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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
February 16, 2017

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, February 16,
2017.

CLOSED SESSION
4:00 p.m. To Discuss Property and Litigation

WORK SESSION
4:50 p.m. Council Questions and Comments

5:00 p.m. — Council Prioritization of the Top Priority Iltems for Future Work Sessions PAGE 4
5:30 p.m. — City Teen Services Discussion PAGE 20

REGULAR MEETING
6:00 p.m.

. ROLL CALL

I COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

¢ Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) Update PAGE 28
e Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive Crosswalk PAGE 35

e January 31, 2017 Coffee with Council Summary PAGE 49

. PUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON THE
AGENDA)

V. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES

Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from January 26, 2017 and
February 2, 2017 PAGE 55

V. OLD BUSINESS
1. 2017 Legislative Update PAGE 72



VI. NEW BUSINESS

1. Consideration to Approve the Joint Clean Energy Cooperative Statement with Rocky
Mountain Power in a Form Approved by the City Attorney PAGE 73

(A) Public Input (B) Action

2. Consideration to Approve Resolution 03-2017, a Resolution Adopting Affordable Housing
Guidelines and Standards for Park City, Utah PAGE 84

(A) Public Hearing (B) Action

3. Consideration to Approve the Purchase of the 2017 Golf Fleet in the Amount of
$330,793.20 with Intermountain Golf Cars in a Form Approved by the City Attorney PAGE 102
(A) Public Input (B) Action

4. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2017-04, an Ordinance Amending the Land

Management Code of Park City, Utah, Revising Chapter 1 - General Provisions and
Procedures, and Chapter 11 - Historic Preservation PAGE 108

(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
5. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2017-05, an Ordinance Approving a Zoning Map
Amendment from Residential Medium (RM) District to Historic Residential Low-Density (HRL)

District and Recreation Open Space (ROS) at 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive as Well as
the BLM-Owned Parcels, Park City, Utah PAGE 138

(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
6. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2017-06 , an Ordinance Approving the Kipp

Subdivision, Being the Second Amendment to the Aerie Phase One Subdivision, Amending
Lot 5 and Lot 6, Located at 1264 and 1276 Aerie Drive, Park City, Utah PAGE 182

(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
7. Consideration to Continue an Ordinance Approving the 1061 Lowell Avenue Subdivision

Plat Amendment Pursuant to Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval
in a Form Approved by the City Attorney PAGE 212

(A) Public Hearing (B) Continuation to Date Uncertain
8. Consideration to Continue an Ordinance Approving the Northstar Subdivision First

Amended - Vacating Lot 1 Plat Amendment Pursuant to Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval in a Form Approved by the City Attorney PAGE 214

(A) Public Hearing (B) Continuation to Date Uncertain
9. Consideration to Continue an Ordinance Approving the Main Street Plaza Subdivision,

Located at 220 & 250 Main Street Pursuant to Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and
Conditions of Approval in a Form Approved by the City PAGE 216

(A) Public Hearing (B) Continuation to March 9, 2017

VII. ADJOURNMENT
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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 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.
Posted:  See: www.parkcity.org
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DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Council will discuss the Top Priorities — and the order in which they would like to see

these items come back to Council. The Top Priorities of the City include:
e Affordability

Improve Multi-cultural Citizen Involvement

Citizen Engagement

Environmental Health

Historic Preservation

Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Plan

Open Space Acquisition

Regional Collaboration

Conservation of Natural Resources

Citizen Wellbeing

Arts & Culture

Respectfully:

Diane Foster,
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City Council

Staff Report

Subject: Prioritizing the Top Priority Discussions Items for discussion
at Future Work Sessions

Authors: Jed Briggs & Diane Foster

Department: Budget & Executive

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends that Council prioritize the order that staff should bring the Top
Priorities back to City Council in a work session.

Executive Summary

On February 9 and 10 the City Council met for their Annual City Council Retreat. As is
customary each year, the City Council reviewed and updated the Priorities to which they
would like staff to pay extra attention to this year.

The three Ciritical Priorities of Transportation, Housing and Energy did not change.

During this work session the City Council will identify the order in which they would like
staff to bring the Top Priorities back to City Council so that they can further define each
Top Priority such that staff will have a clear understanding of what Council would like to
see achieved in the next year.

Items to consider when identifying Top Priorities

e Top Priorities are defined as topic areas in which “City Council would like to see
significant progress”.

o These are “marching orders” for which Council would like to have a detailed and
specific action plan for the significant progress that Council would like to see
achieved.

o Forevery Top Priority, except perhaps for one where the City does not have
operational control, staff will schedule the Top Priority Item into a City Council
work session for discussion of the detailed and specific action plan.

o However, Council may want to have an item that signals to the community that it
is an important topic for the City Council, but not necessarily something where
they would like to see “significant progress.” Safe Community is an example—
this is a very important essential service for most local governments. Looking to
the “placemat” graphic found in Appendix B, this item is a Desired Outcome that
is clearly identified — and there is a leaf on the tree that is titled “Safe
Community”. Environmental Health and Conservation of Natural Resources are
two areas that could be classified as Desired Outcomes, unless there are
actions in these areas that Council would like a specific action plan, increased
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budget and there is a realistic probability that significant progress could be
achieved in the next year.

o If Council would prefer, staff could maintain a vertical list that shows Ciritical
Priorities, Top Priorities and Desired Outcomes on a single page.

There may be a perception that if something isn’t on the Top Priority list, staff isn’t
working on it — or that if an item is removed from the Top Priority list, staff will stop
working on that item. Neither of these statements is true, unless Council provides
specific direction to not take any action. Take Public Safety as an example:
Creating a safe community and implementing resort community policing are very,
very important to City Council. Each and every year our Police Department
identifies and implements ways to improve; our Police Department being a leader in
state for the innovation of Police body cams is just one example.

Some of the Top Priorities are in areas that are not under the operational control of
the City and the City does not have staff members dedicated to taking specific and
meaningful action to cause significant progress. However, it is still appropriate for
Council to identify items such as these as Top Priorities — as they could be targets
for funding through Special Service Contracts or through the City’s normal
contracting process. Citizen Wellbeing is a good example, where Summit County
and community non-profit partners provides Behavioral/Mental Health and
Substance Abuse services.

For some of the Top Priorities it is difficult to identify a clear and significant new plan
of action. Water Conservation is an example where our City Council and Water
Department and have partnered to introduce successful programs from other water
jurisdictions that are legally applicable to Utah and have created a water pricing
structure that effectively encourages conservation. While staff will always to
continue to explore new programs, products and pricing strategies, the most
effective tools for the coming year are likely the ones we have in place.

As we have seen with the Critical Priorities, there is a “sweet spot” of how many
items can realistically be focused on at one time. This suggests that if there is an
item identified as a Top Priority for which Council cannot identify the desired
significant progress or Council does not want to provide new funding to an area,
Council should consider if that item should be on the Top Priority list at all or if it
should be listed under Desired Outcomes.
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Appendix A:
City Council Priorities

Critical Priorities
If we don’t get these right, could have a significant negative impact on our community:

Housing
Middle Income, Attainable & Affordable Housing
Transportation
Congestion reduction; local & regional plans
Energy
Energy Conservation, Renewable Energy & Carbon Reduction, and Green Building
Incentives

Top Priorities
City Council would like to see significant progress on these items:

Affordability
Improve Multi-cultural Citizen Involvement

Citizen Engagement
Environmental Health

Historic Preservation

Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Plan

Open Space Acquisition

Regional Collaboration
Conservation of Natural Resources
Citizen Wellbeing

Arts & Culture

Top Priorities Detailed

Affordability
Goal Statement: Work toward a more affordable cost of living in the community.

e Daycare

e Fees

e Special Service Contracts

e More options for housing

e Free Transit System for local connectivity and mobility
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Multi-cultural Citizen Involvement

Goal Statement: Improve multi-cultural citizen involvement.
e Boards/Commissions Representation
e Latino Outreach

Citizen Engagement
Goal Statement: Implement the most effective methods by which the community can participate
in and become educated about City topics, issues, and projects.

e Technology

e Council Coffee

e Council Summary

e Community Engagement Hub for City Communication

Environmental Health

Goal Statement: Improve environmental quality and maintain regulatory compliance.
e \Water
e Soil
o Air

Historic Preservation
Goal Statement: Ensure compatibility of new structures to historic.
e Historic Preservation Grants
e Other Incentives
e Main Street Plan
e Facade Easements
e Historic Preservation Board

Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Plan
Goal Statement: Creating a sense of place through strategic development.

Open Space Acquisition
Goal Statement: Acquire, Preserve and Manage Open Space

Regional Collaboration

Goal Statement: Foster strong working relationships with strategic stakeholders.
e Affordable Housing Committee
e Wasatch County
e Joint Regional Councils

Conservation of Natural Resources

Goal Statement: Optimize resource conservation of natural resources.
e \Water
e Soils and Vegetation
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e Energy

Citizen Wellbeing

Goal Statement: Expand scope of regional partnerships to support human health.
e Mental Health
e Behavioral Health
e Substance Abuse

Arts & Culture
Goal Statement: Support development and production of vibrant arts and culture scene.
e Arts & Culture Master Plan
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Appendix B
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REGIONAL COLLABORATION

- R . ) ’ Adollar sign (8) indicates a new annual operating budget recommended funding allocation.
Through gand acomp y, the City Council of Park Adollar sign and CIP ($C1P) indicates recommended capital improvement funding,
City Municipal Corporation developed four strategic goals and three critical priorities Essential Desired Outcomes in Bold.
that guide decision-making and provide the structure for ensuring that incremental,

measurable steps are taken to achieve the community’s vision and values.

Council Strategic Goals
High-level and over-arching reasons the organization
exists in the eyes of the community

ENT

Preserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment

SUSTAINABLE Council Priorities
WATER
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- ; s ET::';;EV 3 SALSERRRION Water Conservation $CIP
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ouncil Priorities < « High Quality and Sustainable Water $CIP
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CRITICAL: STRATEGIC « Net-zero Carbon Government by 2022 $CIP
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«Well-maintained Assets and Infrastructure $CIP « Live and Work Locally $CIP

+Engaged and Informed Citizenry $CIP HISTORIC c: c\RAQiT‘ng“ IVAST'ZNSE OF COMN\““\“‘ « Affordable Cost of Living $
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« Sustainable and Effective Multi-modal Transportation $CIP = §
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« Wide Variety of Exceptional Recreation $CIP REGIONAL ':
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+Varied and Multi-seasonal Event Offerings $ -_— Sustaining an Ex(eptmnal Qua"ty of Life
+ Unique and Diverse Economy $CIP E
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Engaged & Effective Government & Citizenry - SRITICAL:. )
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Appendix C:
2016 City Council Critical Priorities
If we don’t get these right, could have a significant negative impact on our community:

Housing: Middle Income, Attainable & Affordable Housing (Anne, Rhoda)

1. Goal statement: Produce 800 additional affordable housing units by 2026 with an
interim goal of 220 units by 2020 to ensure that Park City is a complete community by
facilitating a range of affordable, quality housing opportunities that meet the life-cycle
needs of persons at all economic levels.

2. Accomplishments over the last year (or so):
a. The Blue Ribbon Affordable Housing Commission completed their work in
conjunction with consultant analysis and made recommendations to update current
regulations - now in process of implementation.
b. City Council set measurable affordable housing goals, and began a series of joint
meetings with Summit County Council to look at how affordable housing can be
addressed in a regional collaboration.
c. The Housing Needs Assessment study was updated confirming housing needs at
all low and moderate income levels.
d. City affordable housing project are making progress: Design and construction
began on the at 1450-1460 Park Avenue which will result in eight single family
homes located in Old Town, and Concept designs were approved in Lower Park
Avenue for Woodside Park which will produce between 60 and 80 affordable
housing units.
e. Pricing and an updated housing mitigation plan was approved for Park City
Heights which resulted in the release of the first 14 units of which five have closed.

3. Next steps or projects in the next year or two:

a. Complete development of 1450-1460 Park Avenue and Woodside Park project (2
years).
b. Propose new affordable housing regulation integrating transportation and
general community development goals.
c. Further define affordable housing goals for rental-and-for-sale units as well as a
policy for providing City employee housing.
d. Complete acquisition of Yard South property and complete entitlement process for housing
and transportation as well as pursue other affordable housing development opportunities.
Develop joint city/county five-year affordable housing development plan.
Key performance indicators:
Number of deed restricted affordable housing units in Park City
Percentage of Park City workforce living within Park City School District boundaries\

T o Ao

Transportation: Congestion reduction; local & regional plans (Alfred, Blake)
1. Goal Statement: Multi-modal Mobility: a diverse transportation system that reduces
dependency on the private automobile and environmental impacts associated with the
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2.

private automobile by providing alternative transportation modes that serve the needs
of our residents, employees, and visitors
Accomplishments over the last year (or so).
a. Transportation Program Management
i. Validated the City and County’s approach to regional transportation
solutions which was demonstrated by the overwhelming passage of
Proposition 9 and 10.
ii. Hired two new staff members to expedite implementation of
transportation program
b. Transit:
i. Constructed the Kimball Junction Transit Center
ii. Received 12 new low sulfur/clean diesel buses and 1 new low
sulfur/clean diesel trolley
iii. Received Notice of Award for 6 new electric buses
iv. Continued installation of wifi on PC buses and real-time next bus
technology at key transit stops
v. Continued winter Lime Express service connecting Canyons and Park City
Mountain base areas which included the contribution of approximately
$59,000 from Canyons Resort Management Association
c. Transportation Demand Management Program
i. Established and chaired Greater Park City Transportation Management
Association
ii. Kicked off and sustain the City and County’s joint “Ride On” campaign
iii. Formalized new traffic pattern at Park City Mountain Base
iv. Implemented Winter and Peak Day Traffic Management Plan
1. Pre-event/day communications protocols
2. Advanced public outreach
3. Dedicated transit lane on Deer Valley Drive on peak days
4. Police Traffic Management at key intersections
5. UDOT signal override coordination
d. Transportation Planning (Completed the following planning documents)
i. Old Town and Main Street Parking Management Plan
ii. SR 248 Corridor Improvement Plan — Traffic Supplement
1. Received conditional approval from UDOT to proceed as lead
agency on design and construction
iii. Park City Transportation Demand Management Plan
iv. Bonanza Park Transportation and Parking Study
v. Short Range Transit Development Plan
e. Transportation System Performance Monitoring (Developed and implemented
robust transportation monitoring program)
i. Installation of Phase 1 and Phase 2 Blyncsy sensors bringing total to
approximately 40 sensors
ii. Installation of 4 permanent Variable Message Signs and two new real
time traffic cameras
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iii. In progress — installation of local traffic cameras
iv. Completed 2016 Traffic and Transportation Master Plan

3. Next steps or projects in the next year or two.

a.

— w0 o

j.
4. Key pe
a.
b.
C.
d.

Communitywide Transportation Demand Program and incentives including
Employer Trip Reduction Program for large employers (resorts, lodging,
restaurant, school district)

Design, Permit, and Construct Phase 1 of the SR 248 Corridor and Safety
Improvement Project

Design and Permit Phase 2 of the SR 248 Corridor and Safety Improvement
Project

Implement Phase 1 and Phase 2 of regional e-bike share program

Implement express bus service from Kimball Junction Area to Old Town
Implement pilot “Downtowner” on-demand transit service

Establish designated taxi/shuttle/ride share load and unload zone

Develop and adopt revised parking standards in Land Management Code
Develop and adopt Traffic Impacted Analysis requirements in Land Management
Code

Construct new and replace existing transit shelters at high volume transit stops.
rformance indicators:

Reduced transit headways on express routes to 15 mins

Reduce Average Daily Traffic Volumes on key entry corridors by 5%

Reduce Single Occupancy Vehicle rates on key entry corridors by 10%

Increase transit ridership to exceed 2 million riders per year

Energy: Energy Conservation, Renewable Energy & Carbon Reduction, and Green Building
Incentives (Luke, Celia)

General: team

is fully staffed and charging full steam ahead!

Energy conservation

e Water

and Energy Project Management Plan for Public Utilities almost complete. This

plan lays out multi-year strategy for energy efficiency and renewable energy
improvements for our water utility.

Renewable en

ergy

e Ongoing negotiations with Rocky Mountain Power to ensure that rooftop solar remains
an affordable and accessible option for PCMC as well as residents.

e PCMC has installed 328 kW of rooftop solar on 7 municipal buildings.

e Plan for electric vehicles to go in front of council in March

e Submission of application to the DOE’s SolSmart initiative in consortium with SLC, Moab,

Summi

t County for technical advisory services on how to boost solar in our

communities.
Carbon reduction

e Selection of ClearPath tool for GHG inventories moving forward. The tool, which Summit
County is also using, allows forecasting and modeling of different CO2 mitigating
actions.
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e 2016 Municipal GHG inventory largely complete. Results and recommended action plan
to go to council on March 9th.
e RFP for quantifying open space carbon sink value to be issued by end of February.
Green building incentives
Ongoing. Creation of building standard and incentivisation scheme forthcoming (internal draft
standard to council early April).

Top Priorities
City Council would like to see significant progress on these:

Affordability (Jed, Diane) Needs more work
1. Goal Statement: Move toward a greater affordable cost of living
2. Accomplishments over the last year (or so):
a. Money given through special service contracts to:
i. People’s Health Clinic
ii. Christian Center
iii. PCTots
iv. Mountain Mediation
v. PC Education Foundation
vi. Holy Cross Ministries
3. Next steps or projects in the next year or two.
a. Special service contract deliberation next budget year.
4. Key performance indicators:
a. NCS: Cost of living — Percent rating positively (e.g. excellent/good) — 19%
i. PCbenchmark lower when compared to other cities
ii. Down from 25% in 2013

Improve Multi-cultural Citizen Involvement (Linda)

(We also directly address Council goal of fostering an “engaged and effective government and
involved citizenry)

Accomplishments August 2016 — Feb. 2017:

e Hired new Community Engagement Liaison (Lynn Ware Peek) and revised the
position’s job description to include an emphasis in multi-cultural community
engagement. Within first five months of employment, Peek has established
collaborative partnerships with PC Unidos, Latinos in Action, the PCSD Latino
Outreach Specialist, and continues to expand her network of Latino advocates in the
Park City Community. Peek was also instrumental in organizing a community
outreach event with PC Unidos in December to address the community’s
immigration concerns.

e Creation and implementation of Council Community Outreach Series - monthly
events connecting Council members with community stakeholders for informal
discussion of city issues and initiatives. Average attendance has been 40
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guests/event. Audience comprised of a variety of community members — business
owners, millenials, seniors, non-profit leaders.
Editorial redesign and distribution of PCMC monthly newsletter, created new City
Council Summary digital publication — both publications published in English and
Spanish, and developed a new PCMC social media strategy which has resulted in
greater online engagement, continued and enhanced Park City Community Spotlight
video series.
Established the Community Engagement Department as the internal resource for all
City departments to support proactive stakeholder communications and
development of public engagement campaigns. Current public engagement
campaign direction and support include:
- Public Utilities (storm water outreach campaign and video)
- Public Works (Old Town parking management roll out)
- Environmental Sustainability (GUEP outreach/Sundance event management)
- Transit/Transportation (Ride On/Prop 9 & 10 campaign/Proterra
launch/Trolley launch/Kimball Transit Center opening)
- Legal (Bonanza Flats bond and purchase communications)
- Recreation (master plan community engagement and participation)
- Special Events (ongoing Main Street outreach, special event impact
messaging)
- Engineering (Prospector streets project and flood plain communication)
- Police (enhanced P10/crisis communication support and media inquiry
management)
- Executive (provide weekly issue briefings and prepare media talking points
and advisement)
Established strong and positive working relationships with KPCW, Park Record, Salt
Lake media outlets, Summit County PIO, PCSD PIO, and the Park City Foundation.

