeB I sA | Alliance |MD| BNA | BH | RW Total Fee
[Task 7 - Project A 9 [16]23]30] 6 [13[20]27
Design Meetings with Park City Working Commitiee (WC) (7 Meetings Total) [Weekly Meetings with Minutes Distrubuted 4,405 w S 3600] 2 |28 S 805] 7 4,405
~Verify members of WC (first meeting) Steering Committee Organization 355 B T S 15[ 1 - 355
- Set meeting schedule with WC (first meeting) Schedule and Milestones Confirmed 475 S 360 1] 2 S 15| 1 - 75
~Refine project Scope of Work/Schedule to meet City objectives (first meeting) _|Scope of Work Refined and Confirmed 355 S 240 1 [ 1 S 15| 1 - 355
~ Update HPCA at monthly board meetin; Work progress presentation 960 S 960 [] $ - 960
- Meet with Planning and Engineering to coordinate permits HDDR, Conditional Use, Building and ROW Permit 1,190 S 960 8 S 230 2 - 1,190
Subtotal 7,740 § 6360 5| 48| 0| 0|$ 1,380 12 - o[ o 7,740
[Task 2 - Data Collection/Site Analysis
Meet with WC to gather existing inf and data WC meeting held to gather existing int 270 [ S 240 2 S 230] 2 - 470
Existing studies, designs, phasing plans and master plans 850 620 ]2 S 230 2 - 850
Project aerial and ownership boundary map. 490 260 T2 S 230 2 - 490
) Walking phic rec e 595 480 1 § 15[ 1 - 595
Site Analysis Data Collection Document street light conditions 850 7 [ 5 B 780] 3 | 3 850
Document existing storm drain and roof drains 530 $ 7 1 S 460 4 - 530
[Analyze existing pedestrian pass throughs 615 § 500 3] 2 § 5] 1 - 615
Prepare Site Analysis/Base Map Base Map 795 S 680] 1 4] als 151 - 795
Review Base Map, Assess Cost and Construction Schedule with WC Review Meeting 355 [l s 240 2 S 15| 1 - 355
Update Base Map Finalized Base Map 395 S 280 2 [ 2[5 115] 1|3 - 395
Subtotal 5,945 $ 3440 1 |16 | 14| 6 |$ 1,725]| 15 780| 3 | 3 5,945
Task 3 - Design Development
Prepare preliminary design development plans Preliminary Design Development Plans 1,320 1,320 21665 - - 1,320
Meet with Working Committee Review Preliminary Design Development Plans 470 240 2 B - E 470
[Adjust Design Development Plans and Alternates Updated Design Development Plan 1,780 1,320 46 ]6][s - 1,780
- Hardscape Layout Plan Hardscape Layout DD Plan 515 400 1|2 [2][s - 515
- Hardscape Grading Plan Hardscape Grading DD Plan 305 190 1 1 S - 305
~ Electrical Plan Electrical DD Plan 825 190 T $ 520 1 | 3 E 825
~ Storm Dainage Plan and Profile Storm Drainage DD Plan 1,680 7 1 B - 1,680
— Rough Details DD Details 530 5 400 1 4 s 130 1 530
~ Outline Specification DD Specifications 370 S 240 1 [ 1 $ - 130 1 370
~ Updated Cost Estimate DD Cost Estimate 605 S 360 1 ]2 S 115 1 130 1 s 605
Present DD Plans to WC WC Review Meetings 470 § 240 2 s 230 2 - 470
Present DD Plans to HPCA HPCA Review Meetings 710 s 480 ] s 230 2 - 710
Adjust Design Development Plans Updated Design Development Plan 1,150 S 920 1 | 2 | 4| 4|5 230 2 - 1,150
Present DD Plans and Plaza/\alkway's to City Council for final approval DD Plans Approved 470 j 5 240 2 S 230 2 - 470
Subtotal § 11,200 § 6610] 3 |27 | 21 |22 |$ 3,680 32 910 1 | 6 11,200
Task 4 - C ion De
Prepare Construction Documents from approved DD Plan Construction Documents B -
~ Streetscape Layout Plan Hardscape Layout CD Plan 4,930 4700 2 | 8 [40[10]S 230] 2 [$ - 4,930
- Hardscape Grading Plan Hardscape Grading CD Plan 47 240 2 § 230 2 |$ - 470
~ Electrical Plan Electrical CD Plan 1,250 240 2 § 30| 2 [s 780| 2 | 4 § 1,250
~ Storm Drainage Plan and Profile Storm Drainage CD Plan 4,840 240 2 S 4,600 40 4,840
 Details CD Details 1,750 1,360 2 [4]12 - 390 1 | 2 1,750
~ Specification [CD Specifications 1,030 640 1 [ 2 [ 2 | 2 - 390 1 | 2 1,030
~ Updated Cost Estimate (includes Utility provider contact and review) CD Cost Estimate 980 360 1 | 2 230] 2 [ 390 1 | 2 E 980
Present CDs to WC at 60%, 90% and 100% for input/approval Updated Construction Documents 2200 |NGOSS] | e 1,740 2108 60| 4 - 2,200
Prepare plans for biddin Final Construction Documents 2,175 S 1440] 2 | 3 | 6 | 6 |5 345] 3 390 1 | 2 2,175
Subtotal 19,625 $ 10,960 | 6 | 27 | 62 | 38 | § 6,325 55 2,340] 6 | 12 19,625
[Task 5 - CM/GC Bidding
[Answer questions during the contract bidding period Clarifications 1,520 900 [ S 230 2 390 1 | 2 1,520
Provide clarification and addenda Addenda 1,850 900 416 B 69| 6 260 2 1,850
[Attend pre-bid meetiny Pre-Bid Meeting 470 240 2 § 230 2 |3 g E 470
Prepare bidding ify bidder qualifications and review with WC IEddmg Tabulations/Bidder Qualifications 1,110 880 1 | 4 [ 2 [ 2 |s 230] 2 - 1,110
Present final recommendation to WC for approval Bidder Recommended to WC. 470 S 240 2 S 230 2 |3 - § 470
Subtotal 5,420 $ 3,160] 1 | 16| 14| 2 |$ 1,610] 14 650 1 | 4 5,420
Task 6 - Ct |
Coordinate with Gas Company Contractor to Start Work [Gas Company Contractor Meeting 355 240 2 5] 1 B 355
Attend preconstruction meetin Preconstruction Meeting 470 240 2 230] 2 - 470
Construction Stakin; Critical points (includes prop. corners) staked for contractor 5,200 240 2 4,960 - 5,200
[Work with the contractor to interpret construction documents coord utilities Construction Documents interpreted - utilities upgraded 2,880 2,160 18 460 4 260 2 2,880
[Site visits (MGB+A - 12, Alliance - 12, BNA - 1) Twelve Site Visits with Field Report 6,220 4,320 36 1,380 12 520 4 6,220
Conduct final walk through Prepare final Field Report 970 480 4 230 2 260 2 970
Prepare final punch list Final Punch List 970 480 4 230] 2 260 1 | 1 970
Follow-up to ensure punch list is completed Final Punch List Follow Up 970 480 ] 230] 2 260 2 970
Prepare as-built storm drain drawings [As-Builts 710 120 [ 460 4 130 1 710
Project Closeout Project Closeout 240 240 2 B , 240
Subtotal 18,985 $ 9,000 0 |75 0 | 0 |$ 8295] 29 1,690 | 1 [ 12 18,985
Expenses 700 S 500 S 100 100 700
Grand Total 69,615 $ 40,030 | 16209 [111 | 688 23,115 157 6,470 | 12| 37 69,615
Working Task

Weekly Working Committee Meeting(s) (other resource/review personnel to be invited to meeting

HPCA Meeting(s)
City Council Meeting(s)
Planning and Engineering Permit Coordination Meetings

Historic Park City 2015 Streetscape Projects - Design, Engineering, Construction Documents & Project Management
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Staff Report

25

Subject: 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision
Plat PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Author: Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner I
Project Number: PL-14-02449
Date: March 5, 2015
Type of Item: Administrative — Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving the 74
& 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision plat, based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and
conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance.

Description

Applicant: John Devarian c/o Devco Homes Inc., owner/Marshall King-
Alliance Engineering, representative

Location: 74 & 80 Daly Ave

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1)

Adjacent Land Uses: Single-family and Duplex homes

Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council action

Proposal

The applicant is requesting a Plat Amendment for the purpose of subdividing a portion
of Lot 9, Lot 10, a portion of Lot 11 and a portion of the vacated Anchor Avenue into two
(2) lots of record located in Block 74 of the Park City Survey. The applicant currently
owns all of the property and requests to subdivide the property to create two (2) new
lots on which he plans to build new homes at 74 & 80 Daly Avenue.

Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to:

(A) Preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential areas of
Park City,

(B) Encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,

(C) Encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,

(D) Encourage single family development on combinations of 25' x 75" Historic Lots,
(E) Define development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and

(F) Establish development review criteria for new development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.
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Acronyms in this Report

CUP Conditional Use Permit

HDDR Historic District Design Review
HR-1 Historic Residential District
LMC Land Management Code

Background
On August 1, 2014 the applicant submitted an application for the 74 & 80 Daly Avenue

Subdivision plat. The property is located at 74 & 80 Daly Avenue in the Historic
Residential (HR-1) District.

Currently the proposed lots are vacant of any structures. Both proposed lots meet the
minimum lot area standards as given for the HR-1 District. The applicant states his
intentions are to build new single-family homes on the proposed lots. Mr. Devarian has
brought in preliminary home designs to our Design Review Team to discuss Historic
District Guidelines and LMC requirements but has not submitted official Historic District
Design Review or Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) applications at this time.

There are currently two (2) existing homes on either side of the proposed lots. The
adjacent property to the northwest, (68 Daly Ave-which is directly to the rear of the
proposed Lot A), contains an existing single-family home built in 1982. The existing
home and property at 68 Daly Ave also contains a concrete pad, concrete stairs, wood
steps and a landing leading to the existing single-family home which were built directly
adjacent to the lot line shared with the proposed 74 Daly Ave (Lot A). 68 Daly Ave. has
an existing deck encroaching in two places over the lot lines onto the proposed Lot A.
An encroachment agreement was recorded July 15, 2014 as Entry No. 998906 in Book
2248 at Page 1048 of Official Records.

No encroachment permits are needed for the existing stairway as the boundary line was
moved so that the stairway does not encroach onto the proposed Lot A. The home at 68
Daly Ave is on a metes and bounds parcel and the current property owner, Pete
Henderson, has been contacted by the applicant and does not wish to include his
property into this plat amendment. On September 16, 1981 Pete Henderson received
approval of a variance to the parking requirements from the Board of Adjustment to
allow him to construct a single-family home without providing any off-street parking.
Therefore, the stairway leading to the existing single-family home at 68 Daly Ave
constitutes legal access off of a City Right-of-Way and no driveway off of Daly Avenue
leading to the property is necessary.

This property has had a previous plat amendment application by a previous owner
before the Planning Commission and City Council in 2012. At those meetings, the
Commission and Council had several concerns and the Planning Commission

forwarded a negative recommendation to the City Council after which the previous
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applicant pulled his application. The three Planning Commission meetings and one City
Council meeting in which the previous application was discussed is summarized below.

April 11, 2012 Planning Commission meeting: discussed and continued to May 9, 2012

During this meeting the Planning Commission expressed concerns where they were not
inclined to approve an oversized lot and structure within this neighborhood as the
Commission was concerned with compatibility in term of house size. The Commission
requested an analysis of the floor areas of structures in the Daly Ave neighborhood.

May 9, 2012 Planning Commission meeting: discussed and continued to May 23, 2012

During this meeting the Planning Commission reviewed the requested floor area
analysis and discussed the additional mitigation for the impacts of the built structure on
68 Daly Ave. The study facilitated a house size comparison of all the structures on Daly
Ave. In order to ensure compatibility in terms of house size Staff recommended limiting
the gross floor area of proposed Lot B to 2 times the allowed footprint (the average of
the entire neighborhood was 1.6 times the allowed footprint for Lower Daly Ave) and
allowing the existing building parameters to govern Lot A (which would currently allow
for a 972.4 square feet footprint), which essentially would have been about the same
square footage. The Commission discussed the footprint calculation, the floor area cap,
and the portion of the lot being platted. The Commission clarified their concern of how a
new structure on Lot A would impact 68 Daly Ave from the standpoint of view shed and
solar access. The Commission indicated that they needed to understand those impacts
before making a recommendation to the City Council. It was requested that the
applicant bring back a model to review the development potential. Staff was also
directed to add lot areas and footprints to the Daly Ave study. Staff was also directed to
include the portion of vacated Anchor Ave into the footprint calculation. The applicant
also mentioned that a 1,300 square foot footprint would achieve a building size that
works at approximately 3,300 gross floor area.

May 23, 2012 Planning Commission meeting: continued a few times until July 25, 2012
because no additional info was provided.

July 25, 2012 Planning Commission meeting: reviewed the requested plat amendment
and voted 4-1 to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council. The findings of
fact and conclusions of law that supported the negative recommendation specified that:

¢ the ownership issues with Pete Henderson needed to be resolved

¢ that allowing a home to be built on Lot A would increase the density and appear
to have two homes on what appears to be a typical Old town lot
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¢ that building a home on Lot A would create view shed issues and the size of the
Lot B created concerns with home size and possibility of building a duplex

August 30, 2012 City Council meeting: discussed and continued it to October 25™
meeting. The Council decided to continue this item due to concerns about obtaining
encroachment agreements from Pete Henderson, some Council members had
concerns about flag lots and setting precedence for odd shaped lots, as well as
mass, scale and compatibility and whether the proposal is in line with the purpose
statement of the zone.

October 9, 2012, the previous applicant decided to withdraw their application in order to
work on the issues that seemed to concern the City Council at that time, i.e. the Pete
Henderson (68 Daly Ave) issues. The previous applicant never returned, sold his
property, and no further applications have been made until the current applicant/new
owner’s application was deemed complete on December 11, 2014.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 11, 2015 for this new
application and voted 5-1 to forward a positive recommendation. Commissioner
Strachan voted against it and could not support having vacated Anchor be part of the lot
size. Staff pointed out that Anchor Avenue was already vacated to the applicant and he
now owns it. After further discussion regarding vacated Anchor, Assistant City Attorney
McLean suggested that the Staff needed to do more research on the vacation of Anchor
and whether building could occur in the vacated area. This will be completed prior to
bringing the Steep Slope CUP application before the Planning Commission. A majority
of the Commissioners stated that it would be more appropriate for the Planning
Commission to look at house size and neighborhood compatibility during the CUP
process. They did not believe it was a discussion for the plat amendment.
Commissioner Joyce requested to see a compatibility analysis when the item comes
back for a CUP. The meeting minutes have been attached as Exhibit K.

Analysis
The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) lots of record consisting of 2,200.80 sf

for 74 Daly Ave (Lot A) and 3,443.12 sf for 80 Daly Ave (Lot B). The minimum lot area
for a single family dwelling is 1,875 square feet. Neither proposed lots currently contain
any structures and are vacant. Neither lot meets minimum area requirements (3,750 sf)
for a duplex however single-family homes may be built on each lot which could be larger
than a few of the surrounding homes along the street. Without the plat amendment only
one single family home could be built on Lot 10 as that is the only portion of the
combined property that is a full legal lot of record. The Planning Commission on
February 11, 2015 opted to look at maintaining compatibility with surrounding properties
and the neighborhood as a whole in regards to mass, scale at the Steep Slope CUP
stage as opposed to restricting the lots on the plat in regards to smaller footprints or
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restricting gross square footage as other properties in the neighborhood have not been
restricted as such. This plat amendment is a little different from the previous application
in 2012 in that Lot B is smaller in size such that a duplex cannot be built according to
the lot size. That will restrict the lot to only allow for a single-family home which may be
larger than others in the neighborhood but will reduce traffic concerns from previous
Commissions. Also the concerns with the Pete Henderson property at 68 Daly Ave have
been addressed in regards to receiving encroachment permits and a settlement
agreement was made between the current applicant and Pete Henderson regarding the
boundary lines of the lots.

Any new structure in the amended plat would need to meet the current LMC code
requirements of 3 feet side yard setbacks (6 total). Front and rear yard setbacks would
need to meet current code standards of a minimum of twelve feet (12’) based on the lot
depths of 91.87 feet. The homes within 200 feet across the street on the east side of
Daly Ave consist of mainly single-family and duplex dwellings. Staff has included Exhibit
P to show the mean footprint size within the HR-1 District. Lot B’'s maximum allowed
footprint would be compatible with the mean and Lot A would be much smaller. Due to
this analysis, staff finds the proposed footprints to be compatible with the District and
neighborhood. Please see discussion below as to how only one other home on Upper
Daly Ave’s gross square footage was restricted and only one subdivision in the past 20
years restricted the footprint calculations from including vacated Anchor Avenue.

The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’). The proposed
widths will be 37.48 feet for both Lots A and B. The proposed lots will be compatible
with the existing neighborhood as the two lots either side of the proposed lot are
approximately 37.5 feet in width as well. Lot A has a lot depth of 91.87 feet on the
southern boundary line, however, the majority of the lot is approximately 50 feet in
depth. Lot B has a depth of 91.87 feet. The houses within 200 feet to the north and
south on the west side of Daly Ave consist of typical “Old Town” single-family and
duplex dwellings. The adjacent lots consist of approximately the same depths as the
proposed Lot B, which is 91.87 feet deep and approximately the same widths of 37.5
feet wide. The existing home to the south at 84 Daly Ave. comes within a few inches of
the proposed property lines. An encroachment permit will not be required for the home
at 84 Daly Ave because it does not cross the property line; however, a new single family
dwelling on Lot B will need to be setback 6 feet from the existing home at 84 Daly Ave,
also due to the existing utility easement. The proposed plat amendment meets the lot
and site requirements of the HR-1 District described below:

Required Existing Permitted
Lot Size 5,643.92 sf 1,875 square feet minimum
combined
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Building Footprint

N/A

972.4 sf max for the proposed
Lot A and 1,418.7 sf max for the
proposed Lot B (based on the
lot area of the lots).

Front/rear yard setbacks

N/A

12 feet minimum for Lot A, 25
feet total (based on the lot
depth of 91.87 feet) and 10 feet
minimum for Lot B, 20 feet total
(based on a majority of the lot
depth of 50 feet).

Side yard setbacks

N/A

3 feet minimum, 6 feet total for
Lot A, 3 feet minimum on the
north of Lot B and 6 feet
minimum on the south of Lot B
(based on the lot width of 37.48
feet) and the existing home to
the south at 84 Daly Ave and
the existing utility easement.

Height

N/A

27 feet above existing grade,
maximum. 35 feet above
existing grade is permitted for a
single car garage on a downhill
lot upon Planning Director
approval.

Height (continued)

N/A

A Structure shall have a
maximum height of thirty five
feet (35’) measured from the
lowest finish floor plane to the
point of the highest wall top
plate that supports the ceiling
joists or roof rafters.

Final Grade

N/A

Final grade must be within four
(4) vertical feet of existing grade
around the periphery of the
structure.

Vertical Articulation

N/A

A ten foot (10’) minimum
horizontal step in the downhill
facade is required unless the
First Story is located completely
under the finish Grade on all
sides of the Structure. The
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horizontal step shall take place
at a maximum height of twenty
three feet (23’) from where
Building Footprint meets the
lowest point of existing Grade.
Roof Pitch N/A Between 7:12 and 12:12. A roof
that is not part of the primary
roof design may be below the
required 7:12 roof pitch.
Parking N/A Two (2) parking spaces per
dwelling.

The proposed plat amendment does not create any new non-conforming situations. This
plat amendment is consistent with the Park City LMC and applicable State law
regarding plat amendments. Any new structures must comply with applicable LMC
requirements and Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites. A Steep
Slope CUP may be required for development on the amended lots. The homes as
proposed by the current applicant would require Steep Slope CUPs, at that point the
Planning Commission could place additional conditions as to limiting the massing and
scale of the homes, taking extra care to develop on the steep slope and ensuring
compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood if so desired. These issues will also be
addressed with their Historic District Design Review applications.

The issues brought up in 2012 are discussed below with staff responses italicized in
parentheses following:

Planning Commission concerns:

e the ownership issues with Pete Henderson needed to be resolved (the current
owner/applicant has reached a settlement agreement with Pete Henderson
regarding the boundary lines of their properties-the new plat shows Lot A further
away from the stairway so that there are no encroachments of the stairway into
Lot A, Pete Henderson has agreed to stay out of the plat amendment process in
regards to 74 & 80 Daly Ave and has not agreed to include his property as part
of the proposed plat amendment-thus leaving Mr. Henderson’s property out of
the application, and the current applicant has addressed and submitted the
necessary encroachment agreements addressing the existing decks
encroaching onto the proposed Lot A).