Next Steps:

Establish and lead PCMC communications work group comprised of representatives
from each department to meet bi monthly for communications training and to
collaborate on community engagement campaigns.

Research, select and implement online community engagement tool to provide a
timely and robust platform for citizens to provide feedback on City initiative and
projects and to receive timely communication updates on projects and initiatives.
(will augment current outreach tools - e-blasts, text alerts, project open house
events, community presentations,

etc...)

Performance Metrics:

Decrease in the amount of citizen complaints (letters to Council, letters to editor,
public input, and social media comments) regarding lack of City communication or
outreach on projects or initiatives.

Increased stakeholder engagement with City social platforms and increased open
rate of e-blast communication (newsletters, Council summary, etc)
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e Increase in stakeholder satisfaction regarding community engagement and
communication efforts as reported through the Fall 2017 National Citizen’s Survey

e Anecdotal feedback from internal PCMC departments on the quality of their
communication collateral and community engagement campaigns.

Clean Soils Plan (Jim)
1. Goal statement: Improve Environmental Quality & Maintain Regulatory Compliance
2. Accomplishments:
a. Continued Progress on Prospector Drain
b. Remedial Actions on Upper Watershed Sites
c. Start Air Quality Discussions with County
3. Next Steps:
a. Complete Site Characterization for Prospector Drain
b. Perform Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis for the Prospector Drain
¢. Continued progress on the Natural Resource Damage Restitution for the
Prospector Drain.
d. Continue to foster and maintain relationship with EPA and UDEQ
e. Continue to explore all paths to finding an economically feasible disposal
location or option.
f.  Revise Soil Ordinance to make clear expectations and requirements.
g. Engage in air quality outreach with Summit County.
4. Key performance indicators:
a. Approval of Prospector Drain Site Characterization.
b. Provide Council with Revised Soil Ordinance for discussion and Approval.
¢. Add Air Quality information to Park City website.

Historic Preservation (Bruce)
2016 Accomplishments
e Completed structural upgrade to McPolin Barn with no impairment to Landmark status.
e Negotiated 15 year funding agreement with Park City Mountain for mine site
stabilization and provided regulatory support to the ad hoc Friends of Historic Mine
Sites.
e Completed changes to Historic District Design Guideless for designated Historic
Buildings to be up for adoption by City Council in spring 2017.
e Received $6,000 from Utah Certified Local Government grant program to cover a
portion of preservation consulting services, memberships and conference attendance.
e Negotiated the restoration of Historic homes at 1450 and 1460 Park Ave.
e Negotiated the restoration of the Landmark Kimball Garage and addition(s).
e Reviewed 116 Historic District Design Reviews-Pre plus 30 formal Historic District Design
Reviews.
2017 Goals
e Complete Intensive Level Survey updates and re-adopt the Historic Sites Inventory.
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Complete rezone of BLM Parcel 18 and protect the potential for restoration of the four
Landmark houses in the tract.

Continue to build brand presence for historic neighborhoods and increase awareness of
the importance heritage resources. Includes Historic Preservation Awards and
Preservation Month event at McPolin Barn.

Complete facade-width ordinance requiring Main Street business to maintain historic
facade dimensions in support of the Storefront Enhancement Program.

Complete updates to Historic District Design Guidelines for new structures including
reduction of flat roofs as primary roof structure, encouraging more compatible building
form and materials.

Complete update for Historic District Grant Program.

Negotiate the stabilization of key mine site structure per agreement with Park City
Mountain

Complete expansion of the National Register Listing boundary for certain properties on
south Main Street.

Complete preliminary analysis of historic neighborhood character zones and cultural
landscape protection.

Facilitate the Vernacular Architectural Forum tour of Park City in partnership with Park
City Museum.

Key Metrics
Successful completion of 2017 tasks

Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Plan (Jon, Nate, Anne)

Accomplishments over the last year:

1.
2.
3.
4.

1450/60 Park Ave. Affordable housing — Under construction.

Fire station affordable housing (Phase 1) — Finalizing design.

Woodside to Empire affordable housing (Phase 2 ) — Concept design complete.
Community Center RFP —about to be issued.

Next steps or projects :

1.
2.

4.
5.

Finalize purchase of South Yard.

Begin Construction on Fire station (summer 2017).
Finalize planning for Miner’s Hospital & City Park.
Begin Construction on Phase 2 (spring 2018).

Establish future of Keetly Building (existing senior ctr.).

Performance Indicators:

1.
2.
3.
4.

1450/60 Park = 8 units of the goal of 220 by 2020.

% of projects that are completed within final budget approved by Council.
Satisfaction with Community Engagement Process for Projects.

% projects that meet City’s energy goals.

Open Space Acquisition (Heinrich)

1.
2.

Goal Statement: Acquire, Preserve and Manage Open Space
Accomplishments:
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Bonanza Flat Purchase Agreement

Bonanza Flat Bond and Voter Approval

Continuation of COSAC and Recommendations to City Council
Library Field Discussion

Off-Leash Designations

Wildfire Mitigation Projects

Noxious Weed Program

SO Qoo T o

g

3. Next Steps:

a. Acquisition Projects (continued)
b. Open Space Management Projects- Bonanza Flat

4. Key Performance Indicators:

a. NCS: Open Space — Percent rating positively (e.g. excellent/good) — 78% (PC
benchmark higher when compared to other cities)
i. Down from 82% in 2013
b. NCS: Natural Areas Preservation — Percent rating positively (e.g. excellent/good)
—75% (PC benchmark higher when compared to other cities)
i. Down from 79% in 2013

Regional Collaboration (Matt D)

3.
a.

1. Goal Statement: Improve Regional Collaboration

a.

Staff changed our regional and intergovernmental strategy this past year, away from
a centralized approach to a decentralized approach. We now use several different
managers, on a myriad of issues, in order to capitalize on their technical expertise
and previously developed relationships.

For example, managers working on different regional collaboration projects include,
but are not limited to, Jed, Nate, Heinrich, Anne, Jon, Ken, Alfred, Bruce, Blake, Matt
D., Mark, and Diane

2. Past accomplishments —

a.

Transportation propositions 8 & 9 were passed successfully, including a mutually
agreeable interlocal agreement with Summit Co. that governs the allocation of
resources from one of the transportation sales taxes

Staff collaboration on affordable housing with the County, resulting in a joint
Council’s meeting, resulting in the likelihood of a Joint Affordable Housing Task
Force

Sustainability goals recently adopted by SLC and, potentially, MOAB. Staff and
elected officials were helpful in facilitating the adoption of new policy goals for these
other jurisdictions

Continued work with various communities along the Wasatch Back and Front,
including legislative, Mountain Accord, UTA, etc., etc.

Future -
Joint Affordable Housing Committee w Council

b.

Continue monitoring JSPA planning approval process

Water Conservation (Clint)
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Annual Production (acre-ft)

1. Accomplishments:
a. 2016 highest utilization of Smart Irrigation Controller Rebate at 29.
b. Increased the reach of the WaterSmart program by extending the Home Water
Report program to Commercial, Multi-Family, & Irrigation accounts.
c. 39% Portal Registration. Continues to be the highest WaterSmart portal
registration percentage of all deployments.
d. Another successful rain barrel distribution event and partnership with Utah
Rivers Council.
e. Additional and better defined residential water rate tiers to incentivize
conservation.
2. Next Steps:
a. ldentify water loss target for system and implementation plan.
b. Investigate combing online bill payment with existing customer portal to drive
additional portal visitations and registrations.
c. Update the existing remote meter reading system to assist with water loss
targeting.
3. Key Performance Indicators:
a. Reduce water usage at least 25% by 2025.

Historic and Projected Park City Annual Potable Water Production

9,000 :
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*The State of Utah conservation goal is primarily based on a per capita conservation reduction of 25 percent by 2025. The conservation
projection shown is a 25 percent reduction per equivalent residential unit (which includes non-residential and seasonal demands).
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DATE: February 16, 2017

PARK CITY
Ty

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The City departments of Golf, Recreation, Ice, and Library currently offer a variety of services

and resources to engage youth and teens in positive experiences. Existing resources and

possible expansion of services will be discussed.

Respectfully:

Adriane Juarez, Library Director
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PARK CITY |

City Council

Staff Report

Subject: City Teen Services Discussion

Author(s): Jonathan Weidenhamer, Vaughn Robinson, Ken Fisher,
Amanda Angevine, Adriane Herrick Juarez

Department(s): Economic Development, Golf, Rec, Ice, Library

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of Item: Work Session

Summary Recommendation

Staff recommends continuing to use existing City staff and facilities such as the Golf
Course, MARC, the Ice Rink, and the Library to support and promote youth and teen
programming.

Additionally, staff recommends Council provide direction to staff to work with the Youth
City Council on a research project to identify what teens do now for activities and what
types of activities and facilities they would really utilize if they were developed in the
future.

Executive Summary

The City Departments of Golf, Recreation, Ice, and Library currently offer a variety of
services and resources to engage youth and teens in positive experiences. Existing
resources and possible expansion of services will be discussed.

Acronyms

GRIL Golf, Recreation, Ice, Library Team
RFP Request for Proposals

The Problem

While there are many activities and amenities available to teens and youth in the Park
City area, there is always a need for more.

Background

e The City Council has discussed the idea of a teen center at a few different
Council meetings in the past year. One of the items discussed was if the City
created a central facility that was a teen center, would it get used.

¢ City Council directed staff to replace the current Recreation Building at City Park
with a multi-use space that will function primarily as a senior center and summer
camp space; however Council also wanted the space to be flexible so it could be
utilized for other community needs, such as non-profit events. There was some
limited discussion about the potential for programming some teen-specific
activities at the space; however no specific direction was received on that topic.

e Inresponse to input at a public meeting on February 25, 2016, City Council
asked staff to consider our role in providing teen programming and facilities.
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e On March 9, 2016 staff met and developed the following recommendations:

o The City should take a convener role, not a sole solution provider role;

o The City has had had good success in the past with this group and there is an
opportunity for greater engagement with this target audience ;

o Staff recommends, as a next step, that we convene a group of stakeholders
together to see where we've been & organize next steps.

o Staff also is pleased to have the Youth City Council willing to play a role in this
process.

e On December 12, 2016 at a Joint Meeting of the Park City Council, Summit
County Council and Park City School District the group discussed the idea of
having increased programming for teens over the holidays. Staff at The MARC,
Park City Ice Arena, Park City Library, Park City Film Series and Basin
Recreation responded by developing some new programming for teens. Over
the 2016 school winter break GRIL Staff worked with the schools, Park City Film
Series and other local not for profits to develop, highlight, and commutate a
myriad opportunities, many of which were free for teen and youth activities.
http://parkcityut.igm?2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2222&Inline=Tru
e (page 33)

e On January 12, 2017 Council considered the final uses/program prior to release
of an RFP for a Community Center at City Park, of which the “anchor” tenants will
be seniors and summer day camp. Council was supportive of other flexible uses
for the building when not programmed for those tenants.

e On February 2, 2017, during a Council study session with the Library Board and
staff, a brief discussion was held around the notion that the new community
center at City Park would not necessarily have programming for teens and to
further consider using the Library, including the Coffee Shop space, to do so.

e On February 9, 2017, during the City Council Retreat, the Youth City Council
discussed with Council a list of project ideas they could undertake. The one that
the City Council and the Youth City Council agreed upon was a project to look at
the need for incremental teen activities in the Park City area. The Youth City
Council discussed the idea of the first step being some type of research project
that would help identify the needs. Staff is pleased this project was selected, as
having the target user group do the needs identification will be quite helpful.

Alternatives for City Council to Consider

1. Utilize existing GRIL facilities and (staff) resources to support youth/teen
programming. Look to further develop and support existing community
partnerships where possible. (Recommended)

Pros
1. Involves community and creates a network.
2. Spreads youth & teen activities throughout the City.
3. Engages teens in utilizing existing City resources.

Cons
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a. Without incremental funding, it will not be possible to greatly increase or
expand programming beyond current programs and levels of service.

2. Direct the GRIL team to support the Youth City Council in
a. identifying the currently available activities & facilities, and the
utilization thereof by teens (“What do teens do now?”); and
b. identify what activities or facilities would be fully utilized by teens if
they were developed. (Recommended)

e The target audience is working on defining their own needs.

e Provides background research that will minimize, but not eliminate, the
chances that a facility or program that will be developed and then not use
by the teen population.

e |s a partnership with the Youth City Council.

e Low cost

e It will require some patience to allow time for the research and analysis to
be completed.

e The Youth City Council does not have a formal market research
background (although that can be augmented)

3. Expand scope of City Park Community Building to include exclusive space
for youth/teens:

Pros:
a. Would allow for an exclusive teen area.

Cons:

a. Staff is not confident a structured program and facility would be used.

b. Could slow down the current process and preclude finalization of scoping for
FY 18 budget;

c. Expansion of the building program and footprint would likely cause the project
to exceed current budget, which would impact the Lower Park Avenue Budget
resulting in impacts to the affordable housing program unless additional funds
were identified.

4. Explore relocation and adaptive use of Keetly Buidling (existing Senior
Center) at MaWhinney Lot for a stand-alone teen facility:
Pros:
a) Would allow for an exclusive teen area
Cons:
a. Staff is not confident a structured program and facility would be used.
b. May impact the Lower Park Avenue Budget, resulting in impacts to the
affordable housing program.

5. Return during the FY 2018 budget process to consider expanding
operational resources (staffing and programming) to further expand city’s
level of service for youth and teens :
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Pros:
b. Would allow consideration of expanded role and resources to be done in
context of Council’s other priorities;
Cons:
c. The current level of service would be maintained for the next four months.

Analysis

The City Departments of Golf, Recreation, Ice, and Library offer a variety of services to
engage youth and teens in positive activities both during school breaks and year-
around. For example, the skate park has functioned a teen gathering place for many
years. This has been a great facility to engage kids that may not participate in traditional
athletic activities. A list of what is offered in the various City Departments can be found
in Appendix A of this report. City Council asked for a work session to discuss the
possible expansion of services to teens throughout the City and, in particular, the
spaces in the Library.

The Library entry gallery was mentioned as a potential gathering space for teens. The
time and creativity needed to engage the teen population is significant. A program that
works initially can fade quickly in popularity as fresher and more exciting opportunities
capture teen interests. In addition, as teen use at the City facilities grows so do
behavioral incidents including graffiti, damaged equipment, and noise.

Staff recommends that if Council would like to see an expanded programming for teens
or new programs and services are to be developed beyond the current programs and
level of service. prior to research defining both what teens do now and what
activities/facilities would be most utilized, those items can be brought back to Council
for a discussion during the quickly approaching budget process. if

Department Review
The Golf, Recreation, Ice, Library (GRIL) Team along with Economic Development,
Legal and City Manager have reviewed.

Funding Source
No incremental source identified or considered as part of this report.

Attachments
A Teen Engagement within Existing City Facilities
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A Teen Engagement within Existing City Facilities
LIBRARY

The Library partnered with PC CAPS in Spring 2016 to determine how to best serve the teen
population. PC CAPS Students polled their peers to discover what students were looking for in
library services. The report can be found at:
https://docs.google.com/a/pcschools.us/presentation/d/1wGtBergptlAQAHVVGSYv4ccrM7c4lgd
0id7gLyg2Z-U/edit?usp=sharing

A Library Teen Advisory Board (TAB) was formed to advise and inform librarians about
programs and services to benefit this population, and in February the TAB recommended
ACT/SAT Study program be developed using the library’s online resources.

Pablo Abarca was hired as a Youth and Spanish Services Library Assistant. His abilities provide
an in-house liaison for Latino and Spanish-speaking Teens as they navigate the library.

The resources provided in the Library’s YouCreate lab have had a positive response from
Teens in our community. They are frequently using the 3D printers, video recording equipment,
and the Sound Booth. Teens are also using the gaming systems.

Teens are high-level users of the Library’s Study Rooms every day after school as it gives them
the space and autonomy they to engage in study or group collaboration.

The Library added a LEGO Club weekly on Friday’s @ 2pm and have been getting lots of
school age and “tween” patrons coming to this program.

The Library continually works to develop ‘one-off’ programs to engage youth and teens such as
an annual LEGO building contest, a Star Wars Party on May, Teen Open Mic Night, ACT/SAT
Prep, and an “Anti-Valentine’s Un-Celebration” including pizza, an anti- valentine’s pifiata, the
movie Sixteen Candles, and some Anti Valentines Madlibs and crafts.

Teen Open Mic night was a hit when it first started, but later had to be canceled due to a lack of
participation as teens moved on to other things.

The Library partners with the Park City Film Series to offer screenings of interest for youth and
teens during school breaks, and at various other times throughout the year.

PC Recreation/PC MARC

Steps taken since fall
e Opened up the PC MARC for free to all PCSD kids during winter break and have

continued free admission to the facility Monday — Friday between the hours of 2-4 p.m.
for PCSD kids

o Created a youth friendly space on the lower level with couches, television, foosball table
& two ping pong tables.

e Engaged kids at TMJHS by going to the school during lunch to ask them to fill out a
survey of potential activities they would like to do at the PC MARC after school
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e Partnered with Youth Sports Alliance for new Active8 program which is a new initiative to

teach leadership skills to middle school age kids
o Department is teaching First-Aid & CPR, Tennis, Pickleball & Bouldering to
participants

e Partnered with McPolin Elementary to bring students in their afterschool program to PC
MARC to participate in tennis & other activities in the gym

e Partnered with TMJHS to use their archery equipment to begin teaching & developing
archery to students

Plans for the Future
e Scheduling a focus group discussion with PCHS students to further develop ideas for
programing/activities
o Development of a new community center in City Park will be an additional facility that
may be able to be programmed for teens based on availability.
e Continue to develop non-traditional activities/programs such as archery & fishing

Ongoing
e Several programs that are for teens ranging from tennis to soccer to skateboarding to
group fitness.

Park City Ice Arena

Steps taken since fall
o Offered free skate rental to Park City School District students over the holiday school
break.

Ongoing
e Schedule includes public skate sessions which are open to all ages and skating
experience as well as drop-in freestyle (figure skating) and hockey sessions for sport
specific recreation.
e Local Clubs rent the facility to facilitate sport specific programing for teens in hockey,
figure skating and speed skating.
e Offer classes, camps and clinics that supplement programs offered by Local Clubs.

Park City Golf Club

Offerings/Ongoing

e Teen Golf Camp which is from 1:00-4:00 pm, Monday-Thursday the first week after
school ends

e Junior League every Monday between the hours of 2:00-5:30 pm during the summer
break

e Private lessons are available at any time

o Driving Range is open from 7:00am to 7:00pm every day of the week (excluding clinics)

e Practice Greens and a Chipping area are available during business hours

o Tee times are available (excluding tournaments or league play times)
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Plans for the Future
Expanding a Junior Travel Team to play 6 matches this year against Jeremy Ranch, The

Canyons, Glenwild, Park Meadows and Promontory.
Creating practice/instruction sessions amongst these teams at a host course

Participating in a collaboration with The Canyons Golf Course in The First Tee Program
When the course opens up will have a meeting with Professional Staff to see what else

can be offered.
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DATE: February 16, 2017

(A Cr1v |

155 4

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The information provided in this Staff Communication Report is an update on the items that

have been or are in the process of being evaluated by the Neighborhood Traffic Management

Program (NTMP).

Respectfully:

Corey Legge, Engineer Tech
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City Council

Staff Communication Report m

To: City Manager for Mayor and City Council @
Subject: NTMP Update

Author: Corey Legge

Department: Engineering

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of Item: Informational (NTMP)

The information provided in this Staff Communication Report is an update on the items
that have been or are in the process of being evaluated by the Neighborhood Traffic
Management Program (NTMP). A description of the NTMP’s objectives, policies, and
procedures is also included.

Acronyms
MUTCD- Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices

NTMP — Neighborhood Traffic Management Program
RELS - Request for Elevated Level of Service

Summary of the NTMP ltems since September 2015

In Progress
Start
NTMP Item Request for Progress Date Comments
Discussed with Vaughn and Clint with Golf.
Took parking inventory at Hotel Park City.
Discussed with PlanninghDepartment. Held
- - - - - t -
Webster Drive Parking Parking permit Phase | 9/15/2015 | & meeting September 28, 2016 with

Issue program Engineering, Planning, and Transportation.
Engineering and Planning are performing a
zoning analysis from the Plat. Still in the
analysis phase.

Parametrix conducted a study of crossing
alternatives. Community meeting was held
June 29", 2016 to discuss issues and
concerns with residents. Parametrix

analyzed alternatives and provided a
L . Crosswalk at ; ;
Aerie Drive Pedestrian . . recommendation. Staff report to be provided

. Aerie Drive and Phase Il 1/10/2016 . . .
Crossing . to City Council at part of this Staff
Deer Valley Drive -

Communication Report. Staff recommends
the no action alternative as outlined in the
Staff Communication’s Report that follows
this report in the February 16, 2017 City
Council packet.
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In Progress

Start
NTMP Item Request for Progress Date Comments
Met with resident. Collected data. Held a
community meeting to gain information
L . from residents. Hales Engineering is
prell_ Avenug Re5|d_ent|al FEul Phase Il 1/10/2016 | conducting a qualitative analysis. Held a
Residential Parking Parking Program . . ; .
second community meeting with residents
and staff. Testing alternatives throughout the
winter and will present a recommendation
once the study is complete.
. Eliminate parking Discussed with requestor. Mitigation
Farking at_ Bot.tom of to improve Phase | 1/10/2016 | measure will occur during the OTIS Rossi
Rossie Hill ) S
landscape Hill Reconstruction in 2018.
Install stairs from
Pedestrian Movement RIESSl (/T DI Phase | 1/10/2016 | Discussed with requestor and planning.
to Deer Valley
Drive Loop Road
Mitigation measure: Adjacent development
will be approached about installing the stairs
as part of their development.
Collected data, researched MUTCD
crosswalk guidelines. Denied original
request.
Deer Vallev Drive Request to add Held a public meeting with residents,
y cross walks along Phase Il 2/9/2016 | concern was with the existing cross walks
Crosswalks : - S
Deer Valley Drive and cars were not stopping. Mitigation
measure: Improved existing crosswalk at
Sunnyside Drive and added flags. Will
continue to monitor crossing. Staff has seen
improvement once the flags were installed.
Request to add
9" Street and Park g(frfossts‘r \év;”;f];tsgrek Phase | 8/9/2016 Stop sign installed 6 months ago, crosswalks
Avenue Crosswalk will be installed in the Spring.
Avenue
Intersection
Discussed with requester. Crossing was
evaluated to determine what changes would
improve conditions for pedestrians. It is
Request to . . . .
n : against UDOT policy to install crossing
Pedestrian Crossings at | lengthen allotted T .
. - . flags at a signalized intersection. The
EEEE o eif SemEhz (i for Phase | 8/9/2016 | request was denied at Phase I. Direction was
Drive and Kearns pedestrian d ‘

Boulevard

crossing and add
crossing flags

provided to the requester that Phase Il would
be initiated once a petition is submitted
containing five signatures from residents.
UDOT will re-evaluate if Phase 11 is
initiated.
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Completed Items

NTMP Item Request for Progress SDt:tr: Comments
N Increased police enforcement. Hales
Parking Issue Parkmg ISSUE near Engineering has finalized parking study
. . 2298 Sidewinder Complete 12/15/2015 = - . :
Sidewinder Drive Mitigation measure: "No parking 2 AM - 6
AM" signs were installed June 27th.
Met with requestor on May 20, 2016.
Report/discussion presented to Council on
Improve parking A_ugust_4, 2016. It was.decided that Rossi
| ' Hill Drive would be widened to 26 feet
Rossie Hill Width Show clearance, Complete 1/10/2016 | during the 2018 road re-construction with
and emergency X .
vehicle access seasonal park_lng bgn_ an_ng the_ north side of
the street. This decision is pertinent to the
section of Rossi Hill Drive between Ontario
Avenue and Echo Spur.
Rgis;i ;I“a,i\:opli:nazs:rr]\g Make no parking Discussed with requestor. Mitigation
| . signs more Complete 1/10/2016 | measure: Installed “No Parking” sign at
ocated on lower section . s
efficient easterly bend of Rossie Hill.
of road.
Address signage
. at Royal Street Mitigation measure: Improved signage at
Irggg;:ﬁgﬁé%g;;e intersection and Complete 2/10/2016 | Royal Street intersection and do nothing at
the exit from Deer the exit to Deer Valley Resort.
Valley Resort
Staff completed NTMP evaluation criteria
form for stop signs. Staff determined that
Discuss the need the high traffic volume on Park Avenue and
9th Street Stop Sign for a stop sign at Complete 2/11/2016 | close proximity to the Main Street business
Oth street district warranted multi-way stop signs. Stop
signs were installed at each leg of the
intersection.
. 15 minute parking . L .
Short Term Parking . 15 minute parking signs were installed by
Spaces on Park Avenue Signs ns::l? thand | Complete | 4/12/2016 the City's Streets department.
Evaluated site triangles, intersection
_ _ "No Standing" dimensions_, a_nd turning _radius off of Upper
Parking Issue on King Sign at 69 King Complete | 6/14/2016 Norfolk. Limited road width warranted two
Road by Upper Norfolk Road “No Parking” signs on the south side of the
street to be installed. Both sides of King
Road is now signed “No Parking”
Two signs were installed in Park City. One
sign is located in the Bob Wells Parking Lot
Install “Super gnd kt_he olfhi:rFi)s II_ocatked in ttEetlai]brary_
. ! arking Lot. Police know that these signs
Super Hero Parking Hero I:arkmg Complete | 9/13/2016 will nog[ be enforced. The purpose of tﬁese
Only” signs L .
signs is to show a higher level of respect for
those willing to put their life on the line to
protect us and our rights.
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Neighborhood Traffic Management Program

During one of the previous meetings with Council concerning the NTMP program, it was
suggested that a study session may be a good idea to better understand the nuances of
this program. This section is being provided to Council so that staff can ask the
question, “Is Council interested in a study session to better understand the NTMP
program?”

Alternatives to Study Session include:

a)the ability for a Council member to meet with Engineering to have Engineering staff
provide an overview of the program to one or two Council members in a meeting; or

b) Council may determine that the information below and on the City’s website provides
sufficient information and a Study Session is not needed.

Purpose
There is a growing concern in Park City to manage automobile use and reduce the

impact of noise, safety, and improve livability/walkability. The Neighborhood Traffic
Management Program (NTMP) provides residents an opportunity to jointly work with
City professionals to evaluate the requirements, benefits, costs, and tradeoffs of using
various traffic calming measures and techniques within their own neighborhood. The
program outlines the many ways residents, businesses and the City can work together
to help keep neighborhood streets safe.

Objective
The primary objective of the NTMP is to improve neighborhood livability and quality of

life by promoting safe conditions for residents, motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians.
This is accomplished by establishing guidelines for consistent decision making; utilizing
the most current edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD),
traffic engineering and safety studies, experiences of other communities, community
guidelines, and input from staff.

Policies and Procedures

The NTMP often employs a combination of education, enforcement, and engineering
methods to address a resident’s issue. The traffic control devices installed through the
NTMP shall comply with project objectives, municipal code, and pertinent state and
federal regulations. Any traffic management techniques desired to be used on Utah
Department of Transportation (UDOT) owned streets must also be approved by UDOT.
All individuals, neighborhoods, and business districts on city streets are eligible to
participate in the NTMP.

A Neighborhood Traffic Management Program page is maintained on the City’s website:
http://www.parkcity.org/departments/traffic-transportation/neighborhood-traffic-
management-program and that page includes a link to the NTMP Policy:
http://www.parkcity.org/home/showdocument?id=1086

Phase 1
e Phase 1 consists of the NTMP receiving an inquiry or complaint relating to traffic,
parking, signage, sidewalks, pedestrian, bicycles, lighting or other issues
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concerning activity within the city’s street rights of way or UDOT rights of way
within the city limit,

The item may be handled directly by the NTMP representative or discussed at
the monthly meeting of the NTMP,

Evaluation of Phase 1 actions should not exceed three (3) months. If the
applicant is not satisfied, they may enter into Phase 2 of the process.

Phase 2

Initiation/Eligibility - Neighborhood complaint must include petition signed by at
least 5 residents or businesses in the area to initiate Phase 2 of traffic calming
process.

Review of petition by NTMP to determine if the issue(s) can be resolved through
existing ordinances or programs and/or if more information needs to be collected.
Phase 2 First Meeting - Neighborhood meeting is hosted by Park City to gain an
understanding of issues and determine goals of traffic calming petition,

e Phase 2 Implementation,

e Phase 2 Evaluation,

¢ Phase 2 Neighborhood Evaluation Meeting,

e Staff Communications Report to City Council, and

e Appeal Process- A citizen(s) within the effected neighborhood may appeal a staff
recommendation within 30 days of the Council’s review of the Staff
Communications Report. The appeal goes to Council for review and decision.
As part of the appeal process, Council may request a future work session to
make a determination and take action.

Phase 3

Phase 3 Initiation-Twenty-five percent (25%) of the residents within the proposed
neighborhood area may request in writing a request to initiate the Phase 3.
Define Neighborhood Boundary- At a minimum; a neighborhood will include all
residents or businesses with direct access on streets to be evaluated by Phase 3
implementation.

Phase 3 Data Collection and Ranking- Staff perform data collection to evaluate
and rank neighborhood problems and the ability to solve problems.

Phase 3 Consensus Meeting- A neighborhood meeting is held to present Phase
3 implementation proposal including project budget, possible time frame, discuss
temporary installation, etc.

Phase 3 Petition- Residents and businesses in neighborhood boundary are
mailed/or hand delivered a petition by the City identifying Phase 3 actions, cost,
and explanation of implications of vote. Unreturned petitions count as no votes.
Resident support for traffic calming is defined as 67 percent positive response. No more
than four weeks is allowed for the return of a petition.

Phase 3 Implementation- Permanent installation will be implemented after the
approval of funding by the City Council. Implemented actions will be continually
monitored based on visual observation and accident data.
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Post Project Evaluation- City staff will review impacts on traffic to determine if
goals were met. Neighborhoods will have an opportunity to review data and
provide comment.

Removal (if required) - Staff will authorize removal of improvements upon
receiving a petition showing 75% support of the neighborhood.

Request for Elevated Level of Service (RELS)
An applicant that has undergone all of the NTMP phases may still submit a petition for a
RELS request if they remain unsatisfied. Applicants have the ability to bypass the
NTMP process and may submit a RELS request at any time.

It should be noted that the RELS process has never formally been assigned to the
NTMP committee. Because of the diverse cross section of City Departments on the
NTMP, it made sense to use this committee to evaluate any RELS requests.

RELS Process

Initiation/Eligibility- A petition from a representative number of
households/businesses of a given subdivision, business district, or a registered
owners association must be submitted to the Executive Office.

Initial Internal Review- a staff project manager will be appointed. The project
manager will define the basic levels of service that are being provided and the
enhanced levels of service that are requested. The project manager will verify
that the request is consistent with Council goals and priorities. If the minimum
budget thresholds are not exceeded, meaning the project’s pre-budget is below
$20,000, no council approval is needed for the project manager to proceed.
Informational Staff Communication Report to Council,

Comprehensive Internal Review,

Initiate Public Forum- Achieved through neighborhood meetings to create a
consensus from the general public of what may be accomplished based on
available funding. Any district that receives “enhanced” levels of service should
be an active participant in funding, or participate in identification of a funding
source other than City budget.

Communication to Council via Staff Communication Report or Work Session-
Project manager may proceed to this step to receive authorization for technical
review, identify prioritized project wish list, or move to CIP committee review.
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DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Through the NTMP program, residents of the Aerie Subdivision requested a crosswalk
at the intersection of Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive. The crosswalk would cross
Deer Valley Drive. Staff hired a traffic consultant, Parametrix, to study and analyze the
issue. Parametrix prepared an analysis outlining four alternatives. Staff supports
alternative four; reject any crossing at the intersection of Aerie Drive and Deer Valley
Drive. Staff will continue to explore viable pedestrian and bicycle options from the Aerie
Subdivision to the Main Street area, which represent safe and efficient standards.

As presented in the analysis section below, this petition has been evaluated through the

NTMP Phase 2 process. Residents have the ability to appeal staff’'s recommendation
within 30 days of the Council’s review of this report.

Respectfully:

Corey Legge, Engineer Tech
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To: City Manager for Mayor and City Council
Subject: Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive Crosswalk
Author: Corey Legge

Department: Engineering

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of Item: Informational (NTMP)

Summary Recommendations

The purpose of this report is to update Council on staff’'s decision in regards to the Aerie
Subdivision request for a crosswalk at the intersection of Aerie Drive and Deer Valley
Drive.

Executive Summary

Through the NTMP program, residents of the Aerie Subdivision requested a crosswalk
at the intersection of Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive. The crosswalk would cross
Deer Valley Drive. Staff hired a traffic consultant, Parametrix, to study and analyze the
issue. Parametrix prepared an analysis outlining four alternatives. Staff supports
alternative four; reject any crossing at the intersection of Aerie Drive and Deer Valley
Drive. Staff will continue to explore viable pedestrian and bicycle options from the Aerie
Subdivision to the Main Street area, which represent safe and efficient standards.

As presented in the analysis section below, this petition has been evaluated through the
NTMP Phase 2 process. Residents have the ability to appeal staff's recommendation
within 30 days of the Council’s review of this report.

Acronyms

FHWA- Federal Highway Administration

MUTCD- Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices
NTMP- Neighborhood Traffic Management Program
PCMC-Park City Municipal Corporation

Background

e OnJanuary 16", 2016, a request was issued by residents of the Aerie
Subdivision to install a crosswalk for the upcoming 2016 Sundance and evaluate
permanent solutions. This request initiated the NTMP Phase 1 evaluation.

e On January 20", 2016, the NTMP denied the request to install an at-grade
crosswalk due to the high volume of vehicles on Deer Valley Drive which has a
posted speed limit of 40 mph. The MUTCD and FHWA advise against any at
grade crosswalk on roads with speeds exceeding 40 mph.

e During April 2016, the NTMP received five petition letters from residents
requesting to enter the Phase 2 analysis.
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e May 10™ 2016, a Professional Services Agreement was established with
Parametrix Inc. to conduct an analysis of crossing options.

e June 29" 2016, Parametrix and PCMC held a neighborhood evaluation meeting.
Approximately eight residents attended along with three Parametrix staff and two
PCMC staff. Staff's objective of this meeting was to acquire a clearer
understanding of the issue and gather information to further evaluate the request.

e September 29" 2016, Parametrix delivered the Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive
Pedestrian Crossing Analysis.

Alternatives

The crossing analysis evaluated three (3) crossing alternatives; an at-grade crossing, a
pedestrian overpass, and a pedestrian underpass. Furthermore, Parametrix included an
alternative four (4) which considers other solutions. The cost associated with each
crossing alternative was obtained from the 2007 Park City Walkable/Bikeable
Neighborhood Study.

e Alternative 1- Provide a HAWK signal and at-grade pedestrian crosswalk.

@)
®)

Pros- Low cost compared to the grade-separated alternatives.
Cons- Potential for vehicle-pedestrian conflict and interruption of
traffic flow. The MUTCD recommends this alternative for roads with
speeds over 35 mph, traffic volumes above 1300 vehicles per hour,
and a pedestrian count of at least 20 pedestrians per hour. Data
acquired during Parametrix’s analysis indicates it is very unlikely
this crossing location would generate the required pedestrian
volumes.

e Alternative 2- Provide a grade-separated pedestrian overpass.

o

o

Pros- Removes the risk of conflict between pedestrians and
vehicles.

Cons- More costly alternative at an estimated cost of $2.4 million.
Presents several physical challenges for design and
constructability. The steep slope on the west side of Deer Valley
Drive increases the height between a pedestrian structure and an
at-grade touchdown point. Furthermore, there are property and
facility constraints that limit the space to tie into existing sidewalks,
and/or the Poison Creek Trail.

e Alternative 3- Provide a grade-separated pedestrian underpass.

o

Pros- Removes the risk of conflict between pedestrians and
vehicles. Better fit with Park City’s aesthetics than an overpass or
HAWK signal.

Cons- Most costly alternative at an estimated cost of $3.4 million.
Presents several physical challenges for design and
constructability. A large amount of excavation would be necessary
for the pedestrian underpass to travel beneath the roadway and
emerge at the level of Silver Creek. With limited distance between
Deer Valley Drive and the Poison Creek Trall, it is possible an
underpass would not be feasible at this location. An additional
engineering study would need to be completed.
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e Alternative 4- Reject crossing options at the Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive
intersection. Consider other courses of action to address concerns about
the Aerie Drive neighborhood connectivity to Main Street. Staff would
examine; 1.) Providing seasonal or special event transit service for Aerie
Drive. 2.) A new recreational trail from Aerie Dr. south to Deer Valley Drive
(near the round-about) where feasible.

Analysis

It is difficult to justify a pedestrian crossing at the intersection of Aerie Drive and Deer
Valley Drive given the low pedestrian demand, high traffic volume, limited crash history,
environmental and physical constraints, and associated costs. Residents living in the
Aerie Community are able to safely access Main Street by alternate routes and modes
of transportation. Starting at the Aerie Drive/Mellow Mountain Road intersection, the
distance to the Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive intersection and the distance to the Mellow
Mountain Road/Deer Valley Drive intersection is essentially equivalent (1.2 miles).
Mellow Mountain Road location offers access to bus stops, sidewalks, and a safe
crossing of Deer Valley Drive. As the ride share industry continues to grow, companies
such as Uber and Lyft may offer additional options for residents to access Main Street.

To improve Aerie Drive resident’s access to Main Street during special events, staff will
examine public transit routes and pick up locations along Aerie Drive and Mellow
Mountain Road. Furthermore, staff will explore routes for a new trail to connect Aerie
Drive to Deer Valley Drive southeast of the roundabout. This may provide more direct
access to City Hall, the transit center, and Main Street.

Next Steps in the NTMP Process

1. Neighborhood Evaluation meeting will be held with neighborhood liaison
and interested neighbors to discuss results of Phase 2. This meeting will
occur within 30 days of this staff communication report being submitted to
Council. The neighborhood will be provided a copy of the report and this
staff communication report this week.

2. If citizens are not satisfied with staff’'s recommendation, they may appeal
within 30 days of the Council’s review of this Manager’s Report. The
neighbors would submit a written appeal to the NTMP committee. The
appeal would then be brought forward to Council for review and decision.