¢ that allowing a home to be built on Lot A would increase the density and appear
to have two homes on what appears to be a typical Old town lot (the Lot size of
the proposed Lot A is proposed to be 2,200.80 square feet, which is much larger
than a typical Old Town lot of 1,875 square feet. As such both properties-Lot A
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and 68 Daly meet minimum lot requirements of at least 1,875 square feet. The
HR-1 zone has historically had homes closer together and been one of the most
dense neighborhoods within the city and this is a unique property and instance
where there are no other properties within Old Town that share this same issue,
i.e. this will not set precedence as 68 Daly would never be allowed to be built
today on an un-platted lot under the existing Land Management Code and
Building regulations. Other Old Town lots contain duplexes which are essentially
two homes and allow for double the traffic and parking, in this case the parking
requirements at 68 Daly were waived with a Variance and therefore only traffic
and parking impacts of one home will be effectuated between the two homes).

¢ that building a home on Lot A would create view shed issues and the size of Lot
B created concerns with home size and possibility of building a duplex (As both
proposed Lot A and Lot B and 68 Daly Ave all are situated on a hillside, any
future homes at 74 & 80 Daly Ave would need to meet Steep Slope CUP
requirements, LMC requirements and Historic District Guidelines, thus ensuring
the homes will be built into the topography and be sloped up the hillside. The
size in the lot has decreased since the application in 2012 and as such at
3,443.12 square feet, the lot will only allow for a single-family home. The
Planning Commission on February 11, 2015 opted to look at maintaining
compatibility with surrounding properties and the neighborhood as a whole in
regards to mass, scale at the Steep Slope CUP stage as opposed to restricting
the lots on the plat in regards to smaller footprints or restricting gross square
footage as other properties in the neighborhood have not been restricted as
such. The applicant has not agreed to restrict the footprint or gross square
footage for this application).

2012 City Council concerns:

e Obtaining encroachment agreements from Pete Henderson (the current
owner/applicant has reached a settlement agreement with Pete Henderson
regarding the boundary lines of their properties-the new plat shows Lot A
further away from the stairway so that there are no encroachments of the
stairway into Lot A, Pete Henderson has agreed to stay out of the plat
amendment process in regards to 74 & 80 Daly Ave and has not agreed to
include his property as part of the proposed plat amendment-thus leaving Mr.
Henderson’s property out of the application, and the current applicant has
addressed and submitted the necessary encroachment agreements
addressing the existing decks encroaching onto the proposed Lot A).

e Some Council members had concerns about flag lots and setting precedence
for odd shaped lots (The HR-1 zone has historically had homes closer
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together and been one of the most dense neighborhoods within the city and
this is a unique property and instance where there are no other properties
within Old Town that share this same issue, i.e. this will not set precedence
as 68 Daly would never be allowed to be built today on an un-platted lot
under the existing Land Management Code and Building regulations).

Mass, scale and compatibility (the Lot size of the proposed Lot A is proposed
to be 2,200.80 square feet, which is much larger than a typical Old Town lot
of 1,875 square feet. As such both properties-Lot A and 68 Daly meet
minimum lot requirements of at least 1,875 square feet. The HR-1 zone has
historically had homes closer together and been one of the most dense
neighborhoods within the city. As both proposed Lot A and Lot B and 68 Daly
Ave all are situated on a hillside, any future homes at 74 & 80 Daly Ave
would need to meet Steep Slope CUP requirements, LMC requirements and
Historic District Guidelines, thus ensuring the homes will be built into the
topography and be sloped up the hillside and compatible with the historic
neighborhood.

The size in the lot has decreased since the application in 2012 and as such
at 3,443.12 square feet, the lot will only allow for a single-family home. The
Planning Commission on February 11, 2015 opted to look at maintaining
compatibility with surrounding properties and the neighborhood as a whole in
regards to mass, scale at the Steep Slope CUP stage as opposed to
restricting the lots on the plat in regards to smaller footprints or restricting
gross square footage as other properties in the neighborhood have not been
restricted as such. The applicant has not agreed to restrict the footprint or
gross square footage for this application. Staff researched past plat
amendments that included vacated Anchor Avenue within the past 20 years
and found the Fisher Amended Subdivision (118 & 124 Daly Avenue) placed
a condition of approval on the plat that stated: A hatched area must be added
to the plat in the area of vacated Anchor Avenue and a note be added to the
plat stating “The hatched area on the plat will not be included in future
footprint calculations.” This was the only plat amendment in the area that had
such a plat note or condition of approval. In this instance the footprints and
house sizes were not restricted, only that the footprint could not include the
portion of vacated Anchor Avenue in the calculation. Other nearby property
owners with existing homes and ownership of vacated Anchor Avenue have
no such restriction however. Staff found the nearby Daly Doubles Condos
and Empire Canyon Condos as well as the adjacent 68 Daly Avenue have
structures built into the portion of vacated Anchor Avenue. If the applicant
was allowed to include the vacated portion of Anchor Avenue into the
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footprint that max sf of Lot B would total 1418.7 sf and Lot A would total
972.4 sf. If they were not allowed to use the vacated Anchor Ave, the max
footprint sf of Lot B would total 1258.4 sf and Lot A would total 939.22 sf. The
only subdivision where the Council decided to place a restriction on gross
square footage was on Upper Daly Ave at 313 Daly Avenue in 2010 where
an existing historic home was on the property. In that case a condition of
approval was placed on the plat that “The plat must include a note indicating
that the building footprint is restricted to the portion of the lot that is less than
30% slopes and the gross floor area is calculated at 115% of the footprint for
each lot, Lot 1 is restricted to a maximum gross floor area of 2,982 sf and Lot
2 is restricted to a maximum gross floor area of 3,056 sf. This note was
placed due to the 2010 compatibility study that was done of Daly that found
that the average sf of all of Daly Ave is approximately 137% of the average
maximum footprint allowed and the average square footage of Upper Daly
Ave is approximately 91% of the average maximum footprint allowed).

Whether the proposal is in line with the purpose statement of the zone. The
purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to:

o0 (A) Preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic
residential areas of Park City, (With the Historic District Design
Review, the design of the home will need to meet certain criteria and
show compatibility to the historic neighborhood and district).

o (B) Encourage the preservation of Historic Structures, (There are no
historic structures on these properties).

o0 (C) Encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that
contribute to the character and scale of the Historic District and
maintain existing residential neighborhoods, (The Planning
Commission on February 11, 2015 opted to look at maintaining
compatibility with surrounding properties and the neighborhood as a
whole in regards to mass, scale at the Steep Slope CUP stage as
opposed to restricting the lots on the plat in regards to smaller
footprints or restricting gross square footage as other properties in the
neighborhood have not been restricted as such. Staff does not find
that this sets new precedence as the mean footprint comparison that
is shown in Exhibit P shows the mean footprint for the HR-1 zone is
compatible to that proposed for both of the Lots).

o (D) Encourage single family development on combinations of 25' x 75’
Historic Lots, (The applicant can only develop single family homes on
the lots).

o0 (E) Define development parameters that are consistent with the
General Plan policies for the Historic core, and (The General Plan
speaks to compatibility within the Historic District by maintaining
character, context and scale of local historic districts with compatible
infill development and additions. Staff finds this will be maintained
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through the Historic District Design Review (HDDR) process. Through
the HDDR process, the design of the home will need to meet certain
criteria and show compatibility to the historic neighborhood and
district).

o (F) Establish development review criteria for new development on
Steep Slopes which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the
environment. (This can easily be done at Steep Slope CUP review).

Good Cause

Planning Staff finds there is good cause for this plat amendment. Combining the parcels
and subdividing the lots will allow the property owner to develop homes and will create
legal lots out of the existing parcels. The plat amendment will also utilize best planning
and design practices, while preserving the character of the neighborhood and of Park
City and furthering the health, safety, and welfare of the Park City community. Issues in
regards to compatibility with the neighborhood have been addressed as Lot B has been
reduced to allow only a single-family house.

Staff finds that the plat will not cause undo harm to adjacent property owners and all
future development will be reviewed for compliance with requisite Building and Land
Management Code, and applicable Historic District Design Guidelines requirements and
Steep Slope CUPs if required, which will address previous concerns of structures falling
down the hillside to the west of the property.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. There were no issues raised

by any of the departments or service providers regarding this proposal that have not
been addressed by the conditions of approval.

Notice

The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet in
accordance with the requirements in the LMC on December 31, 2014. Legal notice was
also published in the Park Record by December 27, 2014 and on the public notice
website in accordance with the requirements of the LMC.

Public Input
Staff has not received public input on this application at the time of this report other than

that at the Planning Commission public hearing. Two nearby residents that live on Daly
Avenue asked what the size of the proposed new homes would be and what the
setbacks would be, Karleen Riley stated that she would meet with Planning Staff to go
over the plans in more detail. Public input may be taken at the regularly scheduled City
Council public hearing.

Process
Approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be

appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18. Any new structures may require
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a Steep Slope CUP and will require a Historic District Design Review. A Building Permit
is publicly noticed by posting of the permit.

Alternatives

e The City Council may approve the 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision as conditioned
or amended; or

e The City Council may deny the 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision and direct staff to
make findings for this decision; or

e The City Council may continue the discussion on the plat amendment to a date
certain and provide direction to the applicant and/or staff to provide additional
information necessary to make a decision on this item.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation

The proposed plat amendment would not be recorded and the existing lots would not be
adjoined and subdivided and remain as is. The parcels at 74 & 80 Daly Avenue would
remain vacant and would need to comply with the current LMC requirements for any
new structures on typical “Old Town” single lots.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving the 74
& 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision plat based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and
conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat

Exhibit B — Existing Conditions Survey

Exhibit C — Vicinity Map/Aerial

Exhibit D — Photographs

Exhibit E — Encroachment Agreement dated July 15, 2014

Exhibit F — Previous Proposed Plat from 2012

Exhibit G — Planning Commission minutes from April 11, 2012

Exhibit H — Planning Commission minutes from May 9, 2012

Exhibit | — Planning Commission minutes from July 25, 2012

Exhibit J — Planning Commission minutes from August 30, 2012

Exhibit K — Planning Commission minutes from February 11, 2015

Exhibit L — May 9, 2012 Staff Report with Comparisons

Exhibit M — July 25, 2012 Staff Report with Findings

Exhibit N — Ordinance No. 09-03 — restricting the vacated portion of Anchor Avenue
from the footprint calculations

Exhibit O — Ordinance No, 10-06 — restricting the footprint and gross floor area
Exhibit P — Mean Footprints for HR-1 District
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Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat

Ordinance 15-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 74 & 80 DALY AVENUE SUBDIVISION PLAT,
LOCATED AT 74 & 80 DALY AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the 74 & 80 Daly Avenue
Subdivision located at 74 & 80 Daly Avenue, have petitioned the City Council for
approval of the 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision plat; and

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

WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners
according to the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 11,
2015 to receive input on the proposed subdivision;

WHEREAS, on February 11, 2015 the Planning Commission forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on March 5, 2015 the City Council held a public hearing on the
proposed 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed
74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision plat.

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision plat, as shown in Exhibit A, is
approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions
of Approval:

Findings of Fact:

1. The plat is located at 74 & 80 Daly Avenue within the Historic Residential (HR-1)
District.

2. The 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision consists a portion of Lot 9, Lot 10, a portion of
Lot 11 and a portion of the vacated Anchor Avenue located in Block 74 of the Park
City Survey.

3. On February 28, 2012 the City received a previous application by a previous owner
of this property for a two lot subdivision plat amendment. After three meetings at the
Planning Commission the Commission voted 4-1 to forward a negative
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recommendation to the City Council due to concerns of compatibility and issues with
the owner of 68 Daly, Pete Henderson. The City Council discussed the item on
August 30, 2012 and decided to continue the item to their October 25, 2012 meeting.
The previous applicant then pulled their application on October 9, 2012 in order to
work through the concerns discussed by the City Council.

4. On August 1, 2014, the current owner and applicant submitted an application for a

plat amendment to subdivide parcels containing a total of 5,643.92 sf into two (2)

lots of record. Lot A will consist of 2,200.80 sf and Lot B will consist of 3,443.12 sf.

The application was deemed complete on December 11, 2014.

The parcels at 74 & 80 Daly Ave are currently vacant.

The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 sf for a single-family dwelling.

The maximum footprint allowed in the HR-1 zone is 972.4 sf for the proposed Lot A

and 1,418.7 sf for the proposed Lot B based on the lot area of the lots.

9. As conditioned, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new non-
complying or non-conforming situations.

10.The property to the northwest (68 Daly Ave) currently has an existing single-family
home built in 1982 which has an existing deck encroaching in two places over the lot
lines onto the proposed Lot A. An encroachment agreement was recorded July 15,
2014 as Entry No. 998906 in Book 2248 at Page 1048 of Official Records.

11.The property directly to the northwest (68 Daly Ave) also contains a concrete pad,
concrete stairs, wood steps and a landing leading to the existing single-family home
which are built directly adjacent to the lot line shared with the proposed 74 Daly Ave.
No encroachment permits are needed as this stairway does not encroach onto the
property at 74 Daly Ave.

12.The property directly to the south (84 Daly Ave) contains an existing single-family
home that comes within inches of the proposed property lines. No encroachment
permits will be needed as the existing home does not cross the property line,
however, a 6 feet side setback will be required for any new home constructed on Lot
B.

13.The plat amendment secures public snow storage easements of ten (10’) feet across
the frontage of the lots.

14.A 20 foot wide temporary construction easement exists along the south portion of
Lot B. The temporary construction easement will need to be removed prior to
Building Permit approval. The temporary construction easement shall not be
abandoned until all necessary utilities within the adjacent sewer and utility
easements are installed.

15.There is a 5 foot wide sewer easement and 6 foot wide utility easement along the
south edge of 80 Daly.

© N O

Conclusions of Law:

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.

2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding subdivisions.

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat
amendment.
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4.

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

Conditions of Approval:

1.

The City 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 plat amendment at the County within one year from the
date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time,
this approval 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.

No building permit for any work shall be issued until the plat is recorded and until the
Historic District Design Review and Steep Slope CUP, if required, applications are
submitted and approved for each lot.

No building permit for any work shall be issued on Lot B until the temporary
construction easement is abandoned on Lot B.

Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on
the final mylar prior to recordation.

A ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of
the lots with Daly Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___day of , 2015

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

Marci Heil, City Recorder
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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EXHIBIT E

00998906 B: 2248 P: 1048
Page 1 of 14
Mary Ann Trussell, Summit County Utah Recorder

07/15/2014 08:12:18 AM Fee $38.00
WHEN RECORDED, RETURN TO By Coalition Title Agency, Inc.

Electronically Recorded
Brent A. Gold
P.O. Box 1994
Park City, UT 84060

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR USE BY THE RECORDER
Affecting Parcels Nos. PC-653-A and PC-652

EASEMENT FOR ENCROACHMENT

THIS EASEMENT FOR ENCROACHMENT (the “Easement”) is granted and agreed to
as of .Tu.? €, 2014 by and between Nice Catch, LLC, a Utah limited liability company (“Nice
Catch”)Yand Peter Henderson, 68 Daly Avenue, Park City, Utah (“Henderson™). The foregoing
are sometimes referred to individually as a “Party” and collectively as the “Parties.”

RECITALS

A This Easement is executed in connection with the Parties’ resolution of a lawsuit
in the Third Judicial District Court in and for Summit County, captioned Nice Catch, LLC v.
Peter Henderson, Case No. 130500212 (“Lawsuit”). The Court’s Order, Judgment, and Decree
Quieting Title entered [DATE] resolved the dispute between the Parties as to the boundary
between the Parties’ adjoining properties.

B. Nice Caich is the fee owner of that certain real property located in Summit
County, State of Utah at 80 Daly Avenue (the “Nice Catch Property”), and more particularly
described on Exhibit A hereto. Henderson is the owner of adjoining real property located in
Summit County, State of Utah at 68 Daly Avenue (the “Henderson Property”), and more
particularly described on Exhibit B hercto. The Nice Catch Property and the Henderson
Property are sometimes referred to herein as the “Pareels.”

C. Henderson has previously built improvements, consisting of a wooden deck and
railing, and a bench thereupon (the “Encroachments™). The Encroachments extend from the
Henderson Property and encroach upon portions of the Nice Catch Property in two places (the
“Easement Area”). The location of the Encroachments and Easement Area are more
particularly described on Exhibit C hereto. The Nice Catch Property, the Henderson Property,
and the Easement Area are generally depicted in Exhibits D-1 and D-2 hereto.

D. The Parties acknowledge that the Nice Catch Property is adjacent to another
parcel of property owned by Nice Catch. The Easement Area is contained entirety within the
Nice Catch Property as described on Exhibit A hereto. This Easement only affects the Nice
Catch Property as described on Exhibit A hereto.
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E. The Parties desire through this Easement to create an easement permitting
Henderson (and his successors-in-title) to maintain the Encroachments in their current location
over and upon the Easement Area and in such condition substantially similar to their now
existing status. Nothing herein shall be construed to permit Henderson to expand or enlarge the
Encroachments or their current use in any respect. Henderson shall have the right to maintain,
repair, and rebuild the Encroachments as further defined and limited herein.

AGREEMENT AND GRANTS

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the Recitals stated above, which Recitals are
expressly incorporated herein by this reference, and the mutual promises set forth herein, and for
other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby
acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows:

1. Grant of Easements. Nice Catch hereby grants to Henderson (and his
successors-in-title), for the benefit of the Henderson Property, and as a burden on the Nice Catch
Property, a perpetual non-exclusive easement for the Encroachments over and upon the
Easement Area (the “Easement”). The Easement and Henderson’s use of the Easement Area
shall be strictly limited as follows:

a. Scope. The Easement Area is located as generally depicted on the attached
Exhibits D-1 and D-2 and as more particularly described in Exhibit C hereto.
Hendersen shall be permitted to keep and maintain the Encroachments over and

“upon the Easement Area in their current condition. Henderson shall also be
permitted to repair or rebuild the Encroachments as set forth in and limited by
Paragraph 1{d). Henderson shall not expand, extend, broaden, widen or otherwise
enlarge the size, scope, or use of any of the Encroachments beyond their current
condition.

b. Use. Henderson agrees that he may utilize the Easement Area only in such a
manner that is consistent with maintaining the improvements as they exist on the
date hereof within the Easement Area. Henderson further agrees that his use of
the Easement Area shall not interfere with the use of the Nice Catch Property or
the quiet enjoyment by Nice Catch thereof.

¢. No Additional Improvements. Henderson shall not construct or place any
additional improvements in the Easement Area.

d. Repairing or Rebuilding the Existing Improvements. In addition to maintaining

the improvements as they exist on the date hereof within the Easement Area,
Henderson may make repairs to the improvements within the Easement Area.
Henderson may also rebuild the improvements within the Easement Area from
time to time as reasonably prudent or necessary, provided that the improvements
as rebuilt shall be substantially similar to that which currently exists. Any
repairing or rebuilding of the improvements within the Easement Arca that are
permitted herein shall not expand, extend, broaden, widen or otherwise enlarge
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the size, scope, or use of any of the Encroachments beyond their current
condition. Henderson shall provide Nice Catch with reasonable notice before
rebuilding the improvements in the Easement Area or making major repairs
thereto. Henderson may not use any portion of the Nice Catch Property other
than the Easement Area to facilitate such repairs or rebuilding of the
improvements without prior consent in writing.

e. Relocation. The Easement shall not be relocated.

f Automatic Termination, At such time that the presently existing Encroachments
or any portion thereof are removed, intentionally demolished, or abandoned, this
Easement shall be automatically terminated with respect to any such portions of
the Easement Area; provided, however, that repairing or rebuilding the
improvements (as set forth in and limited by Paragraph 1(d)) shall not terminate
the Easement.