3. Council can deny the appeal and take no action, accept the appeal, or
have the issue further evaluated by initiating phase 3 of the NTMP. Phase
3 may also be initiated if twenty-five percent (25%) of the residents within
the neighborhood request in writing to initiate phase 3.

Department Review

This report has been reviewed by City Manager, Legal, Police, Public Works, and
Community Development. All concerns raised by these departments have been
incorporated herein.
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Funding Sources
There are no immediate funding impacts caused by this decision.

Attachments
Aerie Drive Deer Valley Drive Pedestrian Crossing Analysis by Parametrix
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Parametrix

ENGINEERING . PLANNING . ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES

L ____________________________________________/ / B
7719 SOUTH MAIN STREET | MIDVALE, UT 84047 | P 801.307.3400

MEMORANDUM

DATE: September 16, 2016

TO: Matt Cassel PE, Park City Municipal Corporation
Corey Legge, Park City Municipal Corporation

FROM: Charles Allen PE, PTOE, Parametrix

Tim Peterson, Parametrix
Andrea Olson, AICP Parametrix

SUBIJECT: Aerie Dr Deer Valley Dr Pedestrian Crossing Analysis
CC:

PROJECT NUMBER: 344-7395-003

PROJECT NAME: Aerie Dr Deer Valley Dr Pedestrian Crossing Analysis

INTRODUCTION

Park City Municipal Corporation (PCMC) requested Parametrix to conduct an analysis of pedestrian crossing needs
and alternative treatments at the intersection of Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive. Residents from Aerie Drive
have expressed concerns to PCMC about the desire and ability to safely cross Deer Valley Drive on foot. The
purpose of this document is to summarize existing conditions, evaluate crossing options and provide a
recommendation to PCMC for moving forward.

AREA DESCRIPTION

The Aerie Neighborhood is located on the western slopes of Masonic Hill overlooking downtown Park City. The
neighborhood consists of 70-80 homes most of which front Aerie Drive as it meanders up the steep hillside. The
remainder of the homes in the neighborhood are located on short, dead-end streets that spur from Aerie Drive
towards the top of Masonic Hill. There are two access points to the Aerie Drive neighborhood. The most direct
access can be made at the Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive intersection. Secondary access is available via Mellow
Mountain Road which connects to Deer Valley Drive approximately %2 mile east of the Deer Valley Drive
roundabout. Figure 1 illustrates the Aerie Drive and the surrounding area.

The Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive intersection is a three-leg “T” intersection with stop control on the Aerie Drive
approach. Deer Valley Drive features a left-turn lane into Aerie Drive but no right-turn lane. The lack of shoulders
as well as the steep embankment and retaining walls on the east side of Deer Valley Drive limit sight distance for
the intersection when approaching on Deer Valley Drive from the south.

Aerie Drive is a steep, winding road starting at Deer Valley Drive and ending at the top of Masonic Hill — a distance
of about 1.2 miles. The roadway features two travel lanes within 24 ft. of pavement with rolling curb and gutter
but no sidewalks. The roadway has several tight switchbacks going up Masonic Hill which, when combined with
the steep grade, can make for a challenging drive during winter conditions.
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Deer Valley Drive is a five-lane arterial with two travel lanes in each direction and a continuous center turn lane.
Like Aerie Drive, the roadway features curb and gutter but no paved shoulders or sidewalks. Deer Valley Drive is
also part of State Route 224 (SR-224) and serves as the primary link between downtown Park City, Deer Valley
Resort, and major highways leading to and from the region. Between the Deer Valley Drive roundabout and
Bonanza Drive intersection the speed limit on the roadway is 40 mph and there are only a limited number of
driveways and intersecting streets, one of which is Aerie Drive. According to data from the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) the average daily volume in 2014 was approximately 13,000 vehicles per day for this
section of Deer Valley Drive.

The Lost Prospector trail is an unpaved, single-track trail that crosses Aerie Drive approximately 800 feet up the
hill from the Deer Valley Drive intersection. North of Aerie Drive, the trail rounds Masonic Hill connecting to
various other trails before terminating at the Fox Talil trail near the Round Valley area. South of Aerie Drive, the
Lost Prospector trail continues another %2 mile where it connects to Mellow Mountain Road. From there, trail
users can follow Mellow Mountain Road to access other trails such as the Gambel Oak trail or the April Mountain
trail.

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING

Parametrix and PCMC hosted a neighborhood meeting on June 29, 2016 for residents of Aerie Drive. The meeting
was held at the PCMC City Council Chambers where residents were invited to share concerns and provide input
regarding crossing needs at Deer Valley Drive. Approximately eight residents attended along with three
Parametrix staff and two PCMC staff.

Residents were invited to place stickers on a map of where they lived, where they crossed Deer Valley Drive and
to which destinations they walked. Residents were also asked to mark how frequently they walk across Deer
Valley Drive and what time of day they cross Deer Valley Drive. The results of this input were as follows.

1. Allresidents that attended the meeting live on Aerie Drive.

2. Allresidents at the meeting indicated they cross Deer Valley Drive near the intersection of Aerie Drive
except for one who crosses near Sunnyside Drive via Mellow Mountain Road.

3. Destinations that residents cross Deer Valley Drive to reach include: City Hall, Poison Creek Trail,
Upper and Lower Main Street, Park City Mountain Resort, the City Park and the Transit Center.

Additional data on walking habits of the responding residents is summarized in Table 1 and Table 2:

Table 1: How Frequently Do You Walk across Deer Valley Drive?

More than Once Once Per Da 2-5 Times Per Once Per Week 1-3 Times Per Less than Once
Per Day y Week Month Per Month
0 0 3 0 2 0
Table 2: What Time of Day Do You Walk across Deer Valley Drive?
Morning Midday Afternoon Evening
Before 7 am 7:00 am- 9:00 am- 11:00 am- | 1:00 pm- 3:00 pm — 5:00 pm — After 7:00
9:00 am 11:00 am 1:00 pm 3:00 pm 5:00 pm 7:00 pm pm
1 4 1 0 1 1 3 0

A group discussion took place at the neighborhood meeting where residents gave input and expressed concerns
about crossing Deer Valley Drive and the intersection of Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive as well as other general
topics related to the study area. Some of the concerns and suggestions brought up by the residents include:
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Sight distance concerns for vehicles attempting to right onto Deer Valley Drive from Aerie Drive
Sight distance concerns for vehicles attempting to turn right or left out of Aerie Drive onto Deer
Valley Drive

Marking the Aerie Drive intersection with “T” intersection warning signs on Deer Valley Drive.
Installing a traffic signal at Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive

Installing a pedestrian signal (HAWK or flashing red) at Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive
Installing a pedestrian overpass or underpass at Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive

Acceleration and/or deceleration lanes on Deer Valley Drive at Aerie Drive

Reducing the speed limit on Deer Valley Drive from the roundabout north to Bonanza Drive
Converting the intersection of Deer Valley Drive and lower Main Street to right-in/right-out (like
Heber Avenue)

Concerns over the nightly rentals at Hearthstone located near the bottom of Aerie Drive and the
associated parking on Aerie Drive near the Deer Valley Drive intersection.

Vehicles parking on-street and off-street at the bottom of Aerie Drive irritating residents and creating
fears of parked vehicles sparking wildfires

Additionally, many of the residents said that they don’t cross Deer Valley Drive because they feel it’s too difficult
to cross and too unsafe to cross.

DATA COLLECTION

PCMC conducted a brief evaluation of pedestrian activity at the Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive intersection. The
intersection was monitored for two and a half hours (2:00 PM — 4:30 PM) on Friday, July 1, 2016. During this time
one pedestrian was observed attempting to cross Deer Valley Drive.

The PCMC count appears consistent with descriptions and data from the public meeting. Residents present at the
public meeting indicated that they only crossed Deer Valley Drive 2-5 times per week at most. It should be noted
that the 2:00 PM-4:30 PM count may have missed the peak crossing time frame since resident feedback indicates
the 7-9 am time period and the 5-7 pm time period as the times of day they were most likely to cross Deer Valley
Drive. Still, the number of pedestrian crossings reported during the peak times are only slightly more than what is
reported during off-peak times.

During the past few years, PCMC has collected bicycle counts on both the Poison Creek Trail which runs along the
west side of Deer Valley Drive, and the Lost Prospector Trail which crosses Aerie Drive to the east of Deer Valley
Drive. According to these data, the Poison Creek Trail averages about 500 trips per day and the Lost Prospector
Trail averages about 100 trips per day.

SAFETY DATA

Parametrix gathered historic crash data for the Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive intersection from the UDOT Traffic &
Safety Division. Data encompassed crashes extending back to 2010 through as recent as 2015. During this
six-year time period, there were 10 recorded crashes in the vicinity of the intersection. Six of the 10 crashes were
wild-animal hits. Of the four non-wild-animal crashes, two crashes were single-vehicle crashes in which drivers
ran off the road. The other two crashes included a crash where a vehicle slid into Deer Valley Drive from Aerie
Drive on snowy pavement and a crash where a northbound vehicle sideswiped another northbound vehicle in the
adjacent lane. There were no crashes involving bicyclists or pedestrians and none of the crashes resulted in
injuries. In summary, the crash data indicates that intersection-related crashes at the Aerie Drive/Deer Valley
Drive intersection are infrequent. Of the crashes that do occur, most are related to wildlife in the roadway and
injuries rarely occur.
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CROSSING ANALYSIS

Given the neighborhood desire for infrastructure to support pedestrian crossings at Deer Valley Drive, Parametrix
evaluated three crossing alternatives:

1. At-grade crossing,
2. Grade-separated overpass, and
3. Grade-separated underpass.

At-grade Crossing Alternative

The simplest method to facilitate pedestrian crossings at Deer Valley Drive is an at-grade crossing — meaning a
crossing on the same level as the roadway. Combined with an additional sidewalk between Aerie Drive and 9™
Street, the crossing could be a cost-effective alternative compared to the grade-separated options. A 2006 study
completed for Park City Municipal Corp. indicated that the cost of installing a sidewalk between Aerie Drive and
9t Street would be $156,000. This figure in combination with the cost of installing a pedestrian signal would be a
fraction of the expected cost for a grade-separated pedestrian crossing.

Potential drawbacks of an at-grade crossing on Deer Valley Drive include pedestrian safety and the interruption of
traffic flow. Northbound traffic on Deer Valley Drive that is required to stop at a pedestrian signal would have the
potential to cause additional congestion at the 9™ Street/Main Street intersection and the Deer Valley Drive
roundabout upstream from the proposed crossing, especially during peak ski out load. Additionally, there is
always the potential for vehicle-pedestrian conflict at an at-grade crossing. From a pedestrian safety perspective
an at-grade crossing will always have some inherent safety risks which can be eliminated completely with a grade-
separated crossing.

At-Grade Crossing Guidelines and Requirements

There are numerous at-grade crossing treatments and amenities and it is important to find the right treatment for
the right location. An improperly designed treatment will result in low driver and pedestrian compliance and
create new safety hazards for the surrounding transportation network. For example, a painted crosswalk on a 10-
lane interstate will achieve virtually no driver compliance because of the high travel speeds and because drivers
do not expect to see pedestrians on a freeway. This situation would create an extreme hazard for both
pedestrians and drivers. On the other extreme, installing a traffic signal to control pedestrian crossings on a
residential cul-de-sac will achieve no pedestrian compliance because pedestrians feel comfortable crossing a
quiet street themselves and do not want to wait for a pedestrian walk signal when there are likely to be no
oncoming vehicles.

Finding the right combination of crossing treatments is critical to making a crossing effective. Data documented in
National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 562 confirms that the safest and most effective
crossings often use strategic traffic control devices or design elements to meet the information and control needs
of both motorists and pedestrians. NCHRP Report 562 states that when considering a treatment, it is important
to consider desirable characteristics such as:

Making the street crossing task simple and convenient for pedestrians

Making sure crossing pedestrians have excellent visibility

Making sure vehicle speeds are slowed or controlled in the area of the pedestrian crossing
Making sure vehicle drivers are more aware of the presence of the crosswalk

Making sure drivers yield the right-of-way to legally crossing pedestrians

gk~

To evaluate the need for pedestrian amenity treatments, Parametrix utilized guidelines within NCHRP Report 562
to determine the most appropriate at-grade pedestrian crossing treatment for Deer Valley Drive. The guidelines
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provide thresholds for pedestrian amenity treatments based on a number of different criteria including
pedestrian volumes, road volume, road width and speed limit. According to unique characteristics of the crossing
location, there are several potential categories of treatments:

Enhanced
Active
Red
Signal

“Enhanced” treatments include devices that are active in the crossing at all times, such as static signage, and
pavement markings. “Active” treatments are devices that activate a warning when pedestrians are present or
crossing a street, such as flashers or pedestrian flags. The “Red” category includes signals or beacons that display
a circular red signal to motorists when activated by pedestrians. This includes HAWK, PELICAN, or TOUCAN
signals. The “Signal” category includes conventional traffic signals which are administered by guidelines in the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). Finally, each category can be further sub-divided as being
“HC” High Compliance, or “LC” Low Compliance.

NCHRP Report 562 contains guideline plots to aid in identifying the appropriate pedestrian treatment for various
roadway scenarios. Parametrix applied the roadway, traffic and pedestrian parameters for Deer Valley Drive to
the plot best representing site conditions. Figure 2 shows the guideline plot and Table 3 summarizes the roadway
and pedestrian characteristics used to select the plot. Because pedestrian crossing volumes are not definitively
known, Parametrix applied a vertical blue line to Figure 2 to indicate which crossing recommendations would
apply under a range of pedestrian volumes.

Figure 2: Pedestrian Amenity Treatment Guideline Plot
500

E/A HC, Red LC*

400

200

100

Pedestrian Volume Crossing Major Road (ped/h)

300 600 900 1200 1500 1800 2100
Major Road Volume - Total of Both Approaches (veh/h)

*E/A = Enhanced/Active, HC = High Compliance, LC = Low Compliance
Source: Figure A-16, NCHRP Report 562

Packet Pg. 45




September 16, 2016

Page 7 0of 9
Table 3: At-grade Crossing Evaluation Inputs
Input Value Notes
Roadway Width 60 ft Curb to curb measurement
Vehicle Speed 40 mph Posted speed limit
Walking Speed 3.5 ft/sec Default walking speed
Major Road Volume 1,300 veh/hr | Estimated at 10% of 2014 AADT of 1,300 vehicles per day
Pedestrian Crossing Volume Variable

Examining Figure 2, the blue line indicates the range of potential pedestrian crossing volumes spans three
categories of treatments: No Treatment, Red, or Signal. If there are fewer than 14 pedestrian crossings during
the peak hour, than no signs, signals, or markings are recommended. Instead, NCHRP Report 562 suggests
exploring geometric changes such as median refuge islands or curb extensions. If there are between 14 and 100
peak hour pedestrian crossings, than a Red treatment is recommended. If peak hour pedestrian crossings exceed
100, than a signal evaluation should be conducted according to the MUTCD to see of the location merits a full
traffic signal. Finally, it should be noted that given the roadway conditions, Enhanced/Active treatments like
crossing signage and flashing beacons are inappropriate at this location under any pedestrian volume scenario.

To meet any of the suggested pedestrian treatments, the minimum number of pedestrians crossing must be at
least 14 pedestrians per hour. Data acquired during this study indicates it is very unlikely the crossing location
would achieve this level. Responses from the neighborhood meeting suggest three to four individuals cross Deer
Valley Drive during the busiest two-hour am and pm peak periods and that these crossings are not conducted
daily but only two to five times per week. Additionally, the count conducted on a Friday from 2:00-4:30 pm
yielded only one pedestrian crossing. The likelihood that there is a single hour when 14 or more pedestrian
crossings (one crossing every four minutes) are made across Deer Valley Drive are slight.

Now, it is noted that crossing data obtained at the neighborhood meeting represents habits of only those in
attendance and that there could be more crossings being regularly conducted by those not in attendance and not
observed during the data collection. Additionally, installing a pedestrian crossing could release some pent-up
demand and result in an increase in the number of pedestrians crossing per hour. Even so, the number of
unreported or unobserved crossings must be very significant to generate 14 or more crossings in a single hour.
To put this into context, there are 78 homes within the expected walk shed of the proposed crossing. These
include the homes on Aerie Drive, Aerie Circle, Golden Way, Eagle Way, and the six homes at the top of Mellow
Mountain Road. In order to generate more than 14 crossings, a resident from about one in five of these homes
would need to cross Deer Valley Drive during the same one-hour time frame.

Theoretically, should pedestrian volumes increase to the level that a Red treatment is appropriate per NCHRP
guidelines, coordination with UDOT would be required since Deer Valley Drive is a state highway. The most
common Red-type treatment currently in Utah is a HAWK signal and Chapter 4F of the Utah MUTCD specifies the
requirements to warrant a HAWK signal (see Figure 3). As shown in Figure 3, the warrant is similar to the
guideline plot from the NCHRP Report 562, except the minimum pedestrian volume is 20 pedestrians per hour.
Thus, in order to justify the most likely Red treatment — a HAWK — signal, the minimum pedestrian volume is
actually higher than the NCHRP guidelines.

In summary, there is no data or projections to confirm that an at-grade pedestrian crossing would meet either
NCHRP guidelines or the Utah MUTCD requirements. Given the low pedestrian crossing demand and the high
speeds, high volumes, and roadway width on Deer Valley Drive, an at-grade pedestrian crossing is not appropriate
in this location and would likely result in increased safety hazards.
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Figure 3: Utah MUTCD Guideline Plot for Installation of Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons
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Grade-separated Overpass Alternative

A grade-separated pedestrian overpass would eliminate conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians crossing Deer
Valley Drive. The slope on the east side of Deer Valley Drive offers a natural starting point for the overpass as
pedestrians would be able to access the structure without climbing any ramps. The west side of Deer Valley
Drive, however, presents several physical challenges to locating an overpass structure and its accompanying
access ramps. First, the terrain slopes down on the west side of Deer Valley Drive increasing the height between
a pedestrian structure and an at-grade touchdown point. Second, there are property and facility constraints on
the west side. Several existing buildings, the Poison Creek Trail and Silver Creek itself severely limit the room to
construct overpass supports as well as ramps that can tie into existing sidewalks, and/or the Poison Creek trail.
Finally, the overpass would present challenges for a design that aesthetically fits the surrounding environs.

A pedestrian overpass at this location was studied in a previous study completed in 2006. The 2006 cost estimate
was $2 million dollars which would be about $2.4 million in 2016 dollars. Compared to an at-grade crossing, a
pedestrian overpass would be a much more costly alternative.

Grade-separated Underpass Alternative

As with an overpass, a grade-separated underpass would eliminate conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians
crossing Deer Valley Drive. Additionally, an underpass could be more aesthetically pleasing than an at-grade
pedestrian crossing or an overpass as it would essentially be hidden from view. However, an underpass presents
even more physical challenges with the surrounding terrain than an overpass. First, a large amount of excavation
would have to be done on the east side of Deer Valley Drive to get the pedestrian underpass low enough to pass
beneath Deer Valley Drive. Second, to go underneath the roadway, an underpass would have to be constructed
at such a low elevation that it would be at the level of the creek or possibly lower than the creek when it emerges
on the west side. Finally, there is only 35 feet between Deer Valley Drive and the Poison Creek Trail, with the
creek in between. This short distance would make it difficult to bring the underpass up to the elevation of the
Poison Creek Trail on the west side of Deer Valley Drive while also negotiating the creek. An additional
engineering study would need to be completed to determine if building an underpass is feasible at this location.