2. Indemnification.

a. Henderson shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the owner and occupants of
the Nice Catch Property (the “Nice Catch Indemnified Parties”) from and
against any and all liability, claims, damages, expenses (including reasonable
attorneys’ fees), judgments, proceedings and causes of action, for injury to or
death of any person or damage to or destruction of any property resulting from the
negligent or willful act or omission of Henderson, his tenants, subtenants, agents,
contractors or employees, arising out of activities conducted by Henderson or his
tenants, subtenants, or agents in the Easement Area, except to the extent caused
by the negligence or willful act or omission of the Nice Catch Indemnified
Parties.

b. Nice Catch, LLC shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the owner and
occupants of the Henderson Property (the “Henderson Indemnified Parties™)
from and against any and all liability, claims, damages, expenses (including
reasonable attorneys’ fees), judgments, proceedings and causes of action, for
injury to or death of any person or damage to or destruction of any property
resulting from the negligent or willful act or omission of Nice Catch, LLC, its
tenants, subtenants, agents, contractors or employees, arising out of activities
conducted by Nice Catch, LLC or its tenants, subtenants, or agents in the
Easement Area inconsistent with this Easement and the rights of Henderson,
except to the extent caused by the negligence or willful act or omission of the
Henderson Indemnified Parties.

3. No_Public_Dedication. The terms and provisions of this Easement are not
intended to and do not constitute a dedication for public use of any portion of any Parcel.

4. Running of Benefits and Burdens. All provisions of this instrument, including
the burdens and restrictions stated and implied, touch, concern, and run with the Nice Catch
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Property and are a benefit to the Henderson Property, and are binding upon and inure to the
benefit of the successors-in-title of the owners of the Nice Catch Property and the Henderson
Property. Nothing in this Easement grants Henderson or any other person any other rights in the
Nice Catch Property.

5. Further Assyrances. The Parties covenant and agree that each of them will
perform such other acts and provide such other documents and/or assurances as are reasonably
required to implement the intent of this Easement.

6. Amendments. This Easement may be amended only by recording, in the office
of the Recorder of Summit County, Utah, an instrument in writing reciting such amendment,
bearing the acknowledged signatures of the owners of the Parcels, or the portions of the Parcels
affected by the amendment.

7. Miscellaneous. This Easement may be executed in one or more counterparts,
each of which, when taken together, constitutes the original.

8. Attorney Fees/ Disputes. In the event of any action to enforce the provisions of
this Easement, the prevailing Party shall be entitled to receive its costs and attomey fees from the
other Party.

9, Construction. This Easement shall be construed in accordance with the laws of
the State of Utah and both Parties shall be considered the drafters of this Easement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned Parties have created this Easement effective
as of the date first written above.

NICE CATCH:

NICE CATCH, LLC, a Utah limited liability
company

By:
Its:

HENDERSON:

PETER HENDERSON
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benefit of the successors-in-title of the owners of the Nice Catch Property and the Henderson
Property. Nothing in this Easement grants Henderson or any other person any other rights in the
Nice Catch Property.

5. Further Assurances. The Parties covenant and agree that each of them will
perform such other acts and provide such other documents and/or assurances as are reasonably
required to implement the intent of this Easement.

6. Amendments. This Easement may be amended only by recording, in the office
of the Recorder of Summit County, Utah, an instrument in writing reciting such amendment,
bearing the acknowledged signatures of the owners of the Parcels, or the portions of the Parcels
affected by the amendment.

7. Miscellaneous. This Easement may be executed in one or more counterparts,
each of which, when taken together, constitutes the original.

8. Attorney Fees/ Disputes. In the event of any action to enforce the provisions of
this Easement, the prevailing Party shall be entitled to receive its costs and attorney fees trom the

other Party.

9 Construction. This Easement shall be construed in accordance with the laws of
the State of Utah and both Parties shall be considered the drafters of this Easement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned Parties have created this Easement eftective
as of the date first written above.

NICE CATCH:

NICE CATCH, LLC, a Utah limited liability
company

By: {ﬂwdawh
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STATE OF )
1 88.
COUNTY of )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 2014,

by Alex Adamson, the Manager of Nice Catch, LLC, a Utah limited liability company, on
behalf of such company

NOTARY PUBLIC
Residing at

STATE OF UTAH )
: 88,

COUNTY of SUmm it )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this g\i_ﬂ day oFJU ‘2, 2014,
by Peter Henderson.
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EXHIBIT A
(Legal Description of Nice Catch Property)

A PORTION OF LOT 9, BLOCK 74, AND A PORTION OF VACATED ANCHOR
AVENUE, PARK CITY SURVEY.

A parce! of land located in the northeast quarter of Section 21, Township 2 South, Range
4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said parce! being more particularly described as
follows:

Beginning at a point that is North 21°33'00" East 3.17 feet from the southernmost comer
of Lot 9, Block 74, Park City Survey, said point also being South 21°33'00" West 461.39
feet and North 68°27'00" West 10.00 feet from the street monument at the intersection of
Main Street and Daly Avenue; and running thence North 68°27'00" West 91.87 feet to
the center line of vacated Anchor Avenue; thence along the center line of vacated Anchor
Avenue North 21°33'00" East 3.63 feet; thence South 68°27'00" East 34 .87 feet, thence
North 21°33'00" East 7.00 feet; thence South 68°27°00" East 7.00 feet; thence North
21°33'00" East 23.19 feet; thence South 68°27'00" East 16.50 feet; thence North
21°33'00" East 0.47 feet; thence South 68°27'00" East 33.50 feet to the easterly boundary
of Lot 9, Block 74, Park City Survey; thence along the easterly boundary of Lot 9, Block
74 South 21°33'00" West 34.28 feet to the point of beginning.
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EXHIBIT B
(Legal Description of Henderson Property)

A PORTION OF LOT 9, BLOCK 74, AND A PORTION OF VACATED ANCHOR
AVENUE, PARK CITY SURVEY

A parce! of land located in the northeast quarter of Section 21, Township 2 South, Range 4
East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said parcel being more particularly described as
follows:.

Beginning at the corner common to the easternmost cormer of Lot 9 and the southernmost
comet of Lot 8, Block 74, Park City Survey, said point also being South 21°33'00" West
417.27 feet and North 68°27'00" West 10,00 feet from the street monument at the
intersection of Main Street and Daly Avenue; and running thence along the easterly
boundary of Block 74 South 21°33'00" West 9.84 feet; thence North 68°27'00" West 33.50
feet; thence South 21°33'00" West 0.47 feet; thence North 68°27'00" West 16.50 feet;
thence South 21°33'00" West 23.19 feet; thence North 68°27'00" West 7.00 feet; thence
South 21°33'00" West 7.00 feet; thence North 68°27'00" West 34.87 feet to the center line
of vacated Anchor Avenue; thence along said center line North 21°33'00" East 40.50 feet;
thence South 68°27'00" East 91.87 feet to the point of beginning.
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EXHIBIT C
(Legal Description of Easement Area)

EASEMENT 1

A parcel of land located in the northeast quarter of Section 21, Township 2 South, Range 4 East,
Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said parcel being more particularly described as follows:

Beginning at a point that is North 68°27'00" West 53,51 feet and North 21°33'00" East 10.39 feet
from the southernmost comer of Lot 9, Block 74, Park City Survey, said point also being South
21°33'00" West 464.57 feet and North 68°27'00" West 63.51 and North 21°33'00" East 10.39
feet from the street monument at the intersection of Main Street and Daly Avenue; and nmning
thence North 68°27'00" West 3.49 feet; thence North 21°33'00" East 3.4] feet; thence South
68°27'00" East 3.49 feet; thence South 21°33'00" West 3.41 feet to the point of beginning.

EASEMENT 2

A parcel of land located in the northeast quarter of Section 21, Township 2 South, Range 4 East,
Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said parcel being more particularly described as follows:

Beginning at a point that is North 68°27'00" West 58.57 feet and North 21°33'00" East 3.17 feet
from the southernmost comner of Lot 9, Block 74, Park City Survey, said point also being South
21933'00" West 464.57 feet and North 68°27'00" West 68.57 feet and North 21°33'00" East 3.17
feet from the street monument at the intersection of Main Street and Daly Avenue; and running
thence North 68°27'00" West 16.10 feet; thence North 21°33'00" East 3.63 feet; thence South
68°27'00" East 16.10 feet; thence South 21°33'00" West 3.63 feet to the point of beginning.
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EXHIBIT D-1
(General Depiction of Parcels)
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EXHIBIT D-2

(General Depiction of Easements)
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DECK EASEMENTS
BLOCK 74, PARK CITY SURVEY
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EXHIBIT K

the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.

2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City
Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this
approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council.

3. Aten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the
Ontario Avenue frontage of the property.

4. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on
the final Mylar prior to recordation.

5. 74 & 80 Daly Avenue — 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision — Plat Amendment.
(Application PL-14-02449)

Planner Alexander reviewed the request for a Plat Amendment for the purpose of
subdividing a portion of Lot 9, Lot 10, a portion of Lot 11 and a portion of the vacated
Anchor Avenue into two lots of record located in Block 74 of the Park City Survey. The
applicant currently owns all of the property and requests to subdivide the property to create
two new lots on which he plans to build new homes at 74 & 80 Daly Avenue in the HR-1
District. Currently the proposed lots are vacant of any structures. Both proposed lots meet
the minimum lot area standards as given for the HR-1 District. The applicant intends to
build new single-family homes on the proposed lots. The applicant had provided
preliminary home designs to the Design Review Team to discuss Historic

District Guidelines and LMC requirements, but he had not yet submitted official Historic
District Design Review or Steep Slope CUP applications.

A previous plat amendment application submitted by a previous owner went before the
Planning Commission and City Council in 2012. At those meetings, the Planning
Commission and Council had several concerns and the Planning Commission eventually
forwarded a negative recommendation to the City Council. The history and outcome of the
Planning Commission and City Council meetings were provided in the Staff report. Due to
the concerns and issues raised by the City Council the original plat amendment application
from 2012 was withdrawn. The previous applicant sold his property and no further
applications were made until the current applicant/owner submitted this application on
August 1, 2014.

A neighboring property at 68 Daly Avenue has an existing deck encroaching in two places
over the lot lines onto the proposed Lot A. The encroachment issue was resolved through
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an encroachment agreement that was recorded in July 15, 2014. Limitations regarding
house size and other issues could be addressed with the Steep Slope CUP process.

The Staff conducted an analysis and found good cause for this plat amendment.
Combining the parcels and subdividing the lots will allow the property owner to develop
homes and will create legal lots out of the existing parcels. The plat amendment will also
utilize best planning and design practices, while preserving the character of the
neighborhood and of Park City, and furthering the health, safety, and welfare of the Park
City community. Issues in regards to compatibility with the neighborhood have been
addressed as Lot B has been reduced to allow only a single-family house. Staff finds that
the plat will not cause undo harm to adjacent property owners and all future development
will be reviewed for compliance with all Building Codes, the Land Management Code, and
applicable Historic District Design Guidelines requirements. A Steep Slope CUP would
address previous concerns of structures falling down the hillside to the west of the

property.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 74 & 80 Daly
Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and
conditions of approval in the draft ordinance.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

Carlene Riley asked questions unrelated to the plat amendment application. She stated
that she would research the application and submit any comments to the Staff.

Delphine Comp asked how large a home the applicant would be allowed to build.
Planner Alexander stated that Lot A would be allowed a max of 972.4 square feet footprint
going up to a 27’ height and Lot B would be allowed a max of 1, 418.7 square feet footprint
going up to a height of 27'.

Commissioner Phillips believed the questions being asked by the public were more
appropriate for the CUP process since house size, etc. would be addressed at that time.
He encouraged the public to hold those types of comments for the CUP public hearing.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Planner Alexander pointed out that the applicant would like to maximize the footprint in
which case the structures could be larger.
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Commissioner Band was not in favor of handicapping this owner when others could have
larger homes.

Planner Whetstone pointed out that basement areas are not counted towards square
footage in residential areas.

Commissioner Campbell stated that it would be more appropriate for the Planning
Commission to look at house size and neighborhood compatibility during the CUP process.
He did not believe it was a discussion for the plat amendment.

Commissioner Strachan could not support having vacated Anchor be part of the lot size.
Based on Commissioner Strachan’s comment, Commissioner Joyce thought the building
footprint should be changed now rather than waiting for the CUP. Planner Alexander
pointed out that Anchor Avenue was already vacated to the applicant and he now owns it.

Assistant City Attorney McLean was unfamiliar with the history of the Anchor vacation.
Planner Astorga stated that he was the Planner in 2012 and could provide some
background. He noted that the owner did not petition to vacate Anchor Avenue. It was the
City who determined that Anchor would never be used and it made sense to vacate it.
Planner Astorga pointed out that doing a house size analysis at the plat amendment stage
has been done in the past.

Commissioner Phillips asked if the owner could build in the vacated area. Planner
Alexander answered yes. After further discussion regarding vacated Anchor, Assistant City
McLean suggested that the Staff needed to do more research on the vacation of Anchor
and whether building could occur in the vacated area.

Commissioner Joyce was unsure how they would do a restriction based on compatibility.
He was leaning towards addressing compatibility as part of this plat amendment.

Commissioner Phillips assumed that both lots would have to come in for a CUP.

Commissioner Thimm thought the design could yield a massing solution. He did not think
the platting stage was the best place to look at compatibility and massing. He preferred to
address those issues with the CUP.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for the 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment in accordance with
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the draft
ordinance. Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.
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VOTE: The motion passed 5-1. Commissioner Strachan voted against the motion.

Commissioner Joyce requested to see a compatibility analysis when the item comes back
for a CUP.

Findings of Fact — 74 & 80 Daly Avenue

1. The plat is located at 74 & 80 Daly Avenue within the Historic Residential (HR-1)District.

2. The 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision consists of a portion of Lot 9, Lot 10, a portion of
Lot 11 and a portion of the vacated Anchor Avenue located in Block 74 of the Park
City Survey.

3. On February 28, 2012 the City received a previous application by a previous owner
of this property for a two lot subdivision plat amendment. After three meetings at the
Planning Commission the Commission voted 4-1 to forward a negative recommendation to
the City Council due to concerns of compatibility and issues with

the owner of 68 Daly, Pete Henderson. The City Council discussed the item on

August 30, 2012 and decided to continue the item to their October 25, 2012 meeting.
The previous applicant then pulled their application on October 9, 2012 in order to

work through the concerns discussed by the City Council.

4. On August 1, 2014, the current owner and applicant submitted an application for a
plat amendment to subdivide parcels containing a total of 5,643.92 sf into two (2)
lots of record. Lot A will consist of 2,200.80 sf and Lot B will consist of 3,443.12 sf.

5. The application was deemed complete on December 11, 2014.

6. The parcels at 74 & 80 Daly Ave are currently vacant.

7. The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 sf for a single-family dwelling.

8. The maximum footprint allowed in the HR-1 zone is 972.4 sf for the proposed Lot A
and 1,418.7 sf for the proposed Lot B based on the lot area of the lots.

9. As conditioned, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new noncomplying
or non-conforming situations.

10.The property to the northwest (68 Daly Ave) currently has an existing single-family

home built in 1982 which has an existing deck encroaching in two places over the lot
lines onto the proposed Lot A. An encroachment agreement was recorded July 15,
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2014 as Entry No. 998906 in Book 2248 at Page 1048 of Official Records.

11.The property directly to the northwest (68 Daly Ave) also contains a concrete pad,
concrete stairs, wood steps and a landing leading to the existing single-family home
which are built directly adjacent to the lot line shared with the proposed 74 Daly Ave.?
No encroachment permits are needed as this stairway does not encroach onto the
property at 74 Daly Ave.

12.The property directly to the south (84 Daly Ave) contains an existing single-family
home that comes within inches of the proposed property lines. No encroachment
permits will be needed as the existing home does not cross the property line,
however, a 6 feet side setback will be required for any new home constructed on Lot
B.

13.The plat amendment secures public snow storage easements of ten (10°) feet across
the frontage of the lots.

14.A 20 foot wide temporary construction easement exists along the south portion of
Lot B. The temporary construction easement will need to be removed prior to
Building Permit approval. The temporary construction easement shall not be
abandoned until all necessary utilities within the adjacent sewer and utility
easements are installed.

15.There is a 5 foot wide sewer easement and 6 foot wide utility easement along the
south edge of 80 Daly.

Conclusions of Law — 74 & 80 Daly Avenue

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.

2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding subdivisions.

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

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

Conditions of Approval — 74 & 80 Daly Avenue
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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.

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

3. No building permit for any work shall be issued until the plat is recorded and until the
Historic District Design Review and Steep Slope CUP, if required, applications are
submitted and approved for each lot.

4. No building permit for any work shall be issued on Lot B until the temporary
construction easement is abandoned on Lot B.

5. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on
the final Mylar prior to recordation.

6. A ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of
the lots with Daly Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.

Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:
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EXHIBIT L

Planning Commission
Staff Report

Application #: PL-12-01488

Subject: 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision
Author: Francisco Astorga, Planner

Date: May 9, 2012

Type of Iltem: Administrative — Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 80 Daly
Avenue Subdivision and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City
Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as
found in the draft ordinance.

Description

Applicant: Alex Adamson, represented by Jonathan DeGray

Location: 80 Daly Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council action

Proposal

This is a request to combine part of Lot 9, all of Lot 10, and part of Lot 11, block 74,
Millsite Reservation of the Park City Survey into two (2) lots of record. The site is
currently vacant.

Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-I) District is to:

A. preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,

B. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,

C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,

D. encourage single family Development on combinations of 25" x 75" Historic Lots,

E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and

F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.
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Background
On February 28, 2012 the City received a completed application for the 80 Daly Avenue

Subdivision. The property is located in Historic Residential (HR-1) District. The
proposed plat amendment combines part of Lot 9, all of Lot 10, and part of Lot 11, block
74, Millsite Reservation of the Park City Survey into two (2) lots of record. The northern
lot identified as Lot A will be 1,875 square feet in size. The southern lot identified as Lot
B will be 3,883.84 square feet in size.

On April 11, 2012 the Planning Commission reviewed the requested plat amendment
and continued the discussion to May 9, 2012. The Commission requested an analysis
of the floor areas of structures in the Daly Avenue.

Analysis

The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) lots from a portion of Lot 9, all of Lot 10,
a portion of Lot 11, and vacated Anchor Avenue within the HR-1 District. Staff has
reviewed the proposed plat amendment request and found compliance with the
following Land Management Code (LMC) requirements for lot size and width:

LMC requirement Proposed Lot A Proposed Lot B
Minimum lot size 1,875 sq. ft. 1,875 sq. ft. 3,893.84 sq. ft.
Minimum lot width 25 ft. 36.09 ft. 41.52 ft.

Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment as the combined proposed lots will
remove the lot lines found throughout the site and the ownership lines will match the
newly platted lines. The proposed lots will meet the lot and site requirements of the HR-
1 District. There are no known violations or non-compliances found on the site.
However the site northwest of the subject property, 68 Daly Avenue, has several
improvements that encroach onto this property. The applicant will be able to build on
each lot according to the development standards of the HR-1 District as summarized
below:

Permitted
Height 27 feet maximum
Front setback 10 feet minimum
Rear setback 10 feet minimum
Side setbacks 3 feet minimum
Footprint Lot A: 844 square feet maximum
Lot B: 1,564 square feet maximum
Parking 2 for unit
Stories 3 stories maximum, with a 10’ horizontal
step for the third story.

Per the direction given to staff on April 11, 2012 staff compiled the following information
below from Summit County public records retrieved via EagleWeb website, see Exhibit
G:
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e Living area e Attached/built-in garage area
e Basement area e Unattached improvement

According to Exhibit G, the average floor area on Daly Avenue is 2,532 square feet.
This average area is based on single family dwellings (SFD), duplexes, and multi-unit
buildings found on Daly Avenue. This study facilitates a comparison of all the structures
on Daly Avenue. During the April 11, 2012 meeting the Planning Commission
expressed concerns where they were not inclined to approve an oversized lot and
structure within this neighborhood as the Commission was concerned with compatibility
in term of house size. The Daly Avenue neighborhood has been recognized as one of
the most historic neighborhoods within Old Town. In order to ensure compatibility in
terms of house size Staff recommends limiting the gross floor area of proposed Lot B
not to exceed 2,532 square feet.

The smaller lot, proposed Lot A, has a lot area of 1,875 square feet, which yields a
maximum building footprint of 844, square feet. Currently the LMC limits all structures
within the HR-1 District to a maximum of three (3) stories. Therefore, the future structure
on proposed Lot A, will not exceed the 2,532 square feet.

Building Encroachments

The submitted certified survey indicates that the site northwest of the subject property,
68 Daly Avenue, has several improvements encroaching onto this property. The
encroachments consist of the wooden staircase along the north property line which is
fifty feet (50’) in length and portions of a deck towards the northwest corner of the
subject property consisting of approximately 68 square feet. The encroachments are
not historic.

The applicant has indicated they will work with the neighboring property owner to grant
them encroachment easements. Staff recommends that a condition be added to
indicate that an encroachment agreement must be entered into prior to plat recordation
which addresses the encroachments from 68 Daly Avenue or the encroachments shall
have be removed.

Temporary Easement

Lot 10 contains a twenty foot (20’) temporary, non-exclusive utilities easement and right-
of-away for the benefit of King Ridge Estates. King Ridge Estates is a three (3) lot
subdivision located south west of the subject site, accessed of Ridge Avenue at 158,
162, and 166 Ridge Avenue.

The easement extends from front to back of the entire length of the lot. The applicant
identified such easement on the proposed plat. This agreement is between the owner
of the subject site and the owner(s) of King Ridge Estates. The possible approval of
this plat amendment does not change or effect the temporary easement. Lot B will not
be able to construct on the temporary easement until requirements identified on the
agreement are met.
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Process

Prior to issuance of any building permits for these lots, the applicant will have to submit
a Historic District Design Review application, which is reviewed administratively by the
Planning Department. A Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit application is also
required, which is reviewed by the Planning Commission. They will also have to submit
a Building Permit application. The approval of this plat amendment application by the
City Council constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the procedures
found in LMC 1-18.

Department Review

This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. The Snyderville Water
Reclamation District (SBWRD) has reviewed the proposed plat and identified an issue
related to the location of the lateral sewer line servicing the structure located at 68 Daly
Avenue. The applicant addressed the issue by providing an easement for the sewer
lateral and placing a note on the proposed plat advising of the existing lateral and
possible need to relocate the lateral into the easement for construction on the new lot.
From the information in their files SBWRD cannot determine if the lateral is located
under or adjacent to the stairs, so they decided to have an easement provided in case it
is necessary and advise potential owners of 80 Daly that relocation of the lateral may be
necessary. See Exhibit F.

Notice

The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record according to requirements of the
Land Management Code.

Public Input
During the April 11, 2012 public hearing Karleen Reilly residing at 84 Daly Avenue

provided comments. See Exhibit H.

Alternatives

e The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City
Council for the 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision plat amendment as conditioned or
amended; or

e The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision plat amendment and direct staff to make
Findings for this decision; or

e The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on 80 Daly Avenue
Subdivision plat amendment and provide specific direction regarding additional
information needed to make a recommendation.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation

111



The lots would remain as is and no construction could take place across the existing lot
lines.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 80 Daly
Avenue Subdivision and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City
Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as
found in the draft ordinance.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat

Exhibit B — Topographic Survey

Exhibit C — Temporary Easement Agreement with King Ridge Estates
Exhibit D — Aerial Photograph

Exhibit E — County Plat Map with outlines of proposed lots

Exhibit F — SBWRD Letter

Exhibit G — Daly Avenue Study (May 2012)

Exhibit H — April 11, 2012 Planning Commission meeting minutes
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Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat
Ordinance No. 12-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 80 DALY AVENUE SUBDIVISION
LOCATED AT 80 DALY AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 80 Daly Avenue has petitioned
the City Council for approval of the 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; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 11, 2012
and May 9, 2012, to receive input on plat amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on May 9, 2012, forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on May 9, 2012, the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the plat amendment; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the 80 Daly
Avenue Subdivision.

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision as shown in
Attachment A is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of
Law, and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact:

1. The property is located at 80 Daly Avenue.

2. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.
3. Proposed Lot A will be 1,875 square feet in size.

4. Proposed Lot B will be 3,883.84 square feet in size.

5. The minimum lot size within the HR-1 District is 1,875 square feet.
6

7

8

9.

1

. Proposed Lot A will have a lot width of 36.09 feet.

. Proposed Lot B will have a lot width of 41.21feet.

. The minimum lot width within the HR-1 District is twenty-five feet (25’).
Proposed Lot A will have a maximum building footprint of 844 square feet.

0.Proposed Lot B will have a maximum building footprint of 1,564 square feet.

113



11.The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) lots from a portion of Lot 9, all of Lot
10, a portion of Lot 11, and vacated Anchor Avenue within the HR-1 District.

12.The submitted certified survey indicates that the site northwest of the subject
property, 68 Daly Avenue, has several improvements encroaching onto this
property.

13.The encroachments consist of the wooden staircase along the north property line
which is fifty feet (50’) in length and portions of a deck towards the northwest corner
of the subject property consisting of approximately 68 square feet.

14.The applicant indicated they will work with the neighboring property owner to grant
them encroachment easements.

15.Lot 10 contains a twenty foot (20’) temporary, non-exclusive utilities easement and
right-of-away for the benefit of King Ridge Estates.

16.The possible approval of this plat amendment does not change or affect such
easement and the City acknowledges the language and requirements found on such
agreement.

17.The Snyderville Water Reclamation District (SBWRD) has reviewed the proposed
plat and identified an issue related to the location of the lateral sewer line servicing
the structure located at 68 Daly Avenue.

18.The applicant addressed the issue by providing an easement for the sewer lateral
and placing a note on the proposed plat advising of the existing lateral and possible
need to relocate the lateral into the easement for construction on the new lot.

19.The property owner shall comply with the requirements of the Snyderville Basin
Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).

20.No remnant parcels of land are created with this plat amendment.

21.0n April 11, 2012 the Planning Commission reviewed the requested plat
amendment and continued the discussion to May 9, 2012.

22.0n April 11, 2012 the Planning Commission requested an analysis of the floor areas
of structures in the Daly Avenue.

23.Per the direction given to Staff on April 11, 2012 staff compiled an analysis of the
floor areas of structures using Summit County public records.

24.The average floor area on Daly Avenue is 2,532 square feet.

25.The study facilitates a comparison of all the structures on Daly Avenue.

26.The Daly Avenue neighborhood has been recognized as one of the most historic
neighborhoods within Old Town.

27. Staff recommends limiting the gross floor area of proposed Lot B not to exceed
2,532 square feet

28. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein
as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law:

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment in that the combined lot will remove the
lot line going through the existing structure.

2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding lot combinations.

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat
amendment.
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4. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

Conditions of Approval:

1. The City 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.

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

3. A 10’ (ten foot) snow storage easement shall be dedicated to Park City across the
property’s frontage on Daly Avenue.

4. Prior to plat recordation, an encroachment agreement must be entered into which
addresses the encroachments from 68 Daly Avenue or the encroachments shall be
removed.

5. Modified 13-D sprinklers shall be required for all new construction.

6. The property owner shall comply with the requirements of the Snyderville Basin
Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).

7. The plat shall reflect the existence of the temporary easement for the benefit for King
Ridge Estates.

8. The gross floor area of Lot B as defined in the Land Management Code shall not
exceed 2,532 square feet.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 9" day of May, 2012.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Dana Williams, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Jan Scott, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
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Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Attachment A — Proposed Plat
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EXHIBIT N

Planning Commission
Staff Report

Application #: PL-12-01488

Subject: 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision
Author: Francisco Astorga, Planner

Date: July 25, 2012

Type of Iltem: Administrative — Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 80 Daly
Avenue Subdivision plat amendment and consider forwarding a positive
recommendation to the City Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law,
and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance.

Description

Applicant: Alex Adamson, represented by Jonathan DeGray

Location: 80 Daly Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council action

Proposal

This is a plat amendment request to combine part of Lot 9, all of Lot 10, part of Lot 11,
and a portion of vacated Anchor Avenue, Block 74, Millsite Reservation of the Park City
Survey into two (2) lots of record. The entire site is currently vacant.

Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-I) District is to:

A. preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,

B. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,

C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,

D. encourage single family Development on combinations of 25" x 75" Historic Lots,

E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and

F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.
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Background
On February 28, 2012 the City received a completed application for the 80 Daly Avenue

Subdivision plat amendment. The property is located within the Historic Residential
(HR-1) District. The proposed plat amendment combines part of Lot 9, all of Lot 10, part
of Lot 11, and a portion of vacated Anchor Avenue, Block 74, Millsite Reservation of the
Park City Survey into two (2) lots of record. Currently the site is vacant. The northern
lot is identified as Lot A and the southern lot is identified as Lot B. See proposed plat
amendment below:
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On April 11, 2012 the Planning Commission reviewed the requested plat amendment
and continued the discussion to May 9, 2012. During this meeting the Planning
Commission expressed concerns where they were not inclined to approve an oversized
lot and structure within this neighborhood as the Commission was concerned with
compatibility in term of house size. The Commission requested an analysis of the floor
areas of structures in the Daly Avenue neighborhood.

On May 9, 2012 the Planning Commission reviewed the requested floor area analysis

and discussed the additional mitigation for the impacts of the built structure on 68 Daly
Avenue. The study facilitated a house size comparison of all the structures on Daly
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Avenue. In order to ensure compatibility in terms of house size Staff recommended
limiting the gross floor area of proposed Lot B to the average of the entire neighborhood
and allowing the existing building parameters to govern Lot A, which essentially would
have been about the same square footage. The Commission discussed the footprint
calculation, the floor area cap, and the portion of a lot being platted. The Planning
Commission clarified their concern of how a new structure on Lot A would impact 68
Daly Avenue from the standpoint of view shed and solar access. The Commission
indicated that they needed to understand those impacts before making a
recommendation to the City Council. It was requested that the applicant bring back a
model to review the development potential. Staff was also directed to add lot areas and
footprints to the Daly Avenue study. The item was continued to May 23, 2012. Staff
was also directed not to include the portion of vacated Anchor Avenue into the footprint
calculation. The applicant also mentioned that 1,300 square foot footprint would
achieve a building size that works at approximately 3,300 gross floor area.

On May 23, 2012 the item was continued to June 13, 2012 because no additional
information was provided. On June 13, 2012 the item was continued to June 27, 2012
because no additional information was provided. On June 27, 2012 the item was
continued to a date uncertain rather than to July 11, 2012 as stated in the agenda due
to the needed information related to the continuation on May 9, 2012.

Analysis
The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) legal lots of record from a portion of Lot

9, all of Lot 10, a portion of Lot 11, and vacated Anchor Avenue within the HR-1 District.
The minimum lot area for a single family dwelling is 1,875 square feet. The minimum lot
area for a duplex is 3,750 square feet. A duplex is a conditional use that requires a
Conditional Use Permit to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission. The
proposed area of Lot A is 1,875 square feet. The proposed area of Lot B is 3,893.84
square feet. The minimum lot width is twenty-five feet (25’). The proposed width of Lot
A is 36.09 feet. The proposed width of Lot B is 41.52 feet. The applicant proposes to
be able to build on each lot. Staff has identified the following development standards of
the HR-1 District as summarized below:

Requirement | Permitted — Lot A Permitted — Lot B

Front/rear 10 feet minimum, 20 feet total 12 feet minimum, 25 feet total

yard (based on the lot depth of 57 feet) | (based on the lot depth of 91.87 feet)
setbacks

Side yard 3 feet minimum, 6 feet total (based on the lot width of 36.09 feet & 41.21
setbacks feet, respectively)

Building 844 square feet (based on the lot | 1,384 square feet (based on the lot
Footprint area of 1,875 square feet) area minus the vacated ROW
totaling 3,340.09 square feet)

1,564 square feet (based on the
entire lot area totaling 3,83.84
square feet)
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Height 27 feet above existing grade, maximum.

Number of A structure may have a maximum of three (3) stories.
stories

Final grade | Final grade must be within four (4) vertical feet of existing grade around
the periphery of the structure.

Vertical A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill facade is
articulation required for a for third story

Lot 9, 10, and 11 are lots of record found within Block 74, Millsite Reservation of the
Park City Survey. Approximately half of lot 9 is recognized as parcel no. PC-652
current owned by Peter Henderson (shown with a blue highlight below). The other
approximate half of Lot 9 is recognized as parcel no. PC-653 owned by the applicant of
this plat amendment request, Alex Adamson. PC-653 also includes the other areas of
this requested application (shown with a red highlight below). Also a portion of Lot 11 is
owned by the applicant, identified as PC-653 while most of Lot 11 is currently owned by
Kevin Reilly & Karleen Lloyd (show with a green highlight below). This plat amendment
is only for the portion owned by Alex Adamson.
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Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment as the combined proposed lots will
remove the lot lines found throughout the site and the ownership lines will match the
newly platted lines over the subject property. The proposed lots will meet the lot and
site requirements of the HR-1 District. As identified above the applicant is not able to
control the other portions of Lot 9 and 11 which he does not own. However, it should be
recognized that in the future if the other property owner request to remodel or build an
addition to their structures they would have to go through this same plat amendment
process to remove lots lines that may not match their ownership. It is also anticipated
that the two (2) neighboring ownership boundaries meet the minimum lot area, however,
this should be analyzed in greater detail once the plat amendment is received to be
confirmed with the required existing conditions & topographic survey. Also in the early
1980’s the City issued a building permit to 68 Daly Avenue, allowing the property owner
to re-build a structure that was destroyed after a water tower incident. The City also
issued a variance where the site is not required to provide any off-street parking. When
the City issued the building permit and granted the variance it recognized this portion of
68 Daly Avenue as a buildable area. There are no other known violations or non-
compliances found on the site. However the 68 Daly Avenue, PC-652, has several
improvements that encroach onto this property.

Building Encroachments

The submitted certified survey indicates that the site northwest of the subject property,
68 Daly Avenue, has several improvements encroaching onto this property. The
encroachments consist of the wooden staircase along the north property line which is
fifty feet (50’) in length and portions of a deck towards the northwest corner of the
subject property consisting of approximately 68 square feet. The encroachments are
not historic. See below:

121



The applicant has indicated they will work with the neighboring property owner to grant
them encroachment easements. Staff recommends that a condition be added to
indicate that an encroachment agreement must be entered into prior to plat recordation
which addresses the encroachments from 68 Daly Avenue or the encroachments shall
have be removed.

Temporary Easement

Lot 10 contains a twenty foot (20’) temporary, non-exclusive utilities easement and right-
of-away for the benefit of King Ridge Estates. King Ridge Estates is a three (3) lot
subdivision located south west of the subject site, accessed of Ridge Avenue at 158,
162, and 166 Ridge Avenue.

The easement extends from front to back of the entire length of the lot. The applicant
identified such easement on the proposed plat. This agreement is between the owner
of the subject site and the owner(s) of King Ridge Estates. The possible approval of
this plat amendment does not change or effect the temporary easement. Lot B will not
be able to construct on the temporary easement until requirements identified on the
agreement are met.

Discussion regarding maximum footprint size

There is a mix of small Historic homes along Daly Avenue that may be affected by
maximum building footprint allowed by proposed Lot B. The building footprint is
calculated by the building footprint formula within the LMC. The Planning Commission
can recommend to the City Council to add a condition of approval limiting the building
footprint or house size area to mitigate the possible impacts of the neighborhood.

On a previous proposal in the neighboring Historic Residential-Low (HR-L) Density
District, a study was prepared showing lot size, maximum footprint allowed, and square
footage of each house. This survey showed that the average gross floor area was
approximately 141% of the maximum allowed footprint. A similar study was also
prepared within the Daly Avenue neighborhood for a plat amendment request at 313
Daly Avenue for both Planning Commission and City Council review. The study
concluded that the average square footage of all Daly Avenue structures was
approximately 137% of the average maximum footprint allowed and the average square
footage of Upper Daly Avenue structures was approximately 91% of the average
maximum footprint allowed. The Planning Commission and City Council approved this
two (2) lot plat amendment request capping the gross floor area to 115% (average of
the two averages) of the footprint for each lot.

In response to the Planning Commission direction on April 11, 2012 and May 9, 2012
for further analysis, Staff updated the survey of all properties on Daly Avenue. This
survey has been attached to this staff report as Exhibit G. The survey shows the
requested information according to Summit County public records accessed online
through their EagleWeb Property search database. The study contains the following
items:
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e Living area e Lot area (acres & square feet)
e Basement area e Maximum footprint allowed per
e Attached/built-in garage area the LMC according lot area

e Unattached improvement e Use

e Overall house size e Historic status

The survey reveals that there are 57 single family dwellings (SFDs), 12 duplexes, 4
multi-unit buildings (16 units), and 13 vacant lots, totaling 97 units. Lower Daly Avenue
extending from the Main Street to 234 Daly Avenue has 37 SFDs, all of the duplexes
and multi units dwellings mentioned above, and 5 empty lots. Upper Daly Avenue
contains 20 units and 8 vacant lots. These lots are in the “lower Daly” area.

In terms of historic sites the study also shows that there are 30 sites listed on Park
City's Historic Sites Inventory (HSI), 20 of which are located on Lower Daly and the
remaining 10 on Upper Daly. The inventory is divided as 11 landmark sites and 19
significant sites. Lower Daly contains 7 landmark sites and 13 significant sites while
upper Daly contains 4 landmark sites and 6 significant sites.

The study shows the following averages in terms of house size (gross floor area) to
footprint ratios:

Overall Daly Lower Daly Upper Daly

House size to max.

footprint allowed ratio 1.41 1.60 .36

House side to max.
footprint allowed 1.02 1.14 .81
ration (historic sites)

The gross floor area of all structures on Daly Avenue is approximately 141% of the
average maximum footprint allowed. The gross floor area of lower Daly Avenue is
approximately 160% of the average maximum footprint allowed. Based upon a review
of the Historic Site Inventory, one can see that the gross floor area of the structures
listed on the HSI are much smaller than non-historic structures on Daly Avenue. Itis
also worth noting that the average lot size of sites with historic structures is slightly
larger than non-historic sites. See Exhibit G.

Based on this analysis and previous Planning Commission recommendations and City
Council approvals to limit house size to be compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood, the Planning Commission may recommends putting a note on the plat to
limit gross floor area, as defined by the LMC, to a specific percentage of the average
maximum footprint allowed, to be compatible with the neighborhood.

The City has also received a three dimension model showing the possible future
development as shown as Exhibit K. According to these exhibits as well as the
footprints & massing elevations sketches, the applicant proposes the following footprints
and possible gross floor area based on the identified height. Note that the maximum
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height in the HR-1 district is twenty-seven feet (27'), and that final grade must be within
four (4) vertical feet of existing grade around the periphery of the structure, therefore,
the applicant could possibly build the maximum of (3) stories.

. Possible gross floor area (approx.), .
Footprint based on a 3 story building. Proposed heights
Lot A 844 square feet 2,532 square feet 26’-4"
Lot B | 1,384 square feet 4,152 square feet 26’-6”

The possible gross floor area above does not accommodate the third story step back
required with new construction. It also does not include any articulation that should be
included in the design.

Given the area being considered to be re-platted as Lot B, which also includes the
vacated Anchor Avenue, the analysis provide on Exhibit G, the maximum scenario
potential identified on the table above, as well as the visual analysis presented by the
applicant, Staff recommends that a maximum gross floor area be added as a plat note.
During the May 9, 2012 Planning Commission meeting the Commission indicated that
the vacated ROW should not be include in the building footprint calculation. Staff
recommends that the gross floor area be limited to 200% of the footprint, therefore the
gross floor area of proposed Lot B would be limited to 2,768 square feet. Staff finds that
this gross floor area reduction would facilitate a smaller structure on Lot B to be able to
mitigate the impacts shown on the model related to the structure directly to the south,
84 Daly Avenue. Even though this structure is not historic is reflects the appropriate
scale and volume of our historic structures found throughout Daly Avenue and Old
Town. This reduction to the equivalent of a two (2) story building also allows the
architect enough flexibility to come up with a compatible design to be cautious of the
compatibly factor related to our Historic District.

The minimum side yard setbacks for both sites are three feet (3') minimum. The
preliminary site plan for Lot B was drafted with five foot (5') setbacks. Staff
recommends that the footprint of this structure be shifted more to the north to further
increase the setback on the south side to a minimum of seven feet (7’) due to the
neighboring property which is seems to be inches away.

Development on the steep slope portion of the lots would require a Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit. A CUP is required for any structure in excess of 1,000 square
feet if said structure and/or access is located upon any existing slope of 30% or greater.
A Steep Slope CUP review is subject to the following criteria: location of development,
visual analysis, access, terracing, building location, building form and scale, setbacks,
dwelling volume, building height, and height exception.

Duplexes in the HR-1 zone require a minimum lot size and approval by the Planning
Commission of a Conditional Use Permit. The required minimum lot size for a duplex is
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3,750 square feet. Duplex could potentially be built on Lot B with a Conditional Use
Permit.

Development in Old Town requires a Historic District Design Review (HDDR)
application to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department to find compliance
with the 2009 Design Guidelines for Historic District and Historic Sites.