A grade-separated underpass would be the most costly alternative with a 2006 estimate of $3.4 million to
construct (approximately $4 million in 2016 dollars).
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RECOMMENDATIONS & CONCLUSIONS

Parametrix evaluated the existing pedestrian crossing conditions and demand at the Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive
intersection. Guided by neighborhood input and count data, Parametrix also reviewed national and local
guidelines and standards for pedestrian treatments. Given the extremely low pedestrian demand, cost, safety
concerns, the lack of an existing crash history, and environmental and physical constraints, Parametrix
recommends that neither of the three crossing options — at-grade crossing, grade separated overpass, grade
separated underpass — be implemented at this time.

At-grade pedestrian crossing must be designed carefully with appropriate amenities to create a comfortable
environment for both pedestrians and drivers and ensure maximum user compliance. The study location is a
wide road with high traffic volumes and speeds. As such, only a pedestrian-hybrid signal, such as a HAWK signal,
or else conventional traffic signal would achieve sufficient driver compliance to support a safe pedestrian
crossing. However, the site manifests a pedestrian crossing demand well below the thresholds to justify these
treatments. Parametrix estimates that 20 percent of homes within the walk shed would have to generate a
pedestrian crossing — all within the same one-hour period — in order to meet minimum pedestrian crossing
thresholds. These levels are not experienced today and are not likely to be achieved even with a crossing in place.

Both the grade-separated overpass and underpass options present significant costs as well as physical and
environmental constraints. It is expected that the excavation required to build a tunnel approach on the east side
of Deer Valley Drive and tunnel beneath Silver Creek on the east side would result in significant expenses.
Additionally, the environmental and property constraints on the west side of Deer Valley Drive, such as the Poison
Creek Trail and Silver Creek itself, could render construction infeasible for either a tunnel or bridge. These
physical challenges along with the lack of pedestrian crossing demand make it difficult to justify the potential
costs.

NEXT STEPS

Though at-grade and grade-separated crossings are not appropriate at the Aerie Drive location at this time, PCMC
should continue to monitor pedestrian conditions and demand. Additionally, consideration can be given to
alternatives that address the underlying concerns about the Aerie Drive neighborhood connectivity. For example,
providing seasonal or special event transit service for Aerie Drive could be evaluated. The growing ride-share
industry, such as companies like Uber and Lyft, might offer additional mobility options for Aerie Drive residents to
access downtown Park City. Further study could be taken to improve crossings at alternatives locations. Some
residents indicated they walk along Mellow Mountain Drive and Sunnyside Drive to cross Deer Valley Drive at the
roundabout. Improving the attractiveness or access to this crossing may offer a suitable pedestrian crossing
option for Aerie Drive residents’ needs. Additionally, a new trail on Masonic Hill connecting the roundabout to
the Lost Prospector Trail would offer more direct access to the roundabout for Aerie Drive residents. This option
would likely require an accompanying evaluation of a new crosswalk on either the north leg or the east leg of the
roundabout.

Additional concerns about the Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive area not related to the crossing situation were
expressed by residents at the neighborhood meeting. Some of these concerns include parking patterns at the
bottom of Aerie Drive, turn lanes, intersection sight distance, and speed limits on Deer Valley Drive. These
concerns are outside the scope of this study and Parametrix recommends they be addressed through other
appropriate means and efforts.
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DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

On January 31, 2017, Park City Municipal’s Community Engagement Department held
Coffee with Council, the fourth in a series of monthly Council outreach events.
Councilmembers Cindy Matsumoto and Nann Worel hosted the event, which was held
from 9-10:30am at the Park City Coffee Roasters location at the Park City Library.
Approximately 25-30 residents and business owners attended the event for informal
conversation about City projects and initiatives. Attached, please find a recap of topics
and conversation held during the event.

This informational report provides includes a recap of topics and conversation held
during the event.

Respectfully:

Linda Jager, Community Engagement Manager
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PARK CITY

Coffee with Council, Park City Library

(Park City Coffee Roaster)

January 31, 2017

Council members presenting: Nann Worel, Cindy Matsumoto

Other council members present: None

City staff present: Linda Jager, Jason Glidden, Lynn Ware Peek, emeritus: Myles Rademan.

Guests in attendance: 20-25. Tom Oliver, Seth Bockholt, Fern Baird, Glenn Wright, Jack Campbell,
Randy Scott, Todd Hageman, Michael Kaplan, Carol Sletta, Robert Ett, Heidi Hughes, Melanie Seus, Dave
Cushing, Jerry Moore, Lorraine and Wally Stuecken, Shelly Barrus, Mike Sweeney, Petra Butler

Notes prepared by Lynn Ware Peek
Introduction by Linda Jager

Cindy (referred to as “C”): We don’t want to make all the decisions on our own, that’s why we love to
hear from our citizens.

Nann (“N”): She has heard that residents “don’t see our council enough,” this is why we started this
series of conversations with council: they are conversations to hear what the residents think since we
don’t want to and can’t make decisions in a vacuum.

Lorraine Stauker: Follow up about the buses in Prospector; seems like many residents were concerned
about that? How did busing go for Sundance?

C: Looking at the bus routes all the time. With large amounts of snow and the Women’s March, it was a
challenge. Our transit team is a good team and they try to be responsive.

N: The dedicated bus lane on DV Drive helps a lot during large events — it shows that when you get
people here faster on the bus, it’s effective. It was our first time to activate the Richardson Flat lot
(during Sundance), and it worked well. We liked how it worked.

C: We hope to have the dedicated lane in on Hwy 248 so people will see that the bus will go on by.

Lorraine & Wally: That lot is in the middle of nowhere.
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Jack Campbell, longtime resident: Thanks for the opportunity to come and listen, this is a great idea.

His kids grew up here playing soccer and he talked about current soccer tournament success. He
acknowledged that a lot of traffic is associated, mostly on Arts Festival weekend. Soccer crowds conflict,
but he said the PC soccer club leaders lament that the city is “looking at discontinuing the tournament.”
The business leaders in town see things from an economic framework and he asked to remember the kids
and families and that not every decision needs to be made from an economic standpoint. Perhaps there
are events that don’t benefit the businesses, but they do benefit the residents and bring benefit in other
types of ways.

C: There is a big discussion in town about event fatigue. We formed the SEAC committee about a year
ago and are talking about all the events. It’s a balancing act. Of the many events we have, most are
raising money for a non-profit, some events benefit the business community. It’s truly a balancing act,
we do want to know if are we getting too many events? Do you have an event that’s special to you?
Council wants to know.

Todd Hagemen: Technical director for the Tour of Utah and property manager, children in school
district. Said he was not speaking in official capacity for the TOU. Small companies make the majority of
revenue in the winter, but any business will make money in the winter. It’s the summer and off season
revenue that will make or break them. So these types of events that put heads on beds are the most
important. Like the soccer tournament, softball, Tour of Utah, keeps businesses like his going. We can’t
“shutter” our businesses anymore like we used to in the off season. Families are represented here.
Events for small businesses are crucial and should trump small inconveniences to businesses and/or
residents. He feels that perhaps the squeaky wheels are getting the grease, and feels like the responses
and complaints are fear-based. He talked about the Tour of Utah wanting to run up Park Avenue (and
handful of residents impacted) on a Monday between 1-3pm and how it was turned down and offered to
go up Deer Valley Drive(would impact far more people). It seemed to him an irrational decision.

C: We do hear the complaints more often than the positive. We don’t want to make decisions based
solely on the complaints. City is disappointed the TOU isn’t coming this year. It gives us national and
statewide attention. We do hear one-sided conversation and would like to hear all perspectives.

N: We do appreciate your perspective as a parent and small biz owner. We have to see as events
overall not just one event like the TOU. It’s when events stack up on each other for weeks on end; that’s
when we start to talk about event fatigue. Nann encouraged him to come and give input at SEAC.

Michael Kaplan: former Old town business owner. Way back when, when they discontinued events, we
felt it. He gave the example of Telluride, they dedicate one weekend to a “no festival weekend”... not a
bad idea.

Randy Scott: Park Avenue resident. | live there because it has vibrancy. What is the history of the turn
of events, are there actually more? Obviously as rents go up on space, we need more revenue to stay
alive.
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C: We see events getting bigger and “more successful.” Everyone wants it how it was when they

arrived... her kids now don’t want to go to the Main Street 4™ of July because it’s too busy and they
say no one goes anymore. The city has discussed having a local tie-in to have your float in the parade.
We have thought of different ways to make it more local. We want to keep it the small town that it is
and we know the citizens want us to strive for that.

Dave Cushing: | came from a really big town, so | can’t imagine it ever being terrible with these great
events. If we survive Sundance, we can survive anything.

C: The winter events define us, it's who we are—but it’s the summer events that take away our quiet
weekends.

Carol Sletta: Why would the city be concerned about a few bikes going by (talking about TOU) when
they are numerous street closures for several days with construction projects going on. What about
construction mitigation on the Old Town streets? It impacts my street, dump trucks, and closures
for days on end. I’m less concerned about events than construction. City is missing a big boat by not
addressing our construction woes.

N: Do you find that the construction mitigation not enforced, or the mitigation isn’t enough?

Carol: Seems they are not enforced. Projects shouldn’t be approved if they don’t have the staff to
mitigate.

C: She’s sensitive to this, her daughter left Old Town for that very reason. Every time a house gets
renovated, you lose a neighbor and gain a second home owner. Utah laws limit us saying no to
development. We can however work on mitigation and the response to mitigation.

Todd H: Is it possible for the city, when they know there’s a construction project, like the Kimball Garage
and the Brew Pub, for example, that the city takes into account and stagger the construction projects?

C: We do look at that. When we did the sidewalks we do take a look at that and took a break for one
construction season.

Michael Kaplan: What was the city thinking about the anti-idling stuff?

C: To save our air. Of course there are certain considerations, but we were trying to control air quality.
Michael: We shouldn’t enforce this!

Randy Scott: Congratulations on purchasing the Peace House. What is the budget for doing this?

C: Transit paid for that, but we have a budget to do this.

N: Transit housing is not adequate, so we buy more space.

N & C: Talked about the new Peace House facility at Quinn’s.
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Robert Ett: What's the City’s affordable housing agenda?
C: The funding comes from the RDA.
Petra Butler: What do we consider affordable?

C: We are always adjusting that. The PC Heights prices are much higher. The units we are going to
release on Lower Park Avenue, we haven’t set the prices. They are going to be more in the $250k-$400
range. She explained some of the different configurations.

Petra: Calling a S500k homes affordable is ludicrous. The people who work here, our teachers, our
firefighters can’t afford that.

N: It's based on area median income. We are also looking at rentals. We want to have housing
available for those getting starting who wouldn’t be able to purchase. The city is collaborating with joint
advisory board on transportation that meets monthly to look at some of these issues regionally, they are
going to form one join advisory board on housing that is similar to the one on Transportation.

Micahel Kaplan: He is trying to build some affordable housing rentals. He mentioned that they are
affordable for 60% of AMI area median income.

C: City is excited about the project on 1450 1460 Park Avenue — 8 units. Single family homes, starter
homes, smaller. Could be for families starting off or seniors. Will be a mix of people, hopefully people
who can help us grow into a better community by creating great businesses. She also talked about the
Woodside Park area and the homes that will go in there and talked about the mix. Almost all the
single family homes in that area have an auxiliary apartment and it will stay affordable and it can be
rented, will be rent restricted.

Carol Sletta: Will the enforcement of that be better than the construction mitigation enforcement?
Petra Butler: Affordable housing buyers tend to rent out their homes.

Seth Bockholt: Is there money going in for the projects so they don’t have to be profitable? If the city is
the developer, how does that work? How is it subsidized and how does is make sense for the city on a for
profit basis?

C: We put out RFP’s and there is a process; we pay for the development. The staff has a committee that
evaluates the proposals. We evaluate how much we can recoup and then be put back in to the
affordable housing. We try to target so that we get enough back into so we can keep money in the
affordable housing fund.

Seth: There are quite a lot of affordable projects in the county too? It would be interesting to compare
and contrast the numbers and the value of building the units in town vs the projects in the county. Is
it necessary for the city to build when the county can build more and cheaper at only 10 minute drive
away?
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C: We work with the county, but our projects are much smaller since we have limited space. The
projects in Summit and Wasatch counties are much bigger. We create affordable housing in town
because we want the workforce in town , not just the mega rich, with the workforce at the outskirts. We
want to avoid a geographic boundary between the two. In 200-2010, we were stagnant. Our building
was huge, but the year round residents didn’t grow, only by several 100. Because they are all second
home owners. WE don’t want that.

N: Again, that’s why collaboration is key with Summit and Wasatch counties.

N: That ties into our transportation goals. In this week’s City Council agenda, there’s a report card
for our transportation and how we are doing on our goals.

Glenn Wright: The new transit center, it will become a transit hub. We have plans to build interceptor
lots. You can’t build everything at one time. Your entire transit structure.. must evolve.

Carol Sletta: Asked about the Mine Road out load at 5pm. We heard a long time ago that the
employees were going to be bussed up to those properties, but all we see coming down are single
occupancy cars. What ever happened to busing the employees in from Richardson flats? We need some
sort of other transportation — like some kind of a rail system that runs along the Rail Trail.

C: Well, that’s a state park, so | guess we would have to take it back to use it as a rail option again.

Fern Baird: Asked Petra Butler, school board member, about the HS expansion presentation , this
Thursday. We’d love input. Going to be at the lecture hall at the high school, February 2, Thursday. The
designs are up on the PCSD website.

Event concluded at 10:30am.
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DATE: February 16, 2017

PARK CITY
Ty

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Attached for your approval, please find the minutes for the January 26, 2017, and February 2,

2017, City Council meetings. Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully:

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

Packet Pg. 55




O© O ~NOOTh~hWN =

N NMNNNRRRPRRPRRRRRRR
W NP OWOOWNOUDNWNIRERO

N N
(62~

26

[PARK CITY |

©

PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT
445 MARSAC AVENUE
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 84060

January 26, 2017

The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting on January 26,
2017, at 4:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers.

Council Member Beerman moved to close the meeting to discuss property at 4:30 p.m.
Council Member Henney seconded the motion. Voting Aye: Council Members Beerman,
Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel. Council Member Gerber was excused.

CLOSED SESSION
Council Member Beerman moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting. Council Member
Worel seconded the motion. Voting Aye: Council Members Beerman, Henney,

Matsumoto, and Worel. Council Member Gerber was excused.

REGULAR MEETING

l. ROLL CALL

Attendee Name Title Status

Jack Thomas Mayor Present
Andy Beerman Council Member Present
Becca Gerber Council Member Excused
Tim Henney Council Member Present
Cindy Matsumoto Council Member Present
Nann Worel Council Member Present
Diane Foster City Manager Present
Mark Harrington City Attorney Present
Matt Dias Assistant City Manager Present
Michelle Kellogg City Recorder Present
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING - DRAFT
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

January 26, 2017

Page |2

. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF
Council Questions and Comments:

Council Member Henney attended a Chamber of Commerce meeting, and indicated
there were reports on the unprecedented snow and the enormous amount of media
articles on Park City being a top travel destination. He attended the Summit Land
Conservancy meeting, as well as the Recycle Utah meeting and noted that Insa Riepen
resigned as executive director after working there for 17 years. He commented that last
weekend there was the Sundance Festival, a march on Main Street and a snow storm;

9 and the buses ran, the plows moved snow and the sidewalks were shoveled. He was
10 grateful for the work that staff did to accomplish this task.
11
12 Council Member Worel echoed what Council Member Henney said and thanked the
13  staff for their hard work. She attended the Library Board meeting and the Childcare
14 Task Force Meeting. She noted a needs assessment would be done to learn the
15 childcare needs in the area, but it was thought the real need was for the care of 0-3 year
16 olds, as well as a need for a year-round daycare program. She also indicated she was
17  on the Doug Wright Show discussing the festival.
18
19  Council Member Matsumoto thanked staff as well and indicated she attended the
20 Women's March, which was very well attended. She thought the Sundance Festival had
21  gone very well.
22
23 Council Member Beerman agreed with the other Council members’ comments on the
24  excellent work done by staff, and indicated the focus on climate during Sundance had
25 been amazing. He felt the City should keep the foot on the gas with regard to the critical
26  priorities. He also noted he attended a lunch at the Utah League of Cities and Towns
27  (ULCT) with Mayor Thomas.
28
29  Mayor Thomas stated he attended a holiday Chamber party, a Doterra event, the All
30 Hands meeting at the Police Department, a Quality Growth discussion, and the ULCT
31 event with Council Member Beerman. He congratulated staff for staying on top of all the
32  issues associated with Sundance.
33
34  Staff Communications Reports:
35
36 e Quarterly Financial Report - Fiscal Year 2017
37
38 e Arts and Culture Master Plan Funding Update
39 L. PUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON
40 THE AGENDA)
41
42  Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for those who wished to address the Council on
43  matters not listed on the agenda.
Park City Page 2 Updated 1/26/2017 6:43 PM
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING - DRAFT
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
January 26, 2017

Page |3
Bridgette Meinhold expressed appreciation for the City's efforts in purchasing Bonanza
Flats and keeping it as open space for all to use and enjoy.
V. APPOINTMENTS
1. Special Event Advisory Committee (SEAC) Appointments of Sarah Aures,
Penn Kinsey, and Karen West-Ellis for Terms Which Will Expire June, 2019:

9 Jenny Diersen, Staff Liaison for SEAC, presented the names of Aures, Kinsey, and
10 West-Ellis for appointment to the committee.
11
12 Council Member Worel moved to approve the appointments of Sarah Aures, Penn
13  Kinsey, and Karen West-Ellis to the Special Event Advisory Committee (SEAC) for
14  terms which will expire June, 2019. Council Member Matsumoto seconded the motion.
15 | RESULT: APPROVED
16 | AYES: Council Members Beerman, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
17 | EXCUSED: Council Member Gerber
18
19 2. Consideration to Appoint a Mayor Pro Tem and Alternate for Calendar Year
20 2017
21  Council Member Beerman moved to appoint Council Member Henney as Mayor Pro
22 Tem and Council Member Worel as the alternate Mayor Pro Tem for calendar year
23 2017. Council Member Matsumoto seconded the motion.
24 | RESULT: APPROVED
25 | AYES: Council Members Beerman, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
26 | EXCUSED: Council Member Gerber
27
28 V. CONSENT AGENDA
29
30 1. Request to Authorize the City Manager to Sign a Professional Services
31 Adreement with Vision Internet for the VisionLive Maintenance Agreement
32 Related to the 2015 Finalized Web Design in an Amount Not to Exceed $50,000.00,
33 inaForm Approved by the City Attorney:
34
35 Council Member Beerman moved to approve the Consent Agenda. Council Member
36 Matsumoto seconded the motion.
Park City Page 3 Updated 1/26/2017 6:43 PM
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RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
EXCUSED: Council Member Gerber

VI. OLD BUSINESS

1. Consideration of Addendum B to the Real Estate Purchase Contract for the
South Yard Parcel, Located at 1251 Kearns Boulevard:

9 Heinrich Deters, Sustainability, presented this item and explained that Addendum B of
10 the Real Estate Purchase Agreement was to extend the closing date to May 2, 2017. He
11 indicated staff recommended placing the remainder of the purchase price, $5,940,000,
12 in escrow until the plat was recorded and the closing occurred.