Process

Prior to issuance of any building permits for these lots, the applicant will have to submit
a Historic District Design Review application, which is reviewed administratively by the
Planning Department. A Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit application is also
required, which is reviewed by the Planning Commission. They will also have to submit
a Building Permit application. The approval of this plat amendment application by the
City Council constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the procedures
found in LMC 1-18.

Department Review

This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. The Snyderville Water
Reclamation District (SBWRD) has reviewed the proposed plat and identified an issue
related to the location of the lateral sewer line servicing the structure located at 68 Daly
Avenue. The applicant addressed the issue by providing an easement for the sewer
lateral and placing a note on the proposed plat advising of the existing lateral and
possible need to relocate the lateral into the easement for construction on the new lot.
From the information in their files SBWRD cannot determine if the lateral is located
under or adjacent to the stairs, so they decided to have an easement provided in case it
is necessary and advise potential owners of 80 Daly that relocation of the lateral may be
necessary. See Exhibit F.

Notice

The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record according to requirements of the
Land Management Code.

Public Input
During the April 11, 2012 public hearing Karleen Reilly residing at 84 Daly Avenue

provided comments. See Exhibit H. During the May 9, 2012 public hearing Brent Gold
on behalf Pere Henderson provided comments. See Exhibit I.

Alternatives
e The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City
Council for the 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision plat amendment as conditioned or
amended; or
e The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision plat amendment and direct staff to make
Findings for this decision; or
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e The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on 80 Daly Avenue
Subdivision plat amendment and provide specific direction regarding additional
information needed to make a recommendation.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The lots would remain as is and no construction could take place across the existing lot
lines.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 80 Daly
Avenue Subdivision and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City
Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as
found in the draft ordinance.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat

Exhibit B — Topographic Survey

Exhibit C — Temporary Easement Agreement with King Ridge Estates
Exhibit D — Aerial Photograph

Exhibit E — County Plat Map with outlines of proposed lots

Exhibit F — SBWRD Letter

Exhibit G — Daly Avenue Study (May 2012)

Exhibit H — April 11, 2012 Planning Commission meeting minutes
Exhibit | — May 9, 2012 Planning Commission meeting minutes
Exhibit J — CC Staff Report dated May 5, 2008 313 Daly Avenue Plat Amendment
Exhibit K - 3D Model

Exhibit L - Conceptual site plan & massing elevations.
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Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat
Ordinance No. 12-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 80 DALY AVENUE SUBDIVISION PLAT
AMENDMENT LOCATED AT 80 DALY AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 80 Daly Avenue has petitioned
the City Council for approval of the 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; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 11, 2012,
May 9, 2012, and July 25, 2012 to receive input on plat amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on July 25, 2012, forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on August 9, 2012, the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the plat amendment; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the 80 Daly
Avenue Subdivision.

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision 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:

1. The property is located at 80 Daly Avenue.

2. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

3. The proposed plat amendment combines part of Lot 9, all of Lot 10, part of Lot 11,
and a portion of vacated Anchor Avenue, Block 74, Millsite Reservation of the Park
City Survey into two (2) lots of record.

The site is currently is vacant.

The northern lot is identified as Lot A and the southern lot is identified as Lot B.
The minimum lot area for a single family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.

The minimum lot area for a duplex is 3,750 square feet.

No ok
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8. A duplex is a conditional use that requires a Conditional Use Permit to be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Commission.

9. The proposed area of Lot A is 1,875 square feet.

10.The proposed area of Lot B is 3,893.84 square feet.

11.The minimum lot width is twenty-five feet (25).

12.The proposed width of Lot A is 36.09 feet.

13.The proposed width of Lot B is 41.52 feet.

14.The combined proposed lots will remove the lot lines found throughout the site and
the ownership lines will match the newly platted lines over the subject property.

15.The applicant is not able to control the other portions of Lot 9 and 11 which he does
not own.

16.In the future if the other property owner request to remodel or build an addition to
their structures they would have to go through this same plat amendment process to
remove lots lines that may not match their ownership.

17.The submitted certified survey indicates that the site northwest of the subject
property, 68 Daly Avenue, has several improvements encroaching onto this property
which consist of the wooden staircase along the north property line which is fifty feet
(50" in length and portions of a deck towards the northwest corner of the subject
property consisting of approximately 68 square feet. The encroachments are not
historic.

18.The applicant has indicated they will work with the neighboring property owner to
grant them encroachment easements. .

19.There is a mix of small Historic homes along Daly Avenue that may be affected by
maximum building footprint allowed by proposed Lot B.

20.Proposed Lot B contains a portion of vacated Anchor Avenue.

21.The building footprint is calculated by the building footprint formula within the LMC.

22.The Planning Commission can recommend to the City Council to add a condition of
approval limiting the building footprint and/or house size area to mitigate the possible
impacts of the neighborhood.

23.In response to the Planning Commission direction on April 11, 2012 and May 9,
2012 for further analysis, Staff updated the survey of all properties on Daly Avenue.

24.The gross floor area of all structures on Daly Avenue is approximately 141% of the
average maximum footprint allowed.

25.The gross floor area of lower Daly Avenue is approximately 160% of the average
maximum footprint allowed.

26.The gross floor area of upper Daly Avenue is approximately 36% of the average
maximum footprint allowed.

27.The gross floor area of structures listed on the Historic Sites Inventory on Daly
Avenue is much smaller than non-historic structures on Daly Avenue.

28.Based on this analysis and previous Planning Commission recommendations and
City Council approvals to limit house size to be compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood.

29.The Planning Commission may recommends putting a note on the plat to limit gross
floor area, as defined by the LMC, to a specific percentage of the average maximum
footprint allowed, to be compatible with the neighborhood.
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30.The City has also received a three dimension model showing the possible future
development.

31. Staff recommends that the gross floor area be limited to 200% of the footprint,
therefore, the gross floor area of proposed Lot B would be limited to 2,768 square
feet.

32.The gross floor area reduction would facilitate a smaller structure on Lot B to be able
to mitigate the impacts shown on the model related to the structure directly to the
south, 84 Daly Avenue.

33.The structure found at 84 is not historic but reflects the appropriate scale and
volume of historic structures found throughout Daly Avenue and Old Town.

34.The minimum side yard setbacks for both sites are three feet (3') minimum.

35.The preliminary site plan for Lot B was drafted with five foot (5) setbacks.

36. Staff recommends that the south side yard setback be increased to seven feet (77)
due to the neighboring property which is inches away.

37.Lot 10 contains a twenty foot (20’) temporary, non-exclusive utilities easement and
right-of-away for the benefit of King Ridge Estates.

38.This plat amendment does not change or affect such easement and the City
acknowledges the language and requirements found on such agreement.

39.The Snyderville Water Reclamation District (SBWRD) has reviewed the proposed
plat and identified an issue related to the location of the lateral sewer line servicing
the structure located at 68 Daly Avenue.

40.The applicant addressed the issue by providing an easement for the sewer lateral
and placing a note on the proposed plat advising of the existing lateral and possible
need to relocate the lateral into the easement for construction on the new lot.

41.The property owner shall comply with the requirements of the Snyderville Basin
Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).

42.All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein
as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law:

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment in that the combined proposed lots will

remove the lot lines found throughout the site and the ownership lines will match the

newly platted lines over the subject property.

The proposed lots will meet the lot and site requirements of the HR-1 District.

The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and

applicable State law regarding lot combinations.

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

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

wn

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.
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8.

9.

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

A 10’ (ten foot) snow storage easement shall be dedicated to Park City across the
both lots’ frontage on Daly Avenue.

Prior to plat recordation, an encroachment agreement must be entered into which
addresses the encroachments from 68 Daly Avenue or the encroachments shall be
removed.

Modified 13-D sprinklers shall be required for all new construction.

The property owner shall comply with the requirements of the Snyderville Basin
Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).

The plat shall reflect the existence of the temporary easement for the benefit for King
Ridge Estates.

A plat note shall be added to reflect that the maximum gross floor area for Lot B
shall not exceed 2,768 square feet.

The footprint of Lot shall be limited to the lot area minus vacated Anchor Avenue.
The maximum footprint of Lot B shall be limited to a maximum of 1,384 square feet.

10.The setback of the south side of Lot B shall be seven feet (7’) minimum.

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

publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of , 2012.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Dana Williams, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Jan Scott, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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Attachment A — Proposed Plat
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EXHIBH—P

Mean Building Footprints By Zone

)

(Sqg. Ft

Estate Zone: 5,438.76

HRL Zone:

HR-

1,540.15
1

,A482.24

1 Zone:

1,465.44

Daly Ave:

Zone Type

Legend
|:| Daly Ave Buildings

E

|:| Estate Zone Buildings

139

HR-1
HRL

- HR-1 Zone Buildings
|:| HRL Zone Buildings



christy.alexander
Typewritten Text
EXHIBIT P


City Council

Subject: King Duplex Condominiums @
Author: Kirsten Whetstone

Project Number: PL-14-02287 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Date: March 5, 2015

Type of Item: Administrative — Condominium Record of Survey Plat

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for The King Duplex
Condominiums Record of Survey Plat located at 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue
and consider approving the Condominium plat based on the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the attached ordinance. On
February 11, 2015, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to forward a positive
recommendation to City Council.

Description

Applicant: Carol O’Donoghue, owner

Location: 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1)

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential, open space, PCMR trails

Reason for Review: Condominium Record of Survey Plats require Planning
Commission review and City Council approval

Proposal

The property is located on Lots 5 and 6 of Block 30 of the Park City Survey commonly
owned by the applicant. The original lots lines from the historic survey still exist on said
lots. The owner desires to unify the property into one (1) lot of record by removing the
existing interior lot lines with the proposed condominium plat. The proposed plat will
also identify private, common, and limited common ownership areas of the existing
duplex structure and property and will provide for common ownership of the covered
access stairs.

Acronyms Used in this Report

BOA- Board of Adjustment

PCMR- Park City Mountain Resort

HDDR- Historic District Design Review

PUD- Planned Unit Development

CC&Rs- Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions

Background
On December 1, 2014, the City received an application for a Condominium Record of

Survey for an existing duplex located at 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue located in
the Historic Residential (HR-1) District (Exhibit A- proposed condominium plat). The
application was deemed complete on December 5, 2014. Approval of the Condominium
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Record of Survey allows for each unit to be sold separately and allows the proposed
shared covered access stairs to be designated as common area. The duplex is an
existing structure, constructed in 1988 (Exhibit B- existing conditions survey).

On November 19, 2013, the Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing and
approved variances for front and side yard setbacks, as well as a variance to the
maximum building footprint for each unit to allow construction of two detached single
car garages at the front of the property, reconstruction of the uncovered parking pad
structures in the front setback, and construction of a covered, shared staircase to
replace an open staircase that leads from the street to the front doors of the duplex
units located one story below the street (see Exhibit C- Board of Adjustment Action
letter). Conditions of approval of the November 19, 2013, Board of Adjustment action
included a condition of approval stating that “conditions of approval will be recorded as
notes on the future condominium record of survey plat prior to recordation”.

Conditions of approval of the November 19, 2013, Board of Adjustment Action shall be
included as notes on the final plat prior to recordation. These conditions are reiterated in
the recommended conditions of approval for this plat.

Encroachments across property lines will need to be addressed by an encroachment
agreement or removal of the encroachments prior to plat recordation. The existing
conditions survey indicates wooden steps on the north side of the property encroach
onto the City Open Space property to the north. There is also a diminimus
encroachment (less than 5”) onto the Treasure Hill Subdivision Open Space located
east of the City Open Space. An encroachment agreement is not required for the
diminimus encroachment of an at grade wood step.

On December 1, 2014, the applicant submitted an application for a Historic District
Design Review (HDDR) for construction of the two detached single car garages, the
covered shared staircase, and reconstruction of the elevated parking pads. Staff
provided the initial public notice for the HDDR application by sending out letters to
property owners and posting the property with a sign on January 5, 2015.

On February 11, 2015, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to forward a
positive recommendation to the City Council. There was discussion regarding the pitfalls
of two unit condominiums related to financing and certain requirements for 51% of
owners in agreement, as well as mediation as a tie break (Exhibit G Planning
Commission minutes). Commissioner Brand believed that there better solutions for
ownership of attached side by side units on separate lots, such as townhouses as
Planned Unit Developments (PUDs). Historically the City has not recognized PUDs,
though townhouse configurations that are part of a Master Planned Development where
units are located on individual lots with common wall/zero setbacks has been allowed.
The issue in this case is that the shared covered staircase crosses the property line and
is a structure. In order for the two sides of the duplex to be sold separately, a
condominium plat is required.
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Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to:

A. preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,

B. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,

C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,

D. encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75" Historic Lots,

E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and

F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.

Analysis
The duplex is located at 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue. Constructed in 1988 as a

side by side duplex on two “Old Town” lots, the structure is entirely owned by the
applicant. At the time of initial construction the City allowed party wall construction for
duplexes built with a common wall on a property line. At the time of construction,
duplexes were allowed uses in the HR-1 zone. Duplexes are currently a Conditional
Use in the HR-1 zone with a minimum lot size of 3,750 square feet. The duplex is
located on two lots and each lot contains 1,875 square feet of lot area. The duplex
meets the minimum total lot area of 3,750 sf.

Parking requirements for the duplex (two spaces per unit) are currently met with the
existing elevated open concrete parking pads located in the front of the units at the
street level (Exhibit D- photos). The applicant submitted an application for a Historic
District Design Review (HDDR) for construction of two detached single car garages,
reconstruction of the parking pad and railings for the second space for each unit, and
construction of a covered, common staircase to access front entrances of the units from
the street. The front doors of the duplex are located a story below street level.

The proposed condominium Record of Survey plat memorializes the covered common
staircase and common walls between the duplex units, as well as identifies private,
common, and limited common ownership areas of the existing duplex and associated
property of the lots.

Unit 1 contains 2,355 sf (including the lower level) and Unit 2 contains 2,103 sf
(including the lower level). Each Unit also contains 441 square feet of private
garage/parking area. Of the 441 sf of private parking/garage area, 252 is identified as
garage space for a future singe car garage and 189 sf is identified as open parking pad
area. Construction of the garages and reconstruction of the open parking pads is
subject to review and approval of the Historic District Design Review application
submitted on December 1, 2014. The shared, covered staircase, proposed to be
constructed with the garages and parking pads, to meet current building codes, is
identified on the record of survey plat as common area. The remaining lot area is
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identified as limited common area with use and ownership restricted to each adjacent
unit. All decks are identified as private area.

The owner submitted a draft Condominium Declaration and CC&Rs with the application.
The Condominium Documents will be recorded with the plat. The Condominium
Documents will outline the tie breaker process.

The following table shows applicable development parameters in the Historic
Residential (HR-1) District:

LMC Parameters

Required or Allowed

Existing/Proposed

Building Footprint

1,519 sf for combination of two
old town lots (3,750 sf lot area
total)

1,519 sf existing and
additional 504 sf allowed for
proposed detached garages
per BOA variances granted
on 11.19.13.

Front/Rear Yard
Setbacks

10 feet minimum

Existing duplex has 26’ front
and 9.22’ rear setbacks.
Existing non-complying rear
setbacks. Existing parking
pad structure has 3’ front
setbacks.

BOA granted variances to
allow garages and covered
staircases to have a 3’ front
setback.

Side Yard
Setbacks

5 feet minimum for combined lot

Existing duplex has 5’ side
setbacks. BOA granted
variances to allow
reconstructed parking pad
structure to have 2’ side
setbacks.

Building (Zone)
Height

No Structure shall be erected to a
height greater than twenty-seven
feet (27') from Existing Grade.

Existing duplex was
constructed prior to this
requirement. Existing duplex
is approximately 31.5’ in
height from Existing Grade.
Proposed garages are 11'6”
in height from slab and less
than 24’ in height from
extrapolated Existing Grade.

Final Grade

Final Grade must be within four
vertical feet (4’) of Existing Grade
around the periphery.

Existing duplex was
constructed prior to this
requirement. Proposed
garages and reconstructed
parking pad will not modify
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the existing grade situation.

Existing duplex has
maximum height of twenty

A Structure shall have a nine (29’) feet and was
Lowest Finish maximum height of thirty five feet | constructed prior to this
Floor Plane to (35’) measured from the lowest requirement. Proposed
Highest Wall Top finish floor plane to the point of detached garages have a
Plate the highest wall top plate. height of 11'6” from the

Garages are detached structures. | concrete slab to peak of roof
as approved with the
variance.

Existing duplex was
constructed prior to this

: A ten foot (10’) minimum requirement and there is no
Vertical ; . . ) )
: : horizontal step in the downhill horizontal step in the
Articulation . . . .
facade is required. downhill (east facing) facade.

No changes are proposed to
the downhill facade.

Good Cause

Staff finds good cause for this Condominium record of survey plat and conversion as
the units will be able to be sold separately and the plat provides common area
ownership designation for the covered shared access stairway and common walls
between units.

Process

Planning Commission makes a recommendation to City Council and the subsequent
decision by the City Council constitutes final action that may be appealed pursuant to
procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time.

Notice

On January 27, 2015, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was published in the Park Record and posted on
the public notice website on January 24, 2015.

Public Input
No public input has been received at the time this report was written. A public hearing is

scheduled for both Planning Commission and City Council as noted above.
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Alternatives

e The City Council may approve the King Duplex Condominium Record of Survey
plat as conditioned or amended; or

e The City Council may deny the King Duplex Condominium Record of Survey plat
and direct staff to make findings of fact and conclusion of law for this decision; or

e The City Council may continue discussion on this item to a date certain or a date
uncertain and provide Staff direction on any additional information that is required
in order to make a decision.

e There is not a null alternative for this request for a condominium record of survey.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The common staircase could not be covered.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the King Duplex
Condominiums Record of Survey Plat located at 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue
and consider approving the Condominium plat based on the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the attached Ordinance.

Exhibits

Ordinance

Exhibit A — Proposed Condominium Record of Survey

Exhibit B — Existing Conditions Survey

Exhibit C — Board of Adjustment Action Letter from the November 19, 2013 action
Exhibit D — Photos

Exhibit E — Plans for proposed detached Garages and covered stairs

Exhibit F — Recorder Plats

Exhibit G — Minutes of the February 11, 2015 Planning Commission meeting
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Ordinance No. 15 -

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE KING DUPLEX CONDOMINIUMS RECORD OF
SURVEY PLAT LOCATED AT 312 AND 314 UPPER NORFOLK AVENUE, LOTS 5
AND 6, BLOCK 30, OF THE PARK CITY SURVEY, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk
Avenue petitioned the City Council for approval of the King Duplex Condominiums
Record of Survey Plat; and

WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed on January 24, 2015 and posted
on January 27, 2015, according to the requirements of the Land Management Code;
and

WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners on
January 27, 2015; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 11,
2015, to receive input on The King Duplex Condominiums Record of Survey Plat; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on February 11, 2015, forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on March 5, 2015, to receive
input on the King Duplex Condominiums Record of Survey Plat; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah, to approve The King
Duplex Condominiums Record of Survey Plat to memorialize common, limited common,
and private ownership areas and allow the shared stairs to be covered.

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 King Duplex Condominiums Record of Survey Plat shown in
Exhibit A is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact:

1. The property is located at 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue.

2. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

3. The existing structure is a duplex constructed in 1988 on Lots 5 and 6 of Block 30 of
the Park City Survey.

4. A duplex was an allowed use in the HR-1 District at the time of the building permit
and construction. A duplex is now a conditional use in the current Land Management
Code.
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5. The area of the condominium plat is 3,750 square feet which is the minimum lot area
for a duplex in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

6. On November 19, 2013, the Board of Adjustment granted variances for the property,
including a variance to the required five (5’) foot side yard setbacks, the required ten
(10’) foot front setbacks, and the maximum building footprint of 1,519 sf for the
combined two lot area. The proposed condominium plat memorializes future
construction of two detached single car garages, reconstructed open parking pads,
and construction of a covered common stairway to be constructed utilizing the
variances granted subject to review and approval of a Historic District Design
Review application.

7. Two (2) parking spaces are to be provided for each unit, with one space located
within a single car detached garage and one space located on an open elevated
parking pad structure at the front of the lot to be reconstructed subject to variances
granted by the Board of Adjustment on November 19, 2013.

8. Unit 1 contains 2,355 sf (including the lower level) and Unit 2 contains 2,103 sf
(including the lower level). Each Unit also contains 441 square feet of private
garage/parking area. Of the 441 sf of private parking/garage area, 252 is identified
as garage space for a future singe car garage and 189 sf is identified as open
parking pad area.

9. The 252 square foot detached single car garages are proposed to be constructed in
the near future, subject to variances granted by the Board of Adjustment on
November 19, 2013. The 189 square foot open parking pads located adjacent to the
garages are proposed to be reconstructed with the garage construction project,
subject to the variances granted by the Board of Adjustment.

10. Conditions of approval of the November 19, 2013, Board of Adjustment action
included a condition of approval stating that “conditions of approval will be recorded
as notes on the future condominium record of survey plat prior to recordation”.

11.The shared, covered staircase, proposed to be constructed to meet the current
building code, is identified on the record of survey plat as common area. The shared
staircase is proposed to be constructed with the garages and parking pad subject to
the variances granted by the Board of Adjustment.

12.The remaining lot area is identified as limited common area with use and ownership
restricted to each adjacent unit. All decks are identified as private area.

13.The existing conditions survey indicates wooden steps on the north side of the
property encroach onto the City Open Space property to the north. There is also a
diminimus encroachment (less than 6”) onto the Treasure Hill Subdivision Open
Space located east of the City Open Space.

14.The findings within the Analysis section of this report are incorporated within.

Conclusions of Law:

1. There is good cause for this condominium Record of Survey plat.

2. The Record of Survey plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding Condominium Record of Survey Plats.

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Record
of Survey plat.
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4. Approval of the Record of Survey plat, subject to the conditions stated below, does
not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

Conditions of Approval:

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the Record of Survey and Condominium Documents and CC&Rs for
compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and conditions of approval,
prior to recordation of the plat.

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

3. The CC&Rs shall include a tie breaker mechanism.

4. Conditions of approval of the November 19, 2013, Board of Adjustment Action shall
be included as notes on the final plat prior to recordation.

5. No portion of the garages shall be used for additional living space

6. The garage interior shall be used for parking. Limited storage is permitted to the
extent that it does not preclude parking of a vehicle. Attic area may be used for
storage. Trash and recycling bins may be stored in the garages

7. The garages shall not exceed 11'6” from the finished floor elevation to the top of the
roof.

8. The area underneath the garages shall not be enclosed for use as habitable living
space.

9. Encroachments across property lines will need to be addressed by an encroachment
agreement or removal of the encroachments. An encroachment agreement is not
required for the diminimus encroachment of an at grade wood step.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of March, 2015.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

Marci Heil, City Recorder
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Exhibit A —Condominium Record of Survey Plat
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EXHIBIT A
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& EXHIBIT C

December 18, 2013

Carol O’Donoghue
988 Birdwood Drive
Orange Park, FL 32073

NOTICE OF BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION

Project Description: Variance requests
Project Number: PL-13-02139

Project Address: 312 and 314 Norfolk Ave
Date of Final Action: November 19, 2013

Action Taken

On November 19, 2013, the Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing and
approved variance requests regarding setbacks and building footprint for an existing
duplex located at 312 and 314 Norfolk Avenue. Approval was granted in accordance
with the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as follows:

Findings of Fact

1.
2.
3.

4.

The properties are located at 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue.

The properties are located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

The existing duplex structure is not an historic structure as it was constructed in
1981.

In addition to the variances granted on October 15, 2013, the applicant is
requesting the following four variances:

e A variance to LMC Section 15-2.2-3 (H) to the required five foot (5’) side
yard setbacks to allow a zero foot (0’) setback to the common shared
property line (for garages and stairs).

e A variance to LMC Section 15-2.2-3 (H) to the required five foot (5°) side
yard setbacks to allow a one foot (1’) setback to the outside property lines
(for parking pad and railings).

e A variance to LMC Section 15-2.2-3 (E) to allow a covered staircase in the
ten foot (10°) front setback (starting at 3’ from the property line and
continuing to the 10’ setback line), in addition to the variance granted by
the Board on October 15, 2013 to allow the detached garages and parking
pads in the front setback as shown on the plans.

e A variance to LMC Sections 15-2.2-3 (D) the maximum building footprint
of 1,519 sf to allow an additional 21 square feet of building footprint area
for each garage (total additional footprint of 42 sf) from the 462 sf (231 sf
per garage) granted by the Board on October 15th. The difference is

based on using the correct interior single car dimension required by the
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LMC (11’ by 20’) that results in a correct building footprint of 12’ by 21°
(252 sf). If approved, this variance combined with the October 15th
variance, will allow 504 square feet of additional building footprint for the
two garages (252 sf per garage).

5. The property consists of two “old town” lots. Each lot is a 25’ by 75’ lot containing
1,875 square feet, which is the minimum lot size allowed in the district. The two
lots combined contain 3,750 square feet of lot area, which is the minimum lot
size allowed for duplexes in the district.

6. The site is currently occupied by a duplex that contains two (2) separate dwelling
units adjoined by a zero setback common “party-wall.” This is an existing
condition that was permitted at the time of construction and the structure is a
legal noncomplying structure. Each unit has a footprint area of 800 sf for a total
existing building footprint area of 1,600 sf. The maximum building footprint for a
combined 50’ by 75’ lot is 1,519 sf. The maximum building footprint for a single
lot is 844 sf.

7. There are two existing dilapidated parking pad structures built within the front
yard setback to provide required parking spaces for the duplexes.

8. The current application is a request for side yard and building footprint variances,
as described in #4 above, and is based on a combined 50’ by 75’ lot.

9. The variances continue to be requested for the purpose of constructing a single
car garage for each unit with a covered stairway between the two detached
single car garages and reconstruction of the uncovered parking pads, one for
each unit for a total of 4 parking spaces for the 2 units (2 in the garages and 2 on
the pads). The side yard variances are requested to accommodate two 9’ wide
parking pads, two 12’ wide (exterior dimension) garages, and a 4’ wide shared
staircase within a 50’ wide combined lot.

10.The unreasonable hardship is that the owner’s properties are at the end of a
long, narrow street and snow removal by the City during the winter months
causes their driveways and walkway to be covered in snow due to the fact that
there is no “cul-de-sac” in which to turn, or for the plow to store the snow, and
the required parking areas are uncovered and on the downhill side of the street.
The turn-around is an emergency turn-around that is required to be cleared to
the full required width for emergency vehicles.

11.The enclosed garages will help ensure that at least one vehicle for each dwelling
unit can be parked off the street. The other parking space for each dwelling unit
would be on the remaining area of the parking pads, as uncovered spaces.

12.Due to the fact that there is little to no on-street parking nearby these properties,
parking within the garages will be utilized for the associated dwelling units.
Parking during the winter months on Upper Norfolk is difficult due to snow
accumulation at the street’s end and resident guest parking. The open parking
pads are perceived parking for the trailhead.

13.Granting of the variance allows the applicant the same rights as other property
owners in the district. Most properties have enclosed parking in garages that
discourage parking within/or behind them. This is not the case with the subject
property parking pads, which are often utilized by trail users, resident guests, and
other users as mistaken “on-street” parking.

14.Without the variance, the applicants will not be able to build the garages and
cover the stairs, and would continue to have problems with snow removal, public
parking on the parking pads, and the treacherous narrow, steep, icy staircase to
the front entrances of the units.

156



15. Granting of the variances would allow the applicant to build two (2) detached
single car garages with a common covered stairway between them, providing
safer access and egress from the homes during the winter months and providing
a front entry at the street.

16.The stairs are covered with a door at the street but no door at the bottom. The
stairs are covered, but not enclosed. Covered stairs do not require utilization of
building footprint because the space is open at the bottom and the area is not
living area or finished, conditioned space, similar to a covered porch.

17.0ne of the goals identified in the current General Plan is to ensure that the
character of new construction is architecturally-compatible to the existing historic
character of Park City. The applicant will be required to go through the HDDR
process for compatibility with the adopted Historic District Design Guidelines
prior to the construction of the garage.

18.The survey indicates wooden steps on the north side of the property encroach
onto the City Open Space property to the north. There is also a diminimus
encroachment (less than 5”) onto the Treasure Hill Subdivision Open Space
located east of the City Open Space.

19.The proposed garages are separate detached structures and not attached to the
main duplex structure. The proposed garages are 10’6” in height from the
finished floor elevation to the front gable and 11'6” in height from the finished
floor elevation to the highest roof ridge according to the elevations submitted with
the variance application.

20.The spirit of the LMC is observed and substantial justice done.

Conclusions of Law

1. Literal enforcement of the HR-1 District requirements for this property causes an
unreasonable hardship that is not necessary to carry out the general purpose of
the zoning ordinance.

2. There are special circumstances attached to the property that do not generally
apply to other properties in the same district.

3. Granting the variance is essential to the enjoyment of substantial property right
possessed by other property owners in the same district.

4. The proposal is consistent with the General Plan.

5. The spirit of the zoning ordinance is observed by this application.

6. It can be shown that all of the conditions justifying a variance, pursuant to LMC 8§
15-10-9, have been met.

1. Avariance to LMC Section 15-2.2-3 (H), to the required five foot (5’) side yard
setbacks to allow a zero foot (0’) setback to the common shared property line (for
garages and stairs), is hereby denied, as Condition of Approval #6 makes it
unnecessary.

2. A variance to LMC Section 15-2.2-3 (H), to the required five foot (5’) side yard
setbacks to allow a two foot (2’) setback to the outside property lines for parking
pad (railings are allowed to encroach an additional one foot (1’)),is hereby
granted.

3. A variance to LMC Section 15-2.2-3 (E) to allow a covered staircase in the ten
foot (10’) front setback (starting at 3’ from the property line and continuing to the
10’ setback line), in addition to the variance granted by the Board on October 15,
2013 to allow the detached garages and parking pads in the front setback as

shown on the plans, is hereby granted.
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4.

5.

A variance to LMC Section 15-2.2-3 (D), to the maximum building footprint of
1,519 sf to allow an additional 21 square feet of building footprint area for each
garage (total additional footprint of 42 sf from the 462 sf (231 sf per garage)
granted by the Board on October 15", is hereby granted. This variance
combined with the October 15th variance, will allow a total of 504 square feet of
additional building footprint for the two garages (252 sf per garage).

The variances run with the land.

Conditions of Approval

1.

w N

The variances are granted for the two parking pads, two single car garages, and
the covered shared stairway, as indicated on the plans submitted with this
application.

No portion of the garages shall be used for additional living space.

The garage interior shall be used for parking. Limited storage is permitted to the
extent that it does not preclude parking of a vehicle. Attic area may be used for
storage. Trash and recycling bins may be stored in the garages.

The garages shall not exceed 11'6” from the finished floor elevation to the top of
the roof.

The area underneath the garages shall not be enclosed for use as habitable
living space.

Recordation of a condominium record of survey plat is required prior to issuance
of a building permit for the covered staircase. Uncovered stairs may be
reconstructed without the condominium record of survey plat, subject to
recordation of access and construction easements as required by the Chief
Building Official.

Any encroachments from this property onto the adjacent Open Space shall be
removed prior to issuance of any building permits, unless an encroachment
agreement is executed and recorded between the property owner (applicant) and
the City. No encroachment agreement is required for the diminimus
encroachment.

The above conditions of approval will be recorded as notes on the future
condominium record of survey plat prior to recordation.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to
call me at 435-615-5066 or email me at kirsten@parkcity.org.

Sincerely,
Hocte, . AT

Kirsten A. Whetstone, MS, AICP
Senior Planner

File
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Exhibit G- Minutes from February 11, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

FEBRUARY 11, 2015

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Chair Nann Worel, Melissa Band, Preston Campbell, Steve Joyce, John Phillips, Adam
Strachan, Doug Thimm

EX OFFICIO:

Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Francisco Astorga, Planner; Anya Grahn, Planner; Christy
Alexander, Planner; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney

NOTE: Due to recording failure these minutes were prepared from the Staff report

and Notes.

REGULAR MEETING

ROLL CALL

Chair Worel called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

January 14, 2015

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the minutes of January 14, 2015 as
written. Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed. Commissioner Campbell abstained since he was not present
for the January 14™ meeting.

PUBLIC INPUT
There were no comments.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
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Planner Kirsten Whetstone announced that the Planning Department would be hosting an
open house on Wednesday, February 18" from 4:00-7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers,
to discuss the Historic District and the Design Guidelines. The open house is an
opportunity for the public to learn more about historic preservation efforts and to provide
input on current issues facing the historic district.

The Staff requested that the 9 Hldden Splendor Court matter scheduled on the agenda this
evening be continued to February 25", Since it was advertised on the agenda this evening
the Planning Commission should take public input. To accommodate the public who had
attended to make comment, Hidden Splendor Court was moved to the first item on the
agenda.

REGULAR AGENDA - Discussion, public hearing, action.

1. 9 Hidden Splendor Court — 9 Hidden Splendor Re-Plat — Plat Amendment to
Combine four lots into a single lot of record. (Application PL-15-00000)

The Staff requested that this item be continued to February 25" 2015.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

Eric Baer, a neighbor, asked to read a letter he had written since he would not be able to
attend the meeting on February 25", Mr. Baer opposed the proposed Plat Amendment
and expressed his concerns.

Laurie and Kenyon Sweeney were concerned that the proposed plat amendment would
impact their quality of life. Building would eliminate the open space and make the area feel
crowded.

Assistant City Attorney McLean remarked that there would be a note on the plat stating that
the “A” lots could not be built upon, per a previous Land Use agreement.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips oved to CONTINUE the 9 Hidden Splendor Court Plat
Amendment to February 25, 2015. Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
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2. 312 & 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue — Condominium Record of Survey Plat
(Application PL-14-02287)

Planner Whetstone reviewed the application for a Condominium Record of Survey Plat for
property located on Lots 5 and 6 of Block 30 of the Park City Survey. The property is
owned by the applicant. The original lots lines from the historic survey still exist on said
lots. The owner desires to combine the property into one lot of record by removing the
existing interior lot lines with the proposed condominium plat. The proposed plat will
also identify private, common, and limited common ownership areas of the existing
duplex structure and property, and will provide for common ownership of the covered
access stairs.

Planner Whetstone reported that on December 1, 2014, the City received an application for
a Condominium Record of Survey for an existing duplex located at 312 and 314 Upper
Norfolk Avenue located in the HR-1 District. Approval of the Condominium Record of
Survey allows for each unit to be sold separately and allows the shared access stairs to be
designated as common area. The duplex is an existing structure that was constructed in
1988.

On November 19, 2013, the Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing and
approved variances for front and side yard setbacks, as well as a variance to the
maximum building footprint for each unit to allow construction of two detached single
car garages at the front of the property, reconstruction of the uncovered parking pad
structures in the front setback, and construction of a covered, shared staircase to
replace an open staircase that leads from the street to the front doors of the duplex
units located one story below the street. Planner Whetstone explained that the reason for
constructing a cover over the staircase was due to safety concerns.

Parking requirements for the duplex of two spaces per unit are currently met with the
existing elevated open concrete parking pads located in the front of the units at the
street level. The applicant has submitted an application for a Historic

District Design Review for construction of two detached single car garages,
reconstruction of the parking pad and railings for the second space for each unit, and
construction of a covered, common staircase to access front entrances of the units from
the street. The front doors of the duplex are located a story below street level.

The proposed condominium Record of Survey plat memorializes the covered common
staircase and common walls between the duplex units, as well as identifies private,
common, and limited common ownership areas of the existing duplex and associated
property of the lots.
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Conditions of approval of the November 19, 2013, Board of Adjustment action

included a condition of approval stating that “conditions of approval will be recorded as
notes on the future condominium record of survey plat prior to recordation”. Conditions of
approval of the November 19, 2013, Board of Adjustment Action shall be included as notes
on the final plat prior to recordation. These conditions were reiterated in the recommended
conditions of approval for this plat.

The Staff conducted an analysis and Staff finds good cause for this Condominium record
of survey plat and conversion as the units will be able to be sold separately and the plat
provides common area ownership designation for the covered shared access stairway and
common walls between units.

The Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the King
Duplex Condominiums Record of Survey Plat located at 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk
Avenue and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to City Council based on the
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as found in the draft
ordinance.

Commissioner Band did not believe a two-unit condo made sense. She commented on the
regulations related to condos and expressed her concerns that this arrangement would
complicate the ability to obtain financing. Commissioner Band would like to the applicant to
have the option to sell units independently of one another.

The applicant, Carol O’Donoghue, was bothered by Commissioner Band’s comment
because she needed financing to build the garages. Commissioner Band suggested that
Ms. O’'Donoghue speak with her lender.

Chair Worel asked if the Planning Commission should continue this item until the issue is
researched and resolved. Ms. O’Donoghue stated that she needed the approval to move
ahead with building the garages. Commissioner Band asked if people in a two-unit condo
could apply for a rezone. Assistant City Attorney McLean replied that it would require
vacating the condo plat.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Thimm agreed that covering the stairway makes it safer.
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Commissioner Campbell had no issues with the proposed request.

Commissioner Phillips was comfortable with the request; however he did not like having the
two garage doors so close together. Commissioner Phillips stated that he would like to see
the minutes from the BOA meeting.

Chair Worel asked about encroachments. Planner Whetstone stated that there was only
one encroachment, which is a diminimus encroachment of the wooden stairs. An
encroachment agreement is not required for the diminimus encroachment of an at grade
wood step.

Commissioner Joyce clarified that they were not really stairs. They are actually terraced
railroad ties.

MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City
Council for the 212 & 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue — Condominium Records of Survey Plat
based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the
draft ordinance. Commissioner Band seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 312 & 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue

1. The property is located at 312 and 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue.
2. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

3. The existing structure is a duplex constructed in 1988 on Lots 5 and 6 of Block 30 of
the Park City Survey.

4. A duplex was an allowed use in the HR-1 District at the time of the building permit
and construction. A duplex is now a conditional use in the current Land Management
Code.

5. The area of the condominium plat is 3,750 square feet which is the minimum lot area
for a duplex in the HR-1 District.

6. On November 19, 2013, the Board of Adjustment granted variances for the property,
including a variance to the required five (5’) foot side yard setbacks, the required ten
(10’) foot front setbacks, and the maximum building footprint of 1,519 sf for the
combined two lot area. The proposed condominium plat memorializes future
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construction of two detached single car garages, reconstructed open parking pads,
and construction of a covered common stairway to be constructed utilizing the
variances granted subject to review and approval of a Historic District Design
Review application.

7. Two (2) parking spaces are to be provided for each unit, with one space located
within a single car detached garage and one space located on an open elevated
parking pad structure at the front of the lot to be reconstructed subject to variances
granted by the Board of Adjustment on November 19, 2013.

8. Unit 1 contains 2,355 sf (including the lower level) and Unit 2 contains 2,103 sf
(including the lower level). Each Unit also contains 441 square feet of private
garage/parking area. Of the 441 sf of private parking/garage area, 252 is identified
as garage space for a future singe car garage and 189 sf is identified as open
parking pad area.

9. The 252 square foot detached single car garages are proposed to be constructed in
the near future, subject to variances granted by the Board of Adjustment on
November 19, 2013. The 189 square foot open parking pads located adjacent to the
garages are proposed to be reconstructed with the garage construction project,
subject to the variances granted by the Board of Adjustment.

10.Conditions of approval of the November 19, 2013, Board of Adjustment action
included a condition of approval stating that “conditions of approval will be recorded
as notes on the future condominium record of survey plat prior to recordation”.

11.The shared, covered staircase, proposed to be constructed to meet the current
building code, is identified on the record of survey plat as common area. The shared
staircase is proposed to be constructed with the garages and parking pad subject to
the variances granted by the Board of Adjustment.

12.The remaining lot area is identified as limited common area with use and ownership
restricted to each adjacent unit. All decks are identified as private area.

13.The existing conditions survey indicates wooden steps on the north side of the
property encroach onto the City Open Space property to the north. There is also a
diminimus encroachment (less than 6”) onto the Treasure Hill Subdivision Open Space
located east of the City Open Space.

14.The findings within the Analysis section of this report are incorporated within.
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Conclusions of Law — 312 & 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue

1. There is good cause for this condominium Record of Survey plat.

2. The Record of Survey plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding Condominium Record of Survey Plats.

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Record
of Survey plat.

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

Conditions of Approval — 312 & 314 Upper Norfolk Avenue

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the Record of Survey and Condominium Documents and CC&Rs for
compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and conditions of approval,
prior to recordation of the plat.

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

3. The CC&Rs shall include a tie breaker mechanism.

4. Conditions of approval of the November 19, 2013, Board of Adjustment Action shall
be included as notes on the final plat prior to recordation.