13
14  Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas
15 closed the public hearing.
16
17  Council Member Henney moved to approve Addendum B to the Real Estate Purchase
18 Contract for the South Yard Parcel, located at 1251 Kearns Boulevard. Council Member
19 Worel seconded the motion.
20 A RESULT: APPROVED
21 | AYES: Council Members Beerman, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
22 | EXCUSED: Council Member Gerber
23
24  VIl. NEW BUSINESS
25
26 1. Consideration to Approve Resolution 02-2017, a Resolution Declaring
27  February 2017 as Children’s Dental Health Month:
28 Aimee Armer, Development Director, Peoples Health Clinic (PHC), stated she was
29 happy that the Council would consider passing this proclamation because it would bring
30 awareness of the free dental exams for children at the clinic and the importance of
31 dental health. Marielle Pariseau stated oral health has been in the background as an
32 unknown health problem that children have. Robin Nygaard, board member of PHC,
33 and Beth Armstrong, Executive Director, thanked the Council for their support.
34
35 Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas
36 closed the public hearing.
37
38 Council Member Worel moved to approve Resolution 02-2017, a Resolution declaring
39 February 2017 as Children’s Dental Health Month. Council Member Matsumoto
40 seconded the motion.
Park City Page 4 Updated 1/26/2017 6:43 PM
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January 26, 2017
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RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
EXCUSED: Council Member Gerber

2. 2017 Legislative Platform and Overview:

Matt Dias, Assistant City Manager, presented this item. He explained that he would be

summarizing the events and proceedings of the State Legislature during each Council

meeting for the next six weeks. He noted the first four days at the Legislature had been
9 busy. There was Local Officials’ Day and the Youth City Council participated. He gave a

10 shout out to Senator Van Tassel for taking the Youth Council into a private Rules

11  Committee, and also onto the Senate Floor. Dias noted that Park City had a new

12 representative, Tim Quinn, who lived in Heber City. Staff was excited to work with him

13 onthe issues coming up during this session as well as with Senator Van Tassel.

0 ~NO O~ W N -

15 Dias discussed some of the issues which would be discussed by the Legislature this

16 year. Even though the economy was strong, revenue was flat, so he expected that very
17  few new programs would be approved. There would be a new income tax discussion

18 going on, and staff would not participate in that discussion, but would be watching it.

19 There would also be local issues on land use and licensing. Dias anticipated an effort to
20 take away local control, which staff would definitely fight.

22  Last night Governor Herbert gave the State of the State and he mentioned air quality

23 and changes to alcohol laws, which surprised many. There was also a bill that would

24  take down some of the regulations of the zion curtain. Many thought this bill didn’t have
25 achance, but now that the Governor mentioned it, there was hope for its passage.

26 Another item to watch would be the online sales tax issue, which the City would support
27  since it would give parity with the Main Street brick and mortar businesses. Dias

28 indicated there could be some efforts to change the tax code so the State could monitor
29 online purchases and verify those purchases were taxed.

31 Dias distributed a sheet with pictures of all the State Senators and Representatives. He
32 talked about the guidelines presented in the packet and asked if Council was in favor of
33 these guidelines that he could follow in the event he could not poll the Council before
34  making decisions during this Legislative session.

36  Council Member Beerman asked about the wording of “maintaining maximum local

37 flexibility,” to which Dias explained that there was push back to the word “control” so the
38 City wanted to show its flexibility in working with the Legislature and other officials on
39 thehill.

41 3. Consideration to Approve the Proposed Real Estate Purchase Contract in
42 the Amount of $1,250,000 to Acquire Lot 2, Ontario Subdivision, Park City, Utah:

Park City Page 5 Updated 1/26/2017 6:43 PM
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1  Heinrich Deters, Sustainability, presented this item and indicated the purchase contract
2 included a lease back option from the owners for $1 per year until 2018, when the City
3 would then obtain the property for seasonal transit housing.
4
5 Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas
6 closed the public hearing.
-
8 Council Member Worel moved to approve the Real Estate Purchase Contract in the
9  Amount of $1,250,000 to acquire Lot 2, Ontario Subdivision, Park City, Utah. Council
10 Member Henney seconded the motion.
11 | RESULT: APPROVED
12 | AYES: Council Members Beerman, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
13 | EXCUSED: Council Member Gerber
14
15 Doug Clyde, Summit County Council Member, thanked Council for their support of
16 Peace House.
17
18 Jane Patten, Peace House Facility Project Director, thanked Council for the way they
19 handled this purchase.
20
21 VII. ADJOURNMENT
22
23 With no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
24
25
26 Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder
Park City Page 6 Updated 1/26/2017 6:43 PM
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT
445 MARSAC AVENUE
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 84060

February 2, 2017

The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting on February 2,
2017, at 4:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers.

STUDY SESSION

Joint Meeting with the Library Board and Fiscal Year 2016 Annual Report:

Mayor Pro Tem Henney opened the meeting and welcomed the Library Board. He
indicated this was a very high functioning board and he was impressed with the board
members' work. Council Member Worel indicated this board was efficient, effective and
creative. She was excited that the other Council members would be able to hear about
the work of this board as well. The board members and Council introduced themselves.

Adriane Juarez, Library Director, reviewed the Fiscal Year 2016 Annual Report of the

library. She reviewed the following statistics for the past year:
e Attendance increased 67%

126,999 items were located in the library

161,215 people visited the library

100,018 items were checked out

16,483 public computer sessions were used

17,368 total attendance for all library programs

2,192 volunteer hours

40,089 Wi-Fi hours used

Increased attendance by the Hispanic population due to the efforts of the City’s

new employee who started some Spanish speaking programs

e The new YouCreate Lab was used 1,809 times for movie making, sound
recording, and digital creations.

e Park City Library was the first library in the state with a 3D printer.

e Coffee shop amenity at the library where food and beverages are welcome
throughout the library.

e Library website was updated with a new logo and colors

e “Train Your Brain” summer program encouraged youth to self-select books which

would help their development.

Meeting rooms were used 1,755 times
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e Eight (8) study rooms were used 5,356 times
e Wii and Xbox were played 1,275 times in the Youth/Teen area.

It was indicated the Youth/Teen room was a good way to get youth in the door, and
hopefully their interest would spread to the other programs offered because the library
was a good, safe place for youth to congregate. Mayor Pro Tem Henney asked the age
range of youth attending. Jess Giriffiths, Library Board member, responded that the high
achievers came first, then the lower achievers began coming as well, and it's now

9 known as the place to meet after school. She indicated that three to five year olds and
10 13-15 year olds and up were utilizing the library, so now the board was thinking of ways
11  to attract the 7-12 year old age range, and how to get books into the homes that didn't
12 have them.

13
14  Mayor Pro Tem Henney stated the library desired to expand the teen program, and
15 residents had also expressed a need for a teen program. He hoped to discuss the topic
16 of having a youth center at the library at a future work meeting. Juarez suggested
17  assigning staff hours to support these initiatives. Council Member Beerman suggested
18 the coffee shop could be used on Saturdays for a teen hang out since the shop was
19 closed that day. Abby McNulty, Library Board member, noted the sentiment from teens
20 that there was not enough programming in the City for their age group. She felt the
21 library offered the space, but the staff was spread thin.
22
23 Juarez expressed appreciation to the Friends of the Library for all their work and
24  support. The group also briefly discussed the future expansion of the balcony area.
25  Chris Cherniak, Vice Chair of the Library Board, read a prepared statement on the
26  importance of libraries in communities. Mayor Pro Tem Henney expressed the Council's
27  appreciation for the Library staff and indicated the success there had exceeded all
28  expectations.
29 WORK SESSION
30
31 Traffic and Transportation Master Plan Annual Report Card:
32  Alfred Knotts, Transportation Planning Manager, and his department, Matthew Hartnett
33 and Julia Collins, presented this item. Knotts indicated he would discuss the trends
34  found in the past year, but long term trends had not been established. He hoped to have
35 succinct and concrete performance measures for reporting on current and future
36 transportation projects. Hartnett indicated there were a number of positive trends, such
37 as the improvements in headways towards Kimball Junction, pursuing new partnerships
38 and gaining new technologies such as the Blyncsy data to help develop a fuller
39 understanding of how Park City’s transportation system was being used, and installing
40 the Variable Message Signs (VMS) as a means of reaching out to the public to educate
41 them on using the transportation system. He noted some negative trends identified in
42  the report, including Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) Mode Share, which were quite
43  high on SR 224 and SR 248, there was concern surrounding relative travel times

Park City Page 2 Updated 2/2/2017 9:30 PM
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between transit and personal transportation, and the estimates of greenhouse gas
emissions.

Council Member Gerber asked why the goals for 2040 all went down except the bus
route from Park City Mountain Resort (PCMR) to Park City High School (PCHS). Knotts
stated there were some deficiencies in the reporting and this figure could be off. He
stated the Transportation Plan would be updated to reflect capital projects, financially
constrained and unconstrained project lists, environmental targets, land use decisions

9 and other key features which the 2011report did not include. Knotts also indicated that
10 the City and County should work together since much of the future growth would be in
11 the County.

O~NOO O WNPR

13 Council Member Beerman hoped the report could be narrowed to six to 10 benchmarks
14 in the future. He spoke of the other critical priorities with ambitious goals and thought
15 transportation should have an ambitious goal as well. Knotts stated there needed to be
16 adesired future condition that could be worked towards.

18  Council Member Worel was happy that the report would be simplified. She asked if the
19 report could be uploaded to the City website in a simple manner. Knotts stated this
20 report could go up on the website.

22  Mayor Pro Tem Henney requested a city video be made of the simplified report.

24  Discuss Public Utilities and Streets Facility - Employee Housing Alternatives:

25  Clint McAffee, Public Utilities Director, Roger McClain, Water Manager, Nate

26  Rockwood, Capital Budget Manager, Anne Laurent, Community Development Manager
27 and Rhoda Stauffer, Affordable Housing Specialist, presented this item. McClain

28 indicated he brought back potential housing unit options on the public utilities facility

29  property based on the discussion from the previous Council meeting. The options were:

31 1A-Twenty two transit studio-style housing units would be built above the vehicle
32 storage bays.

34  1B- The facility built now would not include housing, but it would be constructed so as to
35 facilitate future housing construction on the site with minimal impact.

37  2- Housing would be built at the existing Public Works facility on Ironhorse Drive.

39 McClain noted some key issues with the options, including the housing survey was not
40 complete, results could show a need at both sites, the estimated cost of housing was far
41  more economical than other options by housing staff, and the demands for transit

42  housing were immediate. He noted that the redevelopment of the Ironhorse Drive parcel
43  would take several years and would come at a higher cost, and that funding sources for
44  any of the housing alternatives had not been identified.
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1  McClain asserted a housing decision needed to be made within the next 60 days in

2 order to not incur additional costs to the new facility. He recommended waiting to see

3 the housing survey assessment before making a decision. Laurent stated the group

4  would come back in March for further discussion.

5

6 Council Member Worel asked if some rooms with showers for snow plow drivers who

7  had been out all night was part of the design. McAffee didn't think that was a benefit for

8 those drivers, but he would see what the survey results showed.

9
10 Council Member Gerber stated if the need was there, she would be in favor of
11  approving these housing units. She was also in favor of developing the Ironhorse Drive
12  parcel for City employees. Council Member Beerman was in favor of the Ironhorse Drive
13 parcel as well, because the new facility was so far from the center of town.
14
15  Council Member Matsumoto preferred the Ironhorse area as well. Council Member
16  Gerber asked if a bus would pass by the new Public Works facility area once the Park
17  City Heights Subdivision was developed, and noted that the bus could pick up
18 employees as well. Fonnesbeck indicated when the subdivision was 50% complete, a
19  bus would start servicing the area. He also indicated people in the housing at the Public
20  Works facility would have to be transit employees because of the federal funding used
21  to build the facility. Discussion on federal funding ensued. Council Member Beerman
22 noted that the federal funding would depreciate over years, so at some point in the
23  future the restrictions on that housing would be null.

24 REGULAR MEETING

25

26 |. ROLL CALL

27
Attendee Name Title Status
Jack Thomas Mayor Excused
Andy Beerman Council Member Present
Becca Gerber Council Member Present
Tim Henney Council Member Present
Cindy Matsumoto Council Member Present
Nann Worel Council Member Present
Diane Foster City Manager Present
Mark Harrington City Attorney Present
Matt Dias Assistant City Manager Present
Michelle Kellogg City Recorder Present

28

29
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[Il. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

Council Questions and Comments:
Council Member Gerber attended the Leadership Day on Capitol Hill and remarked that
it was a great experience. She attended a Youth City Council meeting and noted the
Youth Council needed some help picking a project, so they were going to come to the
Council Retreat and discuss some alternatives with Council. She attended the Chamber
luncheon and listened to the economic outlook. She also attended the street concert

9 and noted it was well attended. She thanked the Special Events staff and Public Works
10 staff for their work.

O~NOO O WNPR

12 Council Member Beerman attended the Legislature and the Citizens Open Space

13  Advisory Committee (COSAC) meeting and indicated he could see different

14 recommendations coming from COSAC and the Recreational Advisory Board (RAB). He
15 requested that Blake Fonnesbeck report on how the electric bus performed during the
16 Sundance Festival. Council Member Beerman attended an environmental caucus,

17  where he discussed Bonanza Flats and the need for fundraising. He also thought the

18 Sundance Festival was an excellent event and that it had been handled well. He

19 requested a future discussion on handling cars during Sundance by closing the

20 downtown and using shuttles, buses and taxis.

22 Council Member Worel indicated she and Council Member Matsumoto hosted the

23 Coffee with Council and it was well attended. There was conversation about having a
24  bench in front of the post office. Foster indicated Deters would handle this item and

25  Dbring it to Council for further discussion. Council Member Beerman suggested checking
26  with Weidenhamer because there was a Walkability Plan in place.

28  Council Member Matsumoto reported that some people at the Coffee with Council had
29 expressed that they did not have event fatigue. She attended a Historic Preservation
30 Board meeting and indicated they had started rewriting the guidelines.

32  Mayor Pro Tem Henney asked the Council members if they felt the Coffee with Council
33  should continue. The Council members affirmed that these events were worthwhile.

34  Mayor Pro Tem Henney remarked that Sundance, the Women’s March, and the snow
35 were issues, yet the events went smoothly. He thanked staff, Sundance and the

36 community for all their efforts.

38 Blake Fonnesbeck, Transportation Manager, stated the Proterra electric bus was

39 operating during the Sundance Festival on a limited basis since there was not a

40 charging station at the Kimball Junction Transit Center yet. Every time the bus returned
41  from Kimball Junction, it had to recharge. Staff found that the heaters on the bus were
42  the main things that drained the battery. The bus broke down once, but the part was
43  received the next day. Darren Davis noted that snow tires were put on the bus, and he
44  drove it into 12-14 inch snow banks with no problems. The bus drove like a tank, with
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full loads of passengers and it performed like the other buses. Fonnesbeck indicated
good comments were received from the passengers.

Fonnesbeck also indicated he was at the Park and Ride with 300 people waiting to go to
the Women's March. By the time of the march, well over 500 parked cars were in the lot.
The buses were arriving at 30-40 minute intervals because of weather conditions and
traffic. Foster stated Knotts had worked with UDOT about getting a temporary traffic
signal but the logistics did not work out.

O~NOO O WNPR

10 Staff Communications Reports:

12 e Parking Technology Update:
13  No comments were given.

15 e Park City Clean Energy Video Premiere:

16  Linda Jager presented the City's 10" video which highlighted the City Clean Energy
17  efforts. She noted this video was shown during a presentation during the Sundance
18 Festival.

20 e Winter Recess Student Admission to Park City Facilities:
21  Foster gave a shout out to the library, the MARC, and the Ice Arena for their efforts on
22  programming over the winter school recess.

24 1ll.LPUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON THE
25 AGENDA)

26  Mayor Pro Tem Henney opened the meeting to those who wished to address the
27  Council on matters which were not listed on the agenda. No comments were given.

29 V. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES

31 Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from January 5, 10,
32 12,17,and 19, 2017:

33  Council Member Worel referred to Page 53, Line 16 of the Council Packet, which was
34 Page 4 of the January 12" minutes, and requested that it read “the cost of operating the
35 community center . . .” Council Member Beerman referred to Line 24 of the same page
36 and requested that the word “but” replace the word “because.”

38 Council Member Matsumoto moved to approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from
39 January 5, 10, 12, 17, and 19, 2017 as amended. Council Member Gerber seconded
40  the motion.
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RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
ABSTAINED: Council Member Worel for the January 19, 2017 minutes

V.OLD BUSINESS

1. 2017 Legislative Update:

Matt Dias provided a bill tracking list to the Council, and noted there were already 700
9 Dills filed at the legislature. Last night the short term rental bill was filed. He wanted to

10 withhold judgment on this bill until some definitions could be worked out, but as of now,

11 it stated that primary residents could have the nightly rentals. Dias hoped some of the

12  language could be changed, and he would report on this further next week. Council

13 Member Matsumoto asked if the HOAs would have to follow the State law. Harrington

14  stated the HOAs would have to enforce their CCRs if that language was part of the

15 CCRs.

0 ~NO O~ W N -

17  Council Member Beerman asked what the definition of primary resident was in the bill.
18 Dias stated the senator that presented the bill intended that this would only be for

19 primary residents. Council Member Beerman stated this bill was very specific and it was
20  better than he thought it would be.

22 Dias indicated another important bill was an effort for localities to take the appeal

23 authority from the Board of Adjustments and give it to the Council. Harrington stated
24  some appeals went straight to the district court. Dias explained the City had been

25  working on this bill during the past year. If passed, the law would create a little more
26 work for Council but it wasn't too detrimental. Other bills that Dias was expecting this
27  week included a discussion on enterprise funds.

29 VI NEW BUSINESS

31 1. Consideration to Authorize the Mayor to Execute an Amendment to the Existing
32 Historic Preservation Easement for the Historic House and Garage Located at 664
33 Woodside Avenue:

34  Anya Grahn, Planner, presented this item. She indicated a facade easement was

35 recorded last February. This easement would be amended to reflect the modifications to
36 the house and the garage.

38 Mayor Pro Tem Henney opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor
39 Pro Tem Henney closed the public hearing.
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1  Council Member Gerber moved to authorize the Mayor to execute an amendment to the
2  existing historic preservation easement for the historic house and garage located at 664
3 Woodside Avenue. Council Member Worel seconded the motion.
4 | RESULT: APPROVED
5 | AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
6
7 2. Consideration to Authorize the City Manager to Execute a Construction
8 Agreement, in a Form Approved by the City Attorney, with COP Construction
9 L.L.C.forthe Construction of the Creekside Water Treatment Plant for an Amount
10 Not to Exceed $3,426,935.00:
11  Michelle DeHaan and Griffin LIoyd, Water Department, presented this item. DeHaan
12  discussed the Creekside Water Treatment Plant project, and reviewed the history of the
13 well. Lloyd stated that the contract presented tonight was the result of several factors.
14  There were budgeting challenges, including relocating the building, inserting solar
15 panels and a natural gas generator to support the City's energy goals, and reallocating
16 funds from other projects to make this project viable. He noted the construction start
17  date was scheduled for April 1* and a chain link fence would be erected around the
18 construction site so the park could remain open.
19
20 Mayor Pro Tem Henney opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor
21  Pro Tem Henney closed the public hearing.
22
23 Council Member Gerber wanted to verify that there were no health risks associated with
24  the water at this time, but just stricter regulations. DeHaan affirmed that Council
25 Member Gerber’'s assessment was correct.
26
27  Council Member Worel moved to authorize the City Manager to execute a construction
28 agreement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with COP Construction L.L.C. for
29 the construction of the Creekside Water Treatment Plant for an amount not to exceed
30 $3,426,935.00. Council Member Beerman seconded the motion.
31  RESULT: APPROVED
32 | AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
33
34 3. Consideration to Authorize the City Manager to Execute the Fifth Addendum for
35 the Well Source Alternatives Assessment Professional Services Agreement (PSA)
36 with CH2M Hill Engineers (CH2M), in a Form Approved by the City Attorney, for
37 Additional Park Meadows Well Filtration (Creekside Water Treatment Plant)
38 Design and Construction Engineering Services for an Increase to the Current
39 Contract Amount of $177,000.00 for a Total Contract Amount Not to Exceed
40 $656,671.00:
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1 It was indicated that this item was associated with the discussion of the previous item.
2
3  Council Member Beerman moved to authorize the City Manager to execute the Fifth
4  Addendum for the Well Source Alternatives Assessment Professional Services
5 Agreement (PSA) with CH2M Hill Engineers (CH2M), in a form approved by the City
6 Attorney, for additional Park Meadows well filtration (Creekside Water Treatment Plant)
7  design and construction engineering services for an increase to the current contract
8 amount of $177,000.00 for a total contract amount not to exceed $656,671.00. Council
9 Member Matsumoto seconded the motion.
10 | RESULT: APPROVED
11 | AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel
12
13 VIl. ADJOURNMENT
14
15 VII. HOUSING AUTHORITY MEETING
16 ROLL CALL
Attendee Name Title Status
Jack Thomas Chair Excused
Andy Beerman Committee Member Present
Becca Gerber Committee Member Present
Tim Henney Chair Pro Tem Present
Cindy Matsumoto Committee Member Present
Nann Worel Committee Member Present
Diane Foster City Manager Present
Mark Harrington City Attorney Present
Matt Dias Assistant City Manager Present
Michelle Kellogg Secretary Present
17 PUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON THE
18 AGENDA)
19 Chair Pro Tem Henney opened the meeting to those who wished to address the Council
20 on matters which were not listed on the agenda. No comments were given.
21
22 NEW BUSINESS
23
24 1. Consideration to Amend the Approved Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan
25 Proposed by Intermountain Healthcare for the Housing Obligation Resulting from
26 the Annexation Agreement Recorded on January 23, 2007:
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Rhoda Stauffer, Affordable Housing Specialist, Jane Patten and Doug Clyde, Peace
House, and Morgan Bush, IHC, were present for this item. Committee Member Worel
referred to Page 146 of the staff report and asked if there was a date by which the IHC
housing obligation had to be fulfilled. Stauffer indicated there was no set deadline, but
she needed to work on getting that obligation fulfilled.

Chair Pro Tem Henney thanked the group for coming up with this solution. He opened
the public hearing. No comments were given. Chair Pro Tem Henney closed the public

9 hearing.

10

11  Committee Member Gerber moved to amend the approved Affordable Housing

12 Mitigation Plan proposed by Intermountain Healthcare for the housing obligation

13  resulting from the annexation agreement recorded on January 23, 2007. Committee

14  Member Worel seconded the motion.

15 | RESULT: APPROVED

16 | AYES: Committee Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel

17

18 Doug Clyde and Jane Patten thanked Council for their support.

19

20 ADJOURNMENT

21

22 The Council reconvened to the regular City Council meeting.

23

24  Council Member Beerman moved to close the meeting at 7:30 p.m. to discuss property,

25  personnel and litigation. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion. Voting Aye:

26 Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel.

27

28 CLOSED SESSION

29

30 Council Member Worel moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting. Council Member Gerber

31 seconded the motion. Voting Aye: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney,

32  Matsumoto, and Worel.

33

34 ADJOURNMENT

35

36  With no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

37

38

39 Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder
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DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Each week during the 2017 Legislative Session, staff will provide a verbal update and synopsis

of the Session to date, as well as an updated Legislative bill tracking list at the meeting for
Council and the public’s review.

Respectfully:

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder
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DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Rocky Mountain Power’s current delivered electricity is 77% fossil fuel based. Park
City has a commitment to be 100% renewable electricity by 2022 for city operations and
2032 community-wide (Resolution 23-2016 approved unanimously by Council on
September 22, 2016). Staff and Rocky Mountain Power are investigating all options to
allow Park City to achieve its goals. This may include proposing new mechanisms to the
Public Service Commission or Utah Legislature.

In order to meet these goals, it is proposed that Rocky Mountain Power and the City
enter into a cooperative agreement to work together to find solutions on accomplishing
the city’s goals. This agreement is similar to the agreement signed between Salt Lake
City and Rocky Mountain Power.

Respectfully:

Luke Cartin, Environmental Sustainability Manager
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City Council

Staff Report

Subject: Energy Critical Priority Update — Cooperative Statement
Author: Luke Cartin

Department: Sustainability

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of ltem: Legislative

Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends Council approve the Joint Clean Energy Cooperative Statement with
Rocky Mountain Power in a form approved by the City Attorney.

Executive Summary

In Utah, Rocky Mountain Power’s current delivered electricity is approximately 77%
fossil fuel based. Park City has a commitment to be 100% renewable electricity by
2022 for City operations and 2032 community-wide (Resolution 23-2016 approved
unanimously by Council on September 22, 2016). Staff and Rocky Mountain Power are
investigating all options to allow Park City to achieve its goals. This may include
proposing new mechanisms to the Public Service Commission or Utah Legislature.

In order to meet these goals, it is proposed that Rocky Mountain Power and the City
enter into a cooperative agreement to work together to find solutions on accomplishing
the city’s goals. This agreement is similar to the agreement signed between Salt Lake
City and Rocky Mountain Power.

Abbreviations

RMP Rocky Mountain Power
CCA Community Choice Aggregation
Background

e On September 24, 2015 City Council elevated Energy to a Critical Priority and
set a goal of net zero carbon emissions for municipal operations by 2022 and
citywide by 2032.

e On February 25, 2016 City Council requested that a resolution be drafted and
presented to Council specific to our Energy Critical Priority, inviting other
communities to join us in our goal.

e On March 24, 2016 City Council passed the aforementioned resolution. This
resolution is also serving as the March 2016 Energy Ciritical Priority Update.

e On September 22, 2016 City Council passed Resolution 23-2016 to set 100%
renewable electricity goals by 2022 for municipal operations and 2032
community-wide.
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How this could further the goals expressed in the General Plan
This program aligns with three goals expressed in the General Plan:
e 5A Encourage development practices that decrease per capita carbon output,
decrease vehicle miles traveled, increase carbon sequestration, protect
significant existing vegetation and contribute to the community emission

reduction goal.

e 5B Encourage efficient infrastructure to include water conservation, energy
conservation, renewable resource technology, decreased waste production,
green public transit, and increased road and pathway connectivity.

e 5C Park City Municipal Corporation will be a strong partner in efforts to reduce
e community GHG emissions, leading by example and providing policy guidance

while promoting personal

The Problem

RMP’s current portfolio make up is based heavily in carbon emitting energy sources,

equating to 1.607 Ibs. per kilowatt-hour.
ENERGY RESOURCE MIX

2005°

B Biomass - | 69%

B Coal - £7.03%

[ Geothermal - 0.27%
O Hydro - 5.26%

B Maturzl Gas - 7 44%
B Mudear - 0.000%

O Cther - 18200

W Solar - QO0%
O'Wind - 0.10%

018"

B Biomass - 043%

H Coal - £1.96%

B Geotharmal - 0.38%
O Hydro - 5.18%

B Matural Gas - 15.40%
1 Muclear - 0.00%

O Cher - 947%

B Solar - 0U08%

0 Wind - 7.10%

To achieve the Park City 2022 and 2032 goals, the portfolio must be made up of

renewable resources.

2022 Goal: 100% renewable electricity for City operations

Currently Park City Government has many sources of renewable electricity. This is

comprised of:

o On-site solar panels: 327.7 kW of installed solar capacity

o Blue Sky Program participation: 996,000 kwWh

o Subscriber Solar Program participation: 4,029,600 kWh

Please note: the City operations carbon footprint is scheduled for review
during the March 9" work session

Park City and Rocky Mountain Power are looking into the different ways to accomplish
the City’s renewable electricity goals. Rocky Mountain Power has as option for entities
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that use over 5000 kW called Rate Schedule 34. This allows large users to procure
renewable electricity through contracts with utility-scale renewable developers.

The City’s current load is 3813 kW. Though this number could be driven higher with
fleet electrification, planned energy efficiency at our Water Department will save an
anticipated 10+%.

The City could purchase RECs to reach the goal. Or, it could build or partner in a large
renewable facility (multi-megawatt solar array). Under current Utah regulations, there
would be no way to credit city facilities with renewable electricity produced at a large
renewable project. Park City and Rocky Mountain Power will continue to look for a
solution.

2032 Goal: 100% renewable electricity community-wide

The 2032 renewable electricity goal is for all electricity within City boundaries to be
100% renewable based on an annual usage. This goal has also been adopted by Salt
Lake City. Summit County and Moab have expressed interest in joining Park City in this
community-wide goal.

Park City, Summit County, and Salt Lake City are wrapping up a joint renewable
electricity study. This study includes modeling on what is heeded to switch these
communities to 100% renewable electricity, including potential rate impacts. Itis
currently in draft form, and will be presented to Council and the community for
discussion when it is completed this spring.

There is no mechanism in Utah to allow a municipality to aggregate community
electricity use to source renewable electricity. There are models from other states that
do allow aggregation. One such model is Community Choice Aggregation.

Community Choice Aggregation is enabled through state-level legislation, and is
currently allowed in Massachusetts, New York, Ohio, California, New Jersey, Rhode
Island and lllinois. It allows cities, counties and other municipal districts to aggregate
customers within their jurisdiction and enters into an energy-supply contract. There is
an opt-out clause for customers who do not wish to participate. In Utah, CCA legislation
was proposed in 2014 through House Bill 110 by Representative Kraig Powell. It did
not pass.

Joint Clean Energy Cooperative Statement Highlights

The joint cooperative statement sets forth a plan with milestones on getting Park City to
its goals. It highlights the need for “measured 100% net renewable electrical energy
portfolio for municipal functions by 2022 and for the community as a whole by 2032” as
well as to “accelerate adoption of energy efficiency.” The statement also directly calls
out investigating Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure.

Milestones:
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The first milestone for the initial framework of deliverables is April 30, 2017. Annual
reports will be filed every April 30™ to demonstrate progress of energy efficiency,
renewable energy, and carbon reduction.

Commitment:

The City and RMP will work together in good faith. The City will not separately
implement other options including CCA before January 1, 2022. If all approvals are met
and the programs are satisfactory for both parties, the City will not implement any
directly conflicting programs after that.

Dispute Resolution:
If an issue arises, the Mayor and the CEO of Rocky Mountain Power will become
directly involved to work together to resolve the issue.

How this could further the goals expressed in the General Plan
This program aligns with three goals expressed in the General Plan:

5A Encourage development practices that decrease per capita carbon output, decrease
vehicle miles traveled, increase carbon sequestration, protect significant
existing vegetation and contribute to the community emission reduction goal.

5B Encourage efficient infrastructure to include water conservation, energy
conservation, renewable resource technology, decreased waste production,
green public transit, and increased road and pathway connectivity.

5C Park City Municipal Corporation will be a strong partner in efforts to reduce
community GHG emissions, leading by example and providing policy guidance
while promoting personal

Recommendations for City Council to Consider

This section outlines the three recommendations that staff is making to Council.
Included in the recommendations are the pros and cons associated with adopting these
recommendations.

Option 1: Council adopt the Joint Clean Energy Statement

Pros

a. This would clarify how RMP and the City will work together to reach the
City’s sustainability goals.

b. Aligns Park City and Salt Lake City’s goals and timelines with Rocky
Mountain Power.

C. Sets forth a plan for deliverables and dispute resolution.

d. Work together to identify and propose legislative or regulatory changes
needed for municipalities to reach renewable goals
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Cons
a. Could limit Park City’s options in the future on how to achieve its renewable
electricity goals.

Option 2: Do not sign the cooperative agreement

Pros
a. Keep all options on the table on how to achieve the renewable energy goals
including proposing new enabling legislation, municipalization, or regulatory
changes.
b. Negotiations could continue between staff and RMP on finding a solution
outside of this cooperative agreement.
Cons
a. Solutions, including legislative action or regulatory changes, Rocky Mountain
Power could passively or actively oppose.

Option 3: Modify Statement
Modify Joint Clean Energy Cooperative Statement for RMP’s review. Any modifications
would then need to be approved by Rocky Mountain Power and returned to City Council

for consideration.

Department Review
Sustainability, Legal and Executive

Funding Source
No funding is required at this time.

Attachment
Joint Clean Energy Cooperative Statement

Packet Pg. 78




PARK CITY MUNICIPAL
AND ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER
JOINT CLEAN ENERGY COOPERATION STATEMENT

Park City Municipal (“City”), a Utah municipal corporation, and PacifiCorp dba Rocky
Mountain Power, an Oregon corporation (“Company”) jointly state their intention to
cooperate in accordance with the below stated objectives.

I. OVERVIEW

The City is responsible for protecting the public health and safety of its residents, which
includes facilitating access to clean air, dependable and affordable energy, clean water
and a livable environment.

The Company is a public electric utility regulated by the Public Service Commission of
the state of Utah (“PSC”) with a responsibility for providing safe and reliable electrical
service to its customers by means and at rates that are fair, just and reasonable as
determined by the PSC.

The City has determined that meaningful reductions in pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions will benefit all City residents, visitors, businesses and Utah as a whole, through
improved public health, additional economic opportunities, long-term energy price
stability and a stronger sense of community security.

The City and the Company desire to work cooperatively to support the City’s energy
goals as identified herein through the use of programs and innovative technologies that
may be unique to the City and will be further developed through ongoing feasibility and
implementation work.

1.  GOALS

The City is committed to reducing pollution and the carbon intensity of electricity used in
the City by both the municipality and general citizenry. The City has set a goal to
transition to an annually measured 100% net renewable electrical energy portfolio for
municipal functions by 2022 and for the community as a whole by 2032.

The City desires to accelerate adoption of energy efficiency in the community and for
municipal operations because the cheapest, cleanest energy is energy that is not used.
This, in turn, will reduce energy costs.

The City aspires to the goal that net-cost changes, if any, to the City or its energy users
associated with achieving its stated clean energy goals are reasonable. The City envisions
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measures to mitigate any incremental costs associated with pursuing a clean energy future
to all City energy users with a high priority placed on preventing negative impacts to
low-income residents.

Further, the City is willing to consider paying higher upfront costs with the understanding
that the value to the City is meeting the City’s environmental goals and objectives. The
City acknowledges that net lifecycle financial costs and benefits as defined by the Utah
Public Service Commission associated with measures used to achieve its energy goals
will benefit, and thus be the responsibility of, the City and electricity users within City
limits. The City acknowledges that the Company may need necessary approval(s) as to
terms, costs and rates relating to services provided by the Company in order to implement
the measures contemplated by this cooperation statement.

The City is motivated, in part, by continuing reductions in renewable energy costs and the
desire for stable long-term energy rates. The City also wishes to cooperate with the
Company to develop a local energy system that meets the social and economic goals of
the City.

I1l. RENEWABLE ENERGY, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND ELECTRIC
VEHICLE PROJECTS

e The City and the Company will strive to develop a variety of energy efficiency
and renewable resource options for all energy users in the City—residential,
commercial, industrial, governmental and non-profit—to reduce carbon intensity
and make significant progress towards the City’s reduced emissions and reduced
energy usage goals. These options include remote and locally sited utility-scale
solar and regional wind installation solutions, along with customers’ ability to net
meter their own installations. The plan will primarily consider and evaluate the
following options for further development:

— New Subscriber Solar and Wind. Evaluation of existing renewable resources to
meet city needs and potential retirement of RECs.

— A customized renewable energy program that addresses the transition from coal-
based generation to renewable and the associated costs.

The City and the Company will work together on programs that may include energy
efficiency, demand response, energy storage and renewable energy projects, including
programs designed to provide energy users within the City the ability to purchase the
output of regional renewable energy facilities.

The City and the Company will strive to jointly evaluate new technologies such as smart-
grid and customer-side investments designed to allow efficient utilization of resources,
reduced greenhouse gas emissions and deployment of renewable energy and electric
vehicle (“EV”) charging infrastructure.
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The City and the Company will strive to investigate options to deploy EV infrastructure
and innovative technologies to support EVs.

IV.  MUNICIPAL RENEWABLE ENERGY PROJECTS

To facilitate the City’s renewable energy and carbon reduction goals for City facilities
and increase and expand the City’s municipal clean energy portfolio, the City has
subscribed to approximately one-point-six megawatts (1.6 MW) of solar energy for use at
various City facilities under the Company’s Subscriber Solar Program. To the extent
additional solar energy is or becomes available under the Company’s Subscriber Solar
program or otherwise, the City may subscribe to additional solar energy for City facilities
in the future.

The City and the Company intend to cooperate to identify additional avenues for
leveraging City assets (e.g., infrastructure and property) and City and Company
investments to build additional renewable energy projects to achieve the City’s municipal
energy goals.

V. IMPLEMENTATION STEPS AND TIMING

The City and the Company intend to work together to develop an implementation plan
outlining respective roles, processes, responsibilities, timelines, program and project
development pathways and costs to achieve the goals and deliverables outlined in this
Cooperation Statement. The City and Company will meet regularly to develop a
framework of deliverables to support the implementation plan. The target deadline for
completion and acceptance of the initial framework of deliverables by the Company and
the City is March 31, 2017.

The Company desires to assist the City to develop a 10-year load forecast, to be updated
as needed, setting a baseline from which work on the clean energy plan can be
established.

The City and the Company intend to jointly publish an annual report by April 30 of each
year, beginning in 2018, to detail status and progress towards renewable energy, energy
efficiency and carbon reduction goals.

The City and the Company intend to cooperate to identify mutually agreeable projects
and programs and the Company will take a leadership role in identifying and pursuing the
necessary approvals required.
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The City and the Company intend to work together in good faith to develop and
implement projects and programs to help the City achieve its clean energy targets with
the understanding that implementing these measures will require entering into contracts
and agreements to administer the developed programs and may require commission
approval.

V. COMMITMENT OF COOPERATION

As stated above, the City and the Company desire to work together to successfully
achieve the City’s stated goals and the objectives that will be jointly developed over time.
The City desires to work directly with the Company on its renewable energy supply and
agrees not to separately implement options including Community Choice Aggregation
(CCA) that would directly conflict with the parties ability to continue to mutually
implement the objectives stated in this cooperation statement prior to January 1, 2022. If
by January 1, 2022, approvals are secured and the program(s) plans are satisfactory to the
City and the Company, the City will not implement CCA or other directly conflicting
options thereafter. If either the City or the Company has a dispute regarding progress
towards objectives outlined in this Cooperation Statement or the timeliness of related
implementation, the mayor and the CEO of the Company desire to be directly involved
and work together to attempt to resolve whatever issues may arise.

This Cooperation Statement shall become effective upon signing by both the City and
Company and will inform cooperation between City and Company, likely starting in
2016. Progress towards objectives stated herein will be reviewed and the Cooperation
Statement may be extended in the future, with or without amendments, through a
commitment by both the City and the Company.