5. No portion of the garages shall be used for additional living space
6. The garage interior shall be used for parking. Limited storage is permitted to the
extent that it does not preclude parking of a vehicle. Attic area may be used for storage.

Trash and recycling bins may be stored in the garages

7. The garages shall not exceed 11'6” from the finished floor elevation to the top of the
roof.

8. The area underneath the garages shall not be enclosed for use as habitable living
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space.

9. Encroachments across property lines will need to be addressed by an encroachment
agreement or removal of the encroachments. An encroachment agreement is not
required for the diminimus encroachment of an at grade wood step.

3. 930 Empire Avenue — Plat Amendment to combine one and a half lots into a
single lot of record (Application PL-14-02604)

Planner Grahn reviewed the applications for a Plat Amendment for property located at 930
Empire Avenue. The property is in the HR-1 District. The subject property consists of all of
Lot 26 and the southerly %2 of Lot 25 of Block 15, Snyder’s Addition. The original lot lines
from the historic survey still exist on the lots and the owner is requesting to combine the
property into one lot of record by removing the existing interior lot lines. The applicant
owns Lot 26 and the southerly %2 of Lot 25. They do not own the northern half of Lot 25.

Planner Grahn stated that currently the site contains a 3-story single-family A-frame
dwelling that was built in 1975. The site is not listed on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory
and the applicant has applied for a demolition permit to remove the existing A-frame and
develop the property, since A-frames are not protected structures. The applicant had
submitted a Pre-Historic District Design Review application for the new residential
structure.

Planner Grahn noted that an existing parking pad currently consumes much of the front
yard setback and extends into the City right-of-way. The applicant can either remove the
existing parking pad from the public right-of-way, or enter into an encroachment agreement
with the City, as required by Condition of Approval #4. Any new on-site parking shall be
provided entirely within the platted Lot and out of the Empire Avenue right-of-way.

Prior to redeveloping the lot, the applicant would be required to submit for an HDDR
Approval.

The Staff had conducted an analysis and finds good cause for this plat amendment as it
will eliminate the existing interior lot line and create one new legal lot of record from 1-1/2
existing lots. Without this plat amendment, any new development would be confined to Lot
26 as no new development would be permitted to straddle an interior lot line.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the plat amendment
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for 930 Empire Avenue, based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of
approval found in the draft ordinance.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.
There were no comments.
Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Band asked if encroachment agreements were easy to do. Planner Grahn
replied that encroachment agreements with the City are typically straightforward.

MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City
Council for the Plat Amendment at 930 Empire Avenue to combine one and a half lots into
a single lot of record, in accordance with the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Conditions of Approval in the draft ordinance. Commissioner Band seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 930 Empire Avenue

1. The property is located at 930 Empire Avenue.

2. The property is in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

3. The subject property consists of all of Lot 26 and the southerly half (1/2) of Lot
25, Block 15, Snyder’s Addition. The applicant does not have ownership of the
northerly half (1/2) of Lot 25.

4. The entire area is recognized by the County as Parcel SA-154.

5. The site is not designated as historic by the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).

6. The building footprint of the existing A-frame dwelling is approximately 1,104
square feet.

7. The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing area
consisting of approximately 2,812.5 square feet.

8. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential (HR-1)
District.
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9. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.
10. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling.

11. The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’). The
proposed lot is thirty-seven and one-half feet (37.5’) wide. The proposed lot
meets the minimum lot width requirement.

12. The existing structure meets all required front, rear, and side yard setbacks. Any
new development on the property will also be required to meet the setbacks, as
defined by LMC 15-2.2-3.

13. There is an existing parking pad that encroaches into the Empire Avenue right-of-way.
14. The applicant applied for a Building Department demolition permit for the existing
A-frame structure on January 16, 2015. The applicant also submitted a Pre-

Historic District Design Review application to the Planning

Department on January 27, 2015, for a new single-family residence.

15. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law — 930 Empire Avenue

1. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding lot combinations.

2. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat
Amendment.

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

Conditions of Approval — 930 Empire Avenue

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

2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of
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City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time,
this approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in
writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City
Council.

3. Aten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the
Empire Avenue frontage of the property.

4. The applicant can either remove the existing parking pad from the public right-of-way,
or enter into an encroachment agreement with the City. New on-site

parking shall be provided entirely on the platted Lot and out of the Empire

Avenue right-of-way.

4, 955 & 347 Ontario Avenue — An ordinance considering the Ontario Three
Subdivision Plat Amendment. (Application PL-14-02542)

Planner Francisco Astorga reviewed the application for the Ontario Three Subdivision Plat
Amendment for property located at 355 & 347 Ontario Avenue in the HR-1 District. The
subject property consists of Lots 18, 19, and 20, Block 54 of the Park City Survey. Lots 18
and 19, known as 355 Ontario Avenue, is owned by Ontario, LLC, Bill McKenna. This site
is also listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory and is recognized as a

Landmark site. The property is also known as the Levins D. Gray House built circa
1902. This site was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1984 as

part of the Park City Mining Boom Era Residences Thematic District. The house retains its
historic integrity. The house is sited towards the rear of the lot. The front of the house is
opposite from the street, as pedestrian access is from a path off Shorty’s Stairs. This
house does not have vehicular access. Due to the historic nature of the site, it was built
over the lot line. The lot line between Lot 19 and 20 currently goes through the house.

Lot 20, known as 347 Ontario Avenue, is owned by Michael Stewart. This existing house
was built in 2000.

Planner Astorga noted that Ontario LLC and Michael Stewart were co-applicants on this
application, based on an agreement between the two parties to exchange property. The
owner of Lot 20, Mr. Stewart, has an agreement with the owner of Lot 18 and 19, Ontario
LLC, to purchase a portion of Lot 19 to the north with the intent of modifying the entrance
to the existing residence on Lot 20. The original lot line when Park City Survey was platted
still exists between Lots 18, 19, 20. The owners desire to reconfigure Lots 18, 19, and 20
into two lots of record by re-configuring the existing lot line between Lot 19 and 20, and
removing the lot line between Lot 18 and 19. The proposed plat amendment would
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reconfigure the lot line between Lots 19 and 20 making Lot 20 bigger and the combined
Lots 18/19 smaller. The owner of Lot 20 has an agreement with the owner of Lot 18 and19
to purchase a portion of Lot 19 to the north consisting of 398 square feet. Both applicants
were considering remodels to the existing structures on the lots.

The Staff had conducted an analysis and found good cause for this Plat Amendment as
the lot line going through the historic structure between Lot 18 & 19 is proposed to be
removed. Also, the proposed lots meet the current parameters in terms of minimum lot
size and lot width, and the character of the district will not be negatively changed.
Additionally, the plat amendment removes the ability to construct a duplex on Lot A
because the proposed lot does not meet the minimum lot requirements for a duplex. Public
snow storage and utility easements are provided on the lots.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Ontario Three
Subdivision Plat Amendment based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and
conditions of approval in the draft ordinance.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City
Council for the Ontario Three Subdivision Plat at 955 & 347 Ontario Avenue, in accordance
with the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the draft
ordinance. Commissioner Band seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 955 & 347 Ontario Avenue

1. The property is located at 355 & 347 Ontario Avenue.
2. The property is in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.
3. The subject property consists of Lots 18, 19, and 20, Block 54, Park City Survey.

4. Lots 18 and 19, known as 355 Ontario Avenue, are currently recognized by the
County as Parcel PC-449.

182



5. 355 Ontario Avenue is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is
recognized as a Landmark site.

6. The historic house at 355 Ontario is sited towards the rear of the lot and the front
of the house is opposite from the street, Ontario Avenue, as the pedestrian

access is from a path off Shorty’s Stairs and does not have vehicular access.

7. Due to the historic nature of the site, it was built over the lot line.

8. The lot line between Lot 18 and 19 currently goes through the historic house.

9. Lot 20, known as 347 Ontario Avenue, is currently recognized by the County as
Parcel PC-450.

10.The house on 347 Ontario was built in 2000 and is not historic.

11.The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) lots of record from the existing
three (3) lots.

12.The plat amendment removes the lot line between Lots 18 and 19 going through
the historic structure on 355 Ontario Avenue and reconfigures the lot line
between Lots 19 and 20 making Lot 20 bigger and combined Lots 18/19 smaller.

13.The owner of Lot 20 has an agreement with the owner of Lot 18/19 to purchase a
portion of Lot 19 to the north consisting of 398 square feet.

14.A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential (HR-1)
District.

15.The proposed lot size of Lot A is 3,352 square feet.

16.The proposed lot size of Lot B is 2,273 square feet.

17.The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.
18.The proposed lots meet the minimum lot area for single-family dwellings.

19.The proposed land transfer disallows Lot A of being eligible for a duplex dwelling
due to the required minimum lot area of 3,750 square feet.

183



20.The width of Lot A is 41.5 feet.

21.The width of Lot B is 33.5 feet.

22.The minimum lot width allowed in the HR-1 District is twenty-five feet (25).
23.The proposed lots meet the minimum lot width requirements.

24.Based on proposed lot size, the maximum building footprint for Lot A is 1,388.3
square feet.

25.Based on proposed lot size, the maximum building footprint for Lot A is 1,000.3
square feet.

26.The front and rear yard setbacks for both proposed lots are ten feet (10)
minimum.

27.The side yard setbacks for proposed Lot A are five feet (5’) minimum.
28.The side yard setbacks for proposed Lot B are three feet (3’) minimum.

29.All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law — 955 & 347 Ontario Avenue

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.

2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding lot combinations.

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat
Amendment.

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

Conditions of Approval — 955 & 347 Ontario Avenue

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

2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City
Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this
approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council.

3. Aten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the
Ontario Avenue frontage of the property.

4. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on
the final Mylar prior to recordation.

5. 74 & 80 Daly Avenue — 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision — Plat Amendment.
(Application PL-14-02449)

Planner Alexander reviewed the request for a Plat Amendment for the purpose of
subdividing a portion of Lot 9, Lot 10, a portion of Lot 11 and a portion of the vacated
Anchor Avenue into two lots of record located in Block 74 of the Park City Survey. The
applicant currently owns all of the property and requests to subdivide the property to create
two new lots on which he plans to build new homes at 74 & 80 Daly Avenue in the HR-1
District. Currently the proposed lots are vacant of any structures. Both proposed lots meet
the minimum lot area standards as given for the HR-1 District. The applicant intends to
build new single-family homes on the proposed lots. The applicant had provided
preliminary home designs to the Design Review Team to discuss Historic

District Guidelines and LMC requirements, but he had not yet submitted official Historic
District Design Review or Steep Slope CUP applications.

A previous plat amendment application submitted by a previous owner went before the
Planning Commission and City Council in 2012. At those meetings, the Planning
Commission and Council had several concerns and the Planning Commission eventually
forwarded a negative recommendation to the City Council. The history and outcome of the
Planning Commission and City Council meetings were provided in the Staff report. Due to
the concerns and issues raised by the City Council the original plat amendment application
from 2012 was withdrawn. The previous applicant sold his property and no further
applications were made until the current applicant/owner submitted this application on
August 1, 2014.

A neighboring property at 68 Daly Avenue has an existing deck encroaching in two places
over the lot lines onto the proposed Lot A. The encroachment issue was resolved through
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an encroachment agreement that was recorded in July 15, 2014. Limitations regarding
house size and other issues could be addressed with the Steep Slope CUP process.

The Staff conducted an analysis and found good cause for this plat amendment.
Combining the parcels and subdividing the lots will allow the property owner to develop
homes and will create legal lots out of the existing parcels. The plat amendment will also
utilize best planning and design practices, while preserving the character of the
neighborhood and of Park City, and furthering the health, safety, and welfare of the Park
City community. Issues in regards to compatibility with the neighborhood have been
addressed as Lot B has been reduced to allow only a single-family house. Staff finds that
the plat will not cause undo harm to adjacent property owners and all future development
will be reviewed for compliance with all Building Codes, the Land Management Code, and
applicable Historic District Design Guidelines requirements. A Steep Slope CUP would
address previous concerns of structures falling down the hillside to the west of the

property.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 74 & 80 Daly
Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and
conditions of approval in the draft ordinance.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

Carlene Riley asked questions unrelated to the plat amendment application. She stated
that she would research the application and submit any comments to the Staff.

Delphine Comp asked how large a home the applicant would be allowed to build.
Planner Alexander stated that Lot A would be allowed a max of 972.4 square feet footprint
going up to a 27’ height and Lot B would be allowed a max of 1, 418.7 square feet footprint
going up to a height of 27'.

Commissioner Phillips believed the questions being asked by the public were more
appropriate for the CUP process since house size, etc. would be addressed at that time.
He encouraged the public to hold those types of comments for the CUP public hearing.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Planner Alexander pointed out that the applicant would like to maximize the footprint in
which case the structures could be larger.
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Commissioner Band was not in favor of handicapping this owner when others could have
larger homes.

Planner Whetstone pointed out that basement areas are not counted towards square
footage in residential areas.

Commissioner Campbell stated that it would be more appropriate for the Planning
Commission to look at house size and neighborhood compatibility during the CUP process.
He did not believe it was a discussion for the plat amendment.

Commissioner Strachan could not support having vacated Anchor be part of the lot size.
Based on Commissioner Strachan’s comment, Commissioner Joyce thought the building
footprint should be changed now rather than waiting for the CUP. Planner Alexander
pointed out that Anchor Avenue was already vacated to the applicant and he now owns it.

Assistant City Attorney McLean was unfamiliar with the history of the Anchor vacation.
Planner Astorga stated that he was the Planner in 2012 and could provide some
background. He noted that the owner did not petition to vacate Anchor Avenue. It was the
City who determined that Anchor would never be used and it made sense to vacate it.
Planner Astorga pointed out that doing a house size analysis at the plat amendment stage
has been done in the past.

Commissioner Phillips asked if the owner could build in the vacated area. Planner
Alexander answered yes. After further discussion regarding vacated Anchor, Assistant City
McLean suggested that the Staff needed to do more research on the vacation of Anchor
and whether building could occur in the vacated area.

Commissioner Joyce was unsure how they would do a restriction based on compatibility.
He was leaning towards addressing compatibility as part of this plat amendment.

Commissioner Phillips assumed that both lots would have to come in for a CUP.

Commissioner Thimm thought the design could yield a massing solution. He did not think
the platting stage was the best place to look at compatibility and massing. He preferred to
address those issues with the CUP.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for the 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment in accordance with
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the draft
ordinance. Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.
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VOTE: The motion passed 5-1. Commissioner Strachan voted against the motion.

Commissioner Joyce requested to see a compatibility analysis when the item comes back
for a CUP.

Findings of Fact — 74 & 80 Daly Avenue

1. The plat is located at 74 & 80 Daly Avenue within the Historic Residential (HR-1)District.

2. The 74 & 80 Daly Avenue Subdivision consists of a portion of Lot 9, Lot 10, a portion of
Lot 11 and a portion of the vacated Anchor Avenue located in Block 74 of the Park
City Survey.

3. On February 28, 2012 the City received a previous application by a previous owner
of this property for a two lot subdivision plat amendment. After three meetings at the
Planning Commission the Commission voted 4-1 to forward a negative recommendation to
the City Council due to concerns of compatibility and issues with

the owner of 68 Daly, Pete Henderson. The City Council discussed the item on

August 30, 2012 and decided to continue the item to their October 25, 2012 meeting.
The previous applicant then pulled their application on October 9, 2012 in order to

work through the concerns discussed by the City Council.

4. On August 1, 2014, the current owner and applicant submitted an application for a
plat amendment to subdivide parcels containing a total of 5,643.92 sf into two (2)
lots of record. Lot A will consist of 2,200.80 sf and Lot B will consist of 3,443.12 sf.

5. The application was deemed complete on December 11, 2014.

6. The parcels at 74 & 80 Daly Ave are currently vacant.

7. The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 sf for a single-family dwelling.

8. The maximum footprint allowed in the HR-1 zone is 972.4 sf for the proposed Lot A
and 1,418.7 sf for the proposed Lot B based on the lot area of the lots.

9. As conditioned, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new noncomplying
or non-conforming situations.

10.The property to the northwest (68 Daly Ave) currently has an existing single-family

home built in 1982 which has an existing deck encroaching in two places over the lot
lines onto the proposed Lot A. An encroachment agreement was recorded July 15,
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2014 as Entry No. 998906 in Book 2248 at Page 1048 of Official Records.

11.The property directly to the northwest (68 Daly Ave) also contains a concrete pad,
concrete stairs, wood steps and a landing leading to the existing single-family home
which are built directly adjacent to the lot line shared with the proposed 74 Daly Ave.?
No encroachment permits are needed as this stairway does not encroach onto the
property at 74 Daly Ave.

12.The property directly to the south (84 Daly Ave) contains an existing single-family
home that comes within inches of the proposed property lines. No encroachment
permits will be needed as the existing home does not cross the property line,
however, a 6 feet side setback will be required for any new home constructed on Lot
B.

13.The plat amendment secures public snow storage easements of ten (10") feet across
the frontage of the lots.

14.A 20 foot wide temporary construction easement exists along the south portion of
Lot B. The temporary construction easement will need to be removed prior to
Building Permit approval. The temporary construction easement shall not be
abandoned until all necessary utilities within the adjacent sewer and utility
easements are installed.

15.There is a 5 foot wide sewer easement and 6 foot wide utility easement along the
south edge of 80 Daly.

Conclusions of Law — 74 & 80 Daly Avenue

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.

2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding subdivisions.

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

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

Conditions of Approval — 74 & 80 Daly Avenue
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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.

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

3. No building permit for any work shall be issued until the plat is recorded and until the
Historic District Design Review and Steep Slope CUP, if required, applications are
submitted and approved for each lot.

4. No building permit for any work shall be issued on Lot B until the temporary
construction easement is abandoned on Lot B.

5. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on
the final Mylar prior to recordation.

6. A ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of
the lots with Daly Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.

Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: Ontario Three Subdivision
Author: Francisco J. Astorga, City Planner
Project Number: PL-14-02542

Date: March 5, 2015

Type of Iltem: Administrative — Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the Ontario Three
Subdivision Plat Amendment located at 355 & 347 Ontario Avenue and consider
approving it based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as found in the draft ordinance.

Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department. The
City Council, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but should
make its decisions independently.

Description
Applicants: Ontario, LLC and Michael Stewart
represented by Marshall King with Alliance Engineering Inc.
Location: 355 Ontario Avenue, Lot 18 & 19
347 Ontario Avenue, Lot 20
Zoning: Historic Residential-1
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential
Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council review and action
Proposal

Lot 18 and 19, Block 54, Park City Survey, known as 355 Ontario Avenue, is currently
owned by Ontario, LLC. Lot 20, Block 54, Park City Survey, known as 347 Ontario
Avenue, is currently owned by Michael Stewart. The owner of Lot 20 has an agreement
with the owner of Lot 18/19 to purchase a portion of Lot 19 to the north with the goal of
modifying the entrance to the existing residence on Lot 20. The original lot line when
Park City Survey was platted still exists between Lots 18, 19, 20. The owners desire to
reconfigure Lots 18, 19, and 20 into two (2) lots of record by re-configuring the existing
lot line between Lot 19 and 20, and removing the lot line between Lot 18 and 19.

Background
On November 11, 2014 the City received a completed Plat Amendment application for

the Ontario Three Subdivision. The property is located at 355 & 347 Ontario Avenue.
The property is in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District. The subject property consists
of Lots 18, 19, and 20, Block 54, Park City Survey.
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Lots 18 and 19, known as 355 Ontario Avenue, are currently recognized by the County
as Parcel PC-449. This site is owned by Ontario, LLC (William McKenna). This site is
also listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory and is recognized as a Landmark site.
The property is also known as the Levins D. Gray House built circa 1902. This site was
listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1984 as part of the Park City Mining
Boom Era Residences Thematic District. It was built within the historic period, defined
as 1872 101929 in the district nomination, and retains its historic integrity. The house
remains largely unchanged from the description provided in the National Register
nomination form.

The house is sited towards the rear of the lot. The front of the house is opposite from
the street, Ontario Avenue, as pedestrian access is from a path off Shorty’s Stairs. This
house does not have vehicular access. Due to the historic nature of the site, it was built
over the lot line. The lot line between Lot 19 and 20 currently goes through the house.
According to Summit County records the structure is 1,369 square feet (Living Area).

Lot 20, known as 347 Ontario Avenue, is currently recognized by the County as Parcel
PC-450. This lot is owned by Michael Stewart. This house was built in 2000.
According to Summit County records the structure is 2,802 square feet (Living,
Basement, and Attached/Built-in Garage Area).