[Signature page follows]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties to this JOINT COOPERATIVE STATEMENT
have affixed their signatures:

Date:

Mayor Jack Thomas
Park City Municipal

Date:

Cindy Crane
President and CEO, Rocky Mountain Power
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(Pank Cr1y |

DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The proposed amendments to Housing Resolution 13-15 include:
e Amend income targets to reflect most critical current needs = 45 percent of AMI
for rental units and 80 percent of AMI in the case of for-sale units;
e Remove the limit to which permit and impact fees may be waived (excluding
those fees assessed by non-City agencies such as the Fire District and
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District); and

e Adjust the calculation of in-lieu fees to equal current construction costs which
comes to $374 per SF or $336,600 per AUE (900 SF).

Respectfully:

Rhoda Stauffer, Housing Specialist
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PARK CITY |

City Council
Staff Report

Subject: Affordable Housing Policy Discussion,
Author: Rhoda Stauffer, Housing Program Manager
Anne Laurent, Director
Department: Community Development

Date: February 16, 2017
Type of Item: Legislative

Summary Recommendation

Staff recommends that City Council review, take public comment, and approve
proposed amendments, effective immediately on all new development projects, to the
City’s Affordable Housing Resolution as detailed in this report.

Executive Summary
The proposed amendments to Housing Resolution 13-15 include:

e Amending income targets to reflect most critical current needs;

e Removing the limit to which permit and impact fees may be waived (excluding
those fees assessed by non-City agencies such as the Fire District and
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District); and

e Adjusting the calculation of in-lieu fees to incorporate existing construction costs.

Acronyms
e AMI — Area Median Income

e AUE - Affordable Unit Equivalent
e DWS — Utah Department of Workforce Services
e EPS — Economic and Planning Systems
e MPD - Master Planned Development
e PCMC - Park City Municipal Corporation
e SF — Square foot/feet
The Problem

The current Housing Resolution is in need of amendments to respond to
recommendations from both the Blue Ribbon Housing Commission as well as the final
report submitted by Economic and Planning Systems (EPS) in April of 2016. Issues
needing to be addressed include:
1. Changing target household incomes in accordance with current workforce needs.
2. Institute the ability to waive up to 100 percent of impact and permit fees
(excluding those fees assessed by non-City agencies such as the Fire District
and Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District) for affordable housing
development. However, not in cases where the units are the result of a housing
obligation.
3. Changing the basis for calculating in-lieu fees to more accurately reflect the cost
of building units in Park City where the cost of construction is significantly higher
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than surrounding communities. The new method will be based on actual
construction costs from prior years.

Background

In early 2015, Council established “Affordable, Attainable and Middle Income Housing”
as one of their critical priorities. At the February 2015 Council retreat, a four- pronged,
five year work plan was adopted which included Regulatory Tools as one of the
program categories. In July 2015, Council approved a contract with EPS to complete a
number of reviews and analysis, including: a thorough regulatory review to identify
potential barriers to affordable housing development; comparative analysis of the best
approach to mitigating the impact of both new construction as well as redevelopment on
affordable housing needs within the community; assessment of the true employee
generation formulas for Park City’s primary employers; examination of the most
effective formula for in-lieu fee calculation; most balanced and equitable trigger
mechanism for housing obligations; and assessment of the connection between the
impacts generated by development and the housing mitigation required.

EPS worked from September 2015 to March 2016. They included several interactions
and work sessions with the Blue Ribbon Housing Commission to guide the final draft
report which was presented to a joint session of City Council and Planning Commission
on April 28. In a subsequent joint Study Session, City Council and Planning
Commission members on June 30, the discussion included amendments to Housing
Resolution 13-15. These proposed amendments were approved in the August 4 City
Council meeting.

Amendments to Housing Resolution 13-15 — a redlined document is attached as
Exhibit A.

A. Amend the income limits/targets: Staff is recommending that the target income
for affordable units be revised. In 2007, the basis for affordability was changed from
AMI to Workforce Wage due to the fact that AMI in Summit County was quite high.
Workforce Wage was calculated based on actual wages documented by Utah
Department of Workforce Services (DWS) and increased by average jobs per
household and supplemental income.

Today, staff recommends utilizing the same data from DWS while documenting it in
terms of AMI. AMI is a more universally understood measure in the field of
affordable housing and income restrictions. By way of example: in 2016, in Park
City, 100 percent of workforce wage for a family of three (average of 1.5 jobs per
household) ($55,986) was very close to 60 percent of AMI ($53,136).

Also, staff recommends basing a change in target on the most recent data from the
Affordable Housing Needs Assessment completed in November by James Wood of
the University of Utah Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute. The greatest need for rental
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Housing Resolution 13-15

Monthly
Annual Rent/Mortg. Sale Price

100% of Workforce Wage - Rent

Household of 1 S 43,534 S 1,088

Household of 2 S 49,753 S 1,244

Household of 3 S 55,986 S 1,400

Household of 4 S 60,465 S 1,512
150% of Workforce Wage - For Sale

Household of 1 S 65,301 S 1,633 S 269,834

Household of 2 S 74,630 S 1,866 S 303,836

Household of 3 S 83,797 S 2,099 S 345,395

Household of 4 S 90,767 S 2,267 S 375,259

units is in income ranges of 30 to 60 percent of AMI. This is both based on the
Affordable Housing Needs Assessment as well as a review of the waiting lists for the
income restricted rentals in town owned and managed by Mountainlands Community
Housing Trust. The Housing Resolution bases income targets on an average so that
some units can be priced below and some above the target number. Rather than 60
percent of AMI, staff recommends basing rental affordability on an average of 45
percent of AMI so that averaging allows for units to be priced from 30 to 60 percent
of AMIL.

Similarly, the current target for ‘for-sale’ units is “on average, affordable to” 150
percent of Workforce Wage ($83,797 annual income) which is very close to 100
percent of AMI ($88,560 annual income). Based on the Affordable Housing Needs
Assessment, the need for for-sale units is primarily households earning between 60
and 100 percent of AMI. Therefore, to serve that range, staff recommends basing
for-sale affordability on an average of 80 percent of AMI so that averaging allows for

Recommended Changes

Monthly
Annual Rent/Mortg. Sale Price

45% of AMI - Rent

Household of 1 S 41,318 S 1,033

Household of 2 S 47,221 S 1,181

Household of 3 S 53,136 S 1,328

Household of 4 S 59,040 S 1,476
80% of AMI - For Sale

Household of 1 S 55,091 S 1,377 | S 244,448

Household of 2 $ 62,961 S 1,574 | $ 251,694

Household of 3 S 70,848 S 1,771 | S 287,024

Household of 4 S 78,740 S 1,968 | § 322,240
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units to be priced from 60 to 100 percent of AMI.

B. Remove limit of $5,000 for fee waivers: In a Study Session on November 3, 2016,
Council made the decision to waive all fees that can be waived on City-sponsored
affordable housing projects. See a summary of that meeting at this link. This
amendment allows for waivers that exceed the former limit of $5,000 which will be
ratified at the City Council meeting on March 9 when staff returns to Council for a
broader discussion regarding waivers of construction, development and impact fees.
Staff will be recommending that for affordable housing and those with a public
interest (IE: city projects) in particular, all construction, development and impact fees
be waived. This amendment continues to refer to code which will be amended as
well as the Administrative Fee Waiver Policy after the decision at the March 9
meeting. Finally, Council determined that a total or partial fee-waiver will be
considered on a case-by-case basis for private developers voluntarily including
affordable units within their market developments. Staff will be tracking waived fees
carefully to monitor the impacts on City services. However, consistent with
feedback from City Council, staff is not recommending that fees be waived for
affordable housing units that are produced as a result of a housing obligation from
applicable MPDs or Annexations.

C. Modify in-lieu fee calculation: Staff is recommending that current standard
construction costs be used as the basis for in-lieu fee calculations. The current
average cost per SF for city-sponsored projects is $374. Projects used to calculate
this are 1450-1460 Park Avenue and Woodside Phases | & Il. This comes to
$336,600 per 900 SF AUE. An interesting note is that this number is very close to
the price a household of three can afford if their income is 100 percent of AMI
(annual income of $88,560 and affordable sale price of $329,612). So, even though
the cost to build is affordable, because private developers require a profit margin
and on re-sales the market bears a much higher price, homes aren’t available in the
affordable range. Staff will conduct annual review of the in lieu calculation to monitor
market changes as well as fluctuation in the cost of construction. Future updated
calculations will be brought to Council in June of each year.

Staff is still studying two additional recommendations from EPS and the Blue Ribbon
Housing Commission. One recommendation is to change the basis for assessment of
housing obligations to something that captures more of the new units being developed
outside of MPDs and Annexations. The second recommendation is to change the
employment generation numbers for commercial development. Housing staff is working
with the City Attorney’s office and conducting additional research to determine the best
way to meet the intent of the recommendations while maintaining a balanced and
equitable approach.

How this work furthers the goals of the General Plan

Goal seven of the General Plan states “Create a diversity of primary housing
opportunities to address the changing needs of residents” and goal eight states:
“‘increase affordable housing opportunities and associated services for the workforce of
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Park City.” The recommendations to amend Housing Resolution 13-15 are to facilitate
the development of an increased number of units affordable to members of Park City’s
workforce. General Plan strategies addressed by this work include:
e 7A - Increase diversity of housing stock to fill void within housing
inventory.
e 7E - Create housing opportunities for the cities aging population.
e 8A - Provide increased housing opportunities that are affordable to a wide
range of income levels.
e 8C - Increase housing ownership opportunities for workforce within
primary residential neighborhoods.

Department Review
The report has been reviewed by the offices of Community Development, City Attorney
and Executive.

Funding Source
No funding is required for these amendments.

Summary Recommendation

Staff recommends that City Council review, take public comment, and approve
proposed amendments to the City’s Affordable Housing Resolution as detailed in this
report.

Attachments
Exhibit A — Redlined Housing Resolution 13-15
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Resolution ——454703-2017

RESOLUTION ADOPTING AFFORDABLE HOUSING GUIDELINES AND
STANDARDS FOR PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the livability and viability of Park City is directly affected by the availability of a
sufficient amount of housing affordable to all residents; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to establish policies to ensure a reasonable opportunity for
a variety of housing and which bears an essential nexus to maintaining the social, economic
and political fabric of the community; and

WHEREAS, the 20162 Park City Housing Needs Assessment ard-Plan-concluded that housing
costs continue to outpace wages in the service sector areas of the resort-based economy and
has resulted in making housing unaffordable to working residents of the City; and

WHEREAS, the 20122016 Park City Housing Needs Assessment and-Plan-projects that the
Leisure and Hospitality employment sector will continue to drive the demand for additional
workforce housing in Park City; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the community and a legitimate government interest to
formulate guidelines and standards to establish a consistent criteria for review of Master
Planned Development applications and annexation petitions and other development actions
where affordable housing is heeded to mitigate the impact of the project on the community; and

WHEREAS, the cost of providing affordable housing and any solutions should equitably
apportioned-the-cest based on impact generation, growth inducement and the underlying goal to
provide a diversity of housing types and prices in edrthe community in order to maintain a
healthy economy and diverse population.

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

SECTION 1. ADOPTED HOUSING STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES. The following housing
standards and guidelines are hereby adopted. Unless otherwise defined separately herein, all
words and terms shall have the same meaning as defined in the Land Management Code, as
amended.

SECTION 2. APPLICABILITY. These standards shall apply to all new Housing and
Commercial Development created under Title 15, Chapter 6 Master Planned Developments
(MPD) and Title 15, Chapter 8 Annexations of the Park City Land Management Code. These
standards shall apply to prior agreements on density or configuration unless specifically
addressed within Development Agreements.

SECTION 3. PURPOSE. The purpose of this Resolution is to ensure that new development
does not adversely affect the supply of affordable housing in the City and to maintain the social,
economic and political fabric of Park City’s community character. It is intended that the
requirements imposed herein are roughly proportionate and reasonably related to the impacts of
the Development.
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SECTION 4. REVIEW. This Resolution shall be reviewed by the City Council at least biennially
to ensure that these standards are meeting the housing goals and objectives.

SECTION 5. DEFINITIONS.

o Affordable Housing: Housing costs — rent plus basic utilities or mortgage, tax, insurance
and/or Homeowners Association payments — that consume no more than 30 percent of a
household’s income.

o Affordable Housing Unit: Dwelling units that are deed restricted to the housing size and
type for individuals meeting occupancy guidelines approved by the Park City Council.

o Affordable Unit Equivalent: A two-bedroom unit with 900 square feet of Net Livable Space
shall be considered one Affordable Unit Equivalent.

e Area Median Income (AMI): Area Median Income is a calculation of annual household
income determined by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) that
categorizes income levels as: extremely low income <=30 percent of AMI; very low income =
31 to 50 percent of AMI; low income = 51 to 80 percent of AMI; and moderate income = 81
to 100 percent of AMI. Based on local wages, Park City defines affordable housing as those
units affordable to households with incomes at or below 100 percent of AMI.

e Attainable Housing: Housing that is affordable to households with incomes between 101
and 150 percent of AML.

o Bedroom: Designed to be used for sleeping purposes and which contains closets and
meets all applicable City Building Code requirements for light, ventilation, sanitation and
egress.

o Deed Restriction: A contract entered into between Park City Municipal Corporation and the
owner or purchaser of real property identifying the conditions for occupancy and resale.

e Household: All related and unrelated individuals occupying a unit.

e Household Income: Combined gress-income of all individuals who will be occupying the
unit regardless of legal status. Adjustments to the gross for business expenses can be
made for persons who are self-employed.

y —

e Net Livable Square Footage: Is calculated on interior living area and is measured interior
wall to interior wall, including all interior partitions. Also included, but not limited to,
habitable basements and interior storage areas, closets and laundry areas. Exclusions
include, but are not limited to, uninhabitable basements, mechanical areas, exterior storage,

e Studio Unit: Living quarters designed around a relatively large single room incorporating
the features of a living room, bedroom, dining room/kitchen and bathroom.

e Target Income: The specific household income to be served by affordable or attainable
units which is determined based on current need at the time units are put in service.

SECTION 6. EXEMPTIONS. The development of affordable housing units as defined by the
Land Management Code is exempt from the requirements of this Resolution. This may include
projects developed by or sponsored by nonprofit organizations and projects for which
agreements have been executed that provided affordable housing or land for said purpose.

SECTION 7. FEE WAIVERS. Title 11, Chapter12-13 of the Municipal Code provides that “any
part of the fees included in this Title may be waived by the City Council upon recommendation
of the City Manager, for those projects which are deemed to serve a beneficial public purpose
that would be harmed by the City requiring the payment of such fees, such as low income
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housing projects.” Pursuant to Title 11, Chapter 13-4(A) of the Municipal Code, the City Council
can waive impact fees for construction of affordable housing.-up-te-$5;000-per-unit:

Affordable housing projects that are in fulfilment of housing obligations resulting from
development agreements in Annexations or MPDs are not eligible for fee waivers.

SECTION 8. CALCULATION OF MINIMUM AFFORDABLE HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

A. Residential Development.

For projects where units are offered for sale or rent, the Developer shall provide affordable
housing units in an amount equal to fifteen percent (15%) of the total residential units
constructed. Affordable units developed on-site in fulfilment of this requirement are not
included in the density calculation for the project.

RESIDENTIAL GENERATION CALCULATION EXAMPLE
An Applicant has received approval for a 128 unit Master Planned Development.
1. 128 units (total units approved) multiplied by .15 (residential mitigation rate) equals 19.2
Affordable Unit Equivalents.
2. One Affordable Unit Equivalent equals 900 square feet of net livable space.
3. The total approved units for this MPD is 128 market rate units plus 19.2 affordable unit
equivalents which equals 17,280 total net square feet of additional livable space.

B. Commercial Development

The Developer shall be required to mitigate 20 percent of the employees generated. For
projects with a commercial component, the minimum affordable housing requirements shall be
determined according to the following formulas:

Table 1: Employee Generation by Type of Use.

Type of Use Full Time Equivalents (2080 hours) per
1,000 net leasable square feet

Restaurant/Bar 6.5

Education 2.3

Finance/Banking 3.3

Medical Profession 2.9

Other professional services 3.7

Personal services 1.3

Real Estate/Property management 5.9

Commercial/Retail 3.3

Recreation/amusements 5.3

Utilities 2.9

Lodging/hotel 0.6/room

Condominium Hotel Greater of lodging/hotel calculation or
residential mitigation rate

Overall/General 4.4

The Overall/General Type of Use shall apply to any use not listed in the Employee Generation
Table if an Independent Calculation is not performed.

EMPLOYEE GENERATION CALCULATION EXAMPLE
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An application for a Master Planned Development of 20,000 square feet of commercial space
and 100 hotel rooms has been submitted. The commercial uses include:

e 10,000 square feet of retail space

e 5,000 square feet of restaurant/bar space

e 5,000 square feet of professional services

1. Using the above Employee Generation Table, the project will generate 144 employees.
¢ Retail at 3.3 employees per 1,000 square feet equals 33 employees
o Restaurant/Bar at 6.5 employees per 1,000 square feet equals 32.5 employees
e Professional Services at 3.7 employees per 1,000 square feet equals 18.5
employees
o Hotel at .6 employees per unit equals 60 employees.
144 (total number of employees) multiplied by .20 (mitigation rate) equals 28.8 employees.
28.8 employees divided by 1.5 (workers per household) equals 19.2 employee unit
equivalents required.
4. The Developer is required to provide 19.2 Affordable Unit Equivalents or a total of 17,280
net square feet of additional livable space in addition to approved commercial and hotel
density.

wnN

C. Reduction of Employee Generation for Institutional/Nonprofit Use. The City CounC|I
may reduce the base employee generation rate by up to fifty percent for uses that are “non-
commercial or non-residential in nature, which provide educational, social or related services to
the community and which are proposed by public agencies, nonprofit agencies, foundations and
other similar organizations-“ upon finding that the benefits/impacts of such Development as they
relate to other general plan goals and/or action items outweigh the housing impacts.

D. Independent Calculation. An applicant may submit an independent calculation of the
number of employees to be generated by a proposed development, to be used in place of the
Employee Generation Table. The independent calculation shall be accepted by the City Council
if the Council determines the calculation constitutes compelling evidence of a more accurate
calculation of employee generation than Table 1: Employee Generation Table. Should the
independent calculation not be accepted, then the applicable employee generation factor from
the Employee Generation Table shall be applied to the proposed Development. Any
acceptance of an Independent Calculation shall be site and use specific, non-transferable and
be memorialized in a Development Agreement between the property owner and the City. Such
Agreement shall be executed prior to the issuance of any building permit.

E. Redevelopment: Additions and Conversions of Use. Redevelopment or remodeling in
an existing use or the change in use from one use to another is exempt from the requirements
of this Resolution, provided such activity does not create additional employment generation as
determined in Table 1: Employee Generation by Type of Use. Only the uses and areas that
existed prior to the redevelopment or remodeling shall be exempt from the requirements of this
Resolution. Any new area or unit or any change in use which creates additional Employee
Generation as determined in Table 1: Employee Generation by Type of Use shall be subject to
theis provisions of this Resolution. Mitigation shall be required for the employees generated by
the proposed total square footage (including addition) minus the employment generation of the
total structure. If the developer converts one land use to another with higher employment
generation rates, the mitigation will be based on the increase in FTEs. For example, a
conversion of a 1,000 sq. ft. retail establishment with an employee generation rate of 3.3 FTEs
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per 1,000 square feet to a private club with a generation rate of 6.5 FTEs per 1,000 square feet
results in a net increase in 3.2 FTE and would require additional