On February 11, 2015, the Planning Commission reviewed this Plat Amendment during
their scheduled meeting and forwarded a positive recommendation to the City Council.
The vote was unanimous (6-0).

Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential-1 District is to:

A. preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,

B. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,

C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,

D. encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75" Historic Lots,

E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and

F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.

Analysis
The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) lots of record, proposed Lot A and B,

from the existing three (3). The Plat Amendment removes the lot line between Lot 18
and 19 going through the historic structure, creating Lot A, on 355 Ontario Avenue. The
proposed Plat Amendment reconfigures the lot line between Lots 19 and 20 making Lot
20 bigger and combined Lots 18/19 smaller. The owner of Lot 20 has an agreement
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with the owner of Lot 18/19 to purchase a portion of Lot 19 to the north consisting of
approximately 398 square feet.

A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential-1 District. The
owners propose 355 Ontario Avenue, Lot A, to be 3,352 square feet and 347 Ontario
Avenue, Lot B, to be 2,273 square feet. The minimum lot area for a single-family
dwelling is 1,875 square feet. The proposed lots meet the minimum lot area for single-
family dwellings. The proposed land transfer disallows Lot A of being eligible for a
duplex dwelling due to the required minimum lot area of 3,750 square feet. The width of
Lot Ais 41.5 feet. The width of Lot B is 33.5 feet. The minimum lot width allowed in the
Historic Residential-1 District is twenty-five feet (25’). The proposed lots meet the
minimum lot width requirements. The following table shows applicable development
parameters in the Historic Residential-1 District:

LMC Requirements Standard
Building Footprint Lot A: 1,388.3 square feet, maximum
(based on lot size) Lot B: 1,000.3 square feet, maximum

Front/Rear Yard Setbacks | 10 feet, minimum

: Lot A: 5 feet, minimum
SleefraraiSetbacks Lot B: 3 feet, minimum

No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than

Bliliallng) (@ems) =l twenty-seven feet (27') from Existing Grade.

Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4°) of

FIE! C e Existing Grade around the periphery [...].

Lowest Finish Floor A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five
Plane to Highest Wall Top | feet (35’) measured from the lowest finish floor plane to
Plate the point of the highest wall top plate [...].

A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill

Vertical Articulation facade is required [...].

Roof pitch must be between 7:12 and 12:12 for primary

Roof Pitch roofs. Non-primary roofs may be less than 7:12.

Staff has identified that the existing historic structure at 355 Ontario Avenue does not
meet the rear yard setback as the structure was built on the flat portion of the lot. The
structure is two feet (2’) from the west rear yard property line. Land Management Code
8 15-2.2-4 indicates that historic structures that do not comply with building setbacks
are valid complying structures. Furthermore, the proposed Plat Amendment does not
take place over this lot line and does not affect it.

The non-historic structure at 347 Ontario Avenue does not meet the height parameters
in terms final grade (within four feet of existing grade), 35 foot rule, and vertical
articulation (outlined above). The structure is considered legal non-compliant structure
as it complied with the regulations at the time when it was approved. The legal non-
compliant status is not affected by the proposed Plat Amendment.

Staff finds good cause for this Plat Amendment as the lot line going through the historic
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structure, between Lot 18 & 19, is proposed to be removed. Also, the proposed lots
meet the current parameters in terms minimum lot size and lot width and the character
of the district will not be negatively changed. Additionally, the Plat Amendment removes
the ability to construct a duplex on Lot A because the proposed lot does not meet the
minimum lot requirements for a duplex. Public snow storage and utility easements are
provided on the lots.

Process

The approval of this Plat Amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in Land Management Code
§ 15-1-18.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time.

Notice

The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record according to requirements of the
Land Management Code.

Public Input
No public input has been received by the time of this report. No public comments were

shared during the Planning Commission public hearing.

Alternatives
e The City Council may approve the Ontario Three Subdivision Plat Amendment as
conditioned or amended; or
e The City Council may deny the Ontario Three Subdivision Amendment and direct
staff to make Findings for this decision; or
e The City Council may continue the discussion on Ontario Three Subdivision Plat
Amendment.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.

Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's Recommendation
The three (3) lots would remain as is. The historic structure would sit over Lot 18 and
19. The lot line between Lot 19 and Lot 20 would not be able to be re-platted.

Summary Recommendation

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the Ontario Three
Subdivision Plat Amendment located at 355 & 347 Ontario Avenue and consider
approving it based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
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Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1)
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Exhibit C — Aerial Photograph

Exhibit D — County Tax Map

Exhibit E — Vicinity Map

Exhibit F — 355 Ontario Avenue Survey

Exhibit G — 347 Ontario Avenue Survey

Exhibit H — Site Photographs
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Exhibit A; Draft Ordinance
Ordinance No. 15-XX

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE ONTARIO THREE SUBDIVISION PLAT
AMENDMENT LOCATED AT 355 & 347 ONTARIO AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 355 & 347 Ontario Avenue
have petitioned the City Council for approval of the 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; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 11,
2015, to receive input on Plat Amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on February 11, 2015, forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on March 5, 2015, the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the Plat Amendment; and

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

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. Ontario Three Subdivision 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:
1. The property is located at 355 & 347 Ontario Avenue.
2. The property is in the Historic Residential-1 District.
3. The subject property consists of Lots 18, 19, and 20, Block 54, Park City Survey.
4. Lots 18 and 19, known as 355 Ontario Avenue, are currently recognized by the
County as Parcel PC-449.
355 Ontario Avenue is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory and is
recognized as a Landmark site.
6. The historic house at 355 Ontario Avenue is sited towards the rear of the lot and
the front of the house is opposite from the street, Ontario Avenue, as the
pedestrian access is from a path off Shorty’s Stairs and does not have vehicular

o
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access.

7. Due to the historic nature of the site, 355 Ontario Avenue, it was built over the lot
line.

8. The lot line between Lot 18 and 19 currently goes through the historic house.

9. Lot 20, known as 347 Ontario Avenue, is currently recognized by the County as
Parcel PC-450.

10.The house on 347 Ontario was built in 2000 and is not historic.

11.The proposed Plat Amendment creates two (2) lots of record from the existing
three (3) lots.

12.The Plat Amendment removes the lot line between Lots 18 and 19 going through
the historic structure on 355 Ontario Avenue and reconfigures the lot line
between Lots 19 and 20 making Lot 20 bigger and combined Lots 18/19 smaller.

13.The owner of Lot 20 has an agreement with the owner of Lot 18/19 to purchase a
portion of Lot 19 to the north consisting of 398 square feet.

14. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential-1 District.

15.The proposed lot size of Lot A is 3,352 square feet.

16.The proposed lot size of Lot B is 2,273 square feet.

17.The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.

18.The proposed lots meet the minimum lot area for single-family dwellings.

19.The proposed land transfer disallows Lot A of being eligible for a duplex dwelling
due to the required minimum lot area of 3,750 square feet.

20.The width of Lot A is 41.5 feet.

21.The width of Lot B is 33.5 feet.

22.The minimum lot width allowed in the Historic Residential-1 District is twenty-five
feet (25).

23.The proposed lots meet the minimum lot width requirements.

24.Based on proposed lot size, the maximum building footprint for Lot A is 1,388.3
square feet.

25.Based on proposed lot size, the maximum building footprint for Lot A is 1,000.3
square feet.

26.The front and rear yard setbacks for both proposed lots are ten feet (10’)
minimum.

27.The side yard setbacks for proposed Lot A are five feet (5’) minimum.

28.The side yard setbacks for proposed Lot B are three feet (3’) minimum.

29. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law:

1.
2.

3.

There is good cause for this Plat Amendment.

The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding lot combinations.

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

Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.
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Conditions of Approval:

1.

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

The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City
Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this
approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council.

A ten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the
Ontario Avenue frontage of the property.

Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on
the final Mylar prior to recordation.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5" day of March, 2015,

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Jack Thomas, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Marci Heil, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Attachment 1 — Proposed Plat
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Exhibit A Attachment 1 - Proposed Plat
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as shown on this plat. | further certify that the information on this plat is accurate.

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
Parcel 1:

Lots 18 and 19, Block 54, Park City Survey, according to the official plat thereof on
file and of record in the Summit County Recorder's Office.

Parcel 2

All of Lot 20, Block 54, Park City Survey, according to the official plat thereof on
file and of record in the Summit County Recorder's Office.

OWNER'S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that Ontario, LLC, as to PARCEL 1, the undersigned
owner of the herein described tract of land to be known hereafter as ONTARID THREE SUBDIVISION,
does hereby certify that it has coused this Plat Amendment to be prepared and does hereby
consent to the recordation of this Plat,

Wiliam E. McKerma, Manager
Ontario, LLC

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

County of ___.

on this . 2015 Wiliam E. McKenna personally appeared
before me, the undersigried Notary Public, in and for said state and county. Having been

duly swrr, Willam E. Vkenna acknowledged to me. thot he s the managing member of Ontoris,
LLC, the owner of PARCEL 1, and that he signed the above Owner’s Dedication and Consent to
Record freely and voluntarlly.

Signature

\
%\ \ A Notary Public commissioned in
LN \ .
\ \ Printed Nome
Residing in: ___
\
\ - .
\ My commission expires:
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Pl 2 ch \
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,/ OWNER’S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS 4hat Michoel R. Stewart, as to PARCEL 2, the awner of
the herein described tract of land, to be known hereafter as ONTARIO THREE SUBDIVISION, does
hereby certify that he has coused this Plat Amendment to be prepared and hereby consents to the
recordation of this Plat.
Michael R. Stewart
ACKNOWLEDGMENT
State of ____
County of - :
on this 2015, Michael R. Stewart personally
appeared before me, the undersigned Notary Public, In ond for soid state and county. Having been
duly sworn, Michael R. Stewart acknowledged to me that he is the owner of PARCEL 2, and that he
. . . Signed the obove Owner's Dedication and Consent to Record freely and valuntaril
10 0 10 20 < 4 >
== ]
B

IN BLOCK 54, PARK CITY SURVEY

ONTARIO THREE SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 16
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY,

UTAH

Signature

A Notary Public commissioned in __.

Printed Name

Residing in:

My commission expires:

SHEET 1 OF 1

n/1/4[JOB NO.: 5-9—14  FILE: X:\ParkCitySurvey\dwg\srv\ plat2014\050914.dwg

(435) s49-9467

CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND PLANNERS SURVEYORS
323 Mab Strest P.0L Box 2604 Park ity Utch 840802064

SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT

REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER

RECLAMATION DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS

DAY OF __ —, 2015

" SBWRD.

PLANNING COMMISSION THIS _.

PLANNING COMMISSION

APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY

ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATE

| FIND THIS PLAT TO BE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION ON
FILE IN MY OFFICE THIS __
DAY OF , 2015

FARK CITY ENGINEER

APPROVAL AS TO FORM
APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS

—_, 2015

PARK CITY ATTORNEY

CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST

| CERTIFY THIS RECORD OF SURVEY
MAP WAS APPROVED BY PARK cITy
COUNCIL THIS _.

Eu\s

Y
PARK CITY RECORDER

COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE

APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK C\TY
COUNCIL THIS ____ DAY Of

RECORDED

STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
AT THE REQUEST OF

DATE

TIME

RECORDER

ENTRY NO.

FEE
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“ExHibit B — Applicant’s Project Iﬁ;tent

PARK CITY SURVEY, BLOCK 54,
LOTS 18, 19 AND LOT 20
(347 & 355 ONTARIO AVENUE)

PROJECT INTENT

Lot 18 and Lot 19, Block 54, Park City Survey, (also known as 355 Ontario Avenue) is
currently owned by Ontario, LLC. Lot 20, Block 54, Park City Survey, (also known as 347
Ontario Avenue) is currently owned by Michael Stewart. The owner of Lot 20 has an agreement
with the owner of Lot 19 to purchase a portion of Lot 19 to the north with the goal of modifying
the entrance to the existing residence on Lot 20. The original lot line when Park City Survey
was platted still exists between Lots 18 and 19 and between Lots 19 and 20. The owners desire
to reconfigure Lots 18-20 into two lots of record by extinguishing the existing lot line between
Lots 18 and 19 and between Lots 19 and 20.
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Exhibit C — Aerial Photograph

(39) ssssaer | STAFF: AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH SHEET
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347 & 355 ONTARIO AVENUE
FOR: MIKE STEWART

CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND PLANNERS  SURVEYDRS JOB NO.: 5-9-14 1
323 Main Strest P.O Box 2664 Park City. Uteh 84060-2664 | DATE: 10/16/14 FILE: X:\ParkCitySurvey\ dwg\ Exhibits\ontario thres—photo.dwg

201


fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text
Exhibit C – Aerial Photograph 


Exhibit D — County Tax Map
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Exhibit F — 355 Ontario Avenue Survey
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Exhibit G — 347 Ontario Avenue Survey
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Exhibit H — Site Photographs

347 & 355 Ontario Avenue looking west

347 Ontario Avenue looking west
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347 & 355 ntario Avenu

e looking north

355 Ontario Avenue looking east
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'PARK CITY

City Council
Staff Report @

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: 930 Empire Avenue Subdivision
Author: Anya Grahn

Project Number: PL-14-02604

Date: March 5, 2015

Type of Iltem: Administrative — Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the 930 Empire Avenue
Subdivision Plat Amendment located at 930 Empire Avenue and consider approving the
proposed plat amendment based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and
Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.

Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department. The
City Council, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but should
make its decisions independently.

Acronyms in this Report

HR-1 District Historic Residential District

HSI Historic Sites Inventory

Pre-HDDR Pre-Historic District Design Review Application
HDDR Historic District Design Review

Steep Slope CUP Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
Description

Applicant: Gavin Steinberg (represented by Larry Feldman)
Location: 930 Empire Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1)

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and

City Council review and action

Proposal
Lot 26 and southerly %2 of Lot 25, Block 15, Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey

are owned by the same entity. The original lot lines from the historic survey still exist on
said lots. The owner desires to unify the property into one (1) lot of record by removing
the existing interior lot lines.

Background
On December 29, 2014, the City received a Plat Amendment application for 930 Empire

Avenue; the application was deemed complete on January 8, 2015. The property is
located at 930 Empire Avenue. The property is in the Historic Residential (HR-1)
District. The subject property consists of all of Lot 26 and the southerly %2 of Lot 25,
Block 15, Snyder’s Addition. The entire area is recognized by the County as Parcel SA-
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154 (Tax ID).

Currently the site contains a 3-story single-family A-frame dwelling. According to
Summit County records the structure was built in 1975. The site is not listed on the
City’'s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI). The applicant has applied for a demolition permit
in order to remove the existing A-frame and develop the property, and he has submitted
a Pre-Historic District Design Review (Pre-HDDR) application for the new residential
structure.

The Planning Commission reviewed the plat amendment on February 11, 2015, and
forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council with a vote of 6-0 in favor of the
plat amendment.

Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to:

(A) preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,

(B) encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,

(C) encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,

(D) encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75" Historic Lots,

(E) define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and

(F) establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.

Analysis
The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing one and

one-half lots equaling 2,812.5 square feet. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in
the Historic Residential (HR-1) District. The minimum lot area for a single-family
dwelling is 1,875 square feet. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot area for a
single-family dwelling. The minimum lot width allowed in the HR-1 District is twenty-five
feet (25’). The proposed lot is thirty-seven and one-half feet (37.5’) wide. The proposed
lot meets the minimum lot width requirement. The following table shows applicable
development parameters in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District:

Existing Parcel Existing Conditions

Lot Size (as proposed) 2,812.5 sf. 2,812.5 sf
Setbacks

Front (East) 10 ft. 18.5 ft.

Rear (West) 10 ft. 10 ft.

Side (North) 3 ft. 7.5 ft.

Side (South) 3ft. | 4ft.—5ft. (from west to

east)
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| Allowed Footprint | 1,201 sf. | 1,104 sf. |

Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment as it will eliminate the existing interior lot
line and create one (1) new legal lot of record from 1-1/2 existing lots. The existing
structure straddles the lot line between Lots 25 and Lot 26; therefore, this plat
amendment would allow the structure be on one (1) lot of record. Without a plat
amendment, any new development would be confined to Lot 26 (the 25’ x 75’ lot) as no
new development would be permitted to straddle an interior lot line. This plat
amendment allows the remnant portion of Lot 25 to be combined with Lot 26 as both are
commonly owned.

The existing parking pad currently consumes much of the front yard setback and
extends into the City right-of-way. The applicant can either remove the existing parking
pad from the public right-of-way, or enter into an encroachment agreement with the City,
as dictated by Condition of Approval #4. Any new on-site parking shall be provided
entirely within the platted Lot and out of the Empire Avenue right-of-way.

The northerly %2 of Lot 25 is owned by 936 Empire Avenue (Tax parcel SA-155-A) to the
north. The property at 936 Empire Avenue also comprises 1-1/2 existing lots. A plat
amendment application for this property was reviewed by Planning Commission on
January 14, 2015, and will be reviewed by City Council on February 12, 2015.

The applicant does not have ownership of the northerly ¥ of Lot 25. Prior to
redeveloping the lot, the applicant will require a Historic District Design Review (HDDR)
approval. This downhill lot would not require a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) due to the existing slope of the property.

Process
The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC § 1-18.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time.

Notice

The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record according to requirements of the
Land Management Code.

Public Input
No public input has been received by the time of this report.

Alternatives

e The City Council may approve the 930 Empire Avenue Plat Amendment as
conditioned or amended; or
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e The City Council may deny the 930 Empire Avenue Plat Amendment and direct
staff to make Findings for this decision; or

e The City Council may continue the discussion on 930 Empire Avenue Plat
Amendment

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.

Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's Recommendation

The site would remain as is. The site would contain one (1) single Old Town lots (25’ x

75’) and one half (12.5’ x 75’) remnant parcels. The existing structure would continue to
straddle the interior lot lines, and any new development would be confined to Lot 26, as
Lot 25 is a remnant lot by itself.

Summary Recommendation

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the 930 Empire Avenue
Subdivision Plat Amendment located at 930 Empire Avenue and consider approving the
proposed plat amendment based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and
Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat
Exhibit B — Existing Survey

Exhibit C — Aerial Photograph

Exhibit D — Site Photographs
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Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance
Ordinance No. 15-XX

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 930 EMPIRE AVENUE PLAT AMENDMENT
LOCATED AT 930 EMPIRE AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 930 Empire Avenue has
petitioned the City Council for approval of the 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; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 11,
2015, to receive input on plat amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on February 11, 2015, forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on March 5, 2015, the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the plat amendment; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the 930 Park
Avenue Plat Amendment.

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. 930 Empire Avenue 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:

1. The property is located at 930 Empire Avenue.

2. The property is in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

3. The subject property consists of all of Lot 26 and the southerly half (1/2) of Lot
25, Block 15, Snyder’s Addition. The applicant does not have ownership of the
northerly half (1/2) of Lot 25.

The entire area is recognized by the County as Parcel SA-154.

The site is not designated as historic by the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).
The building footprint of the existing A-frame dwelling is approximately 1,104
square feet.

7. The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing

o gk
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area consisting of approximately 2,812.5 square feet.

8. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential (HR-1)
District.

9. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.

10.The proposed lot meets the minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling.

11.The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’). The
proposed lot is thirty-seven and one-half feet (37.5’) wide. The proposed lot
meets the minimum lot width requirement.

12.The existing structure meets all required front, rear, and side yard setbacks. Any
new development on the property will also be required to meet the setbacks, as
defined by LMC 15-2.2-3.

13.There is an existing parking pad that encroaches into the Empire Avenue right-of-
way.

14.The applicant applied for a Building Department demolition permit for the existing
A-frame structure on January 16, 2015. The applicant also submitted a Pre-
Historic District Design Reivew (Pre-HDDR) application to the Planning
Department on January 27, 2015, for a new single-family residence.

15. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law:
1. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding lot combinations.
2. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat
Amendment.
3. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

Conditions of Approval:

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

2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of
City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time,
this approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in
writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City
Council.

3. Aten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the
Empire Avenue frontage of the property.

4. The applicant can either remove the existing parking pad from the public right-of-
way, or enter into an encroachment agreement with the City. New on-site
parking shall be provided entirely on the platted Lot and out of the Empire
Avenue right-of-way.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of March, 2015.

ATTEST:

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Jack Thomas, MAYOR

Marci Heil, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Attachment 1 — Proposed Plat
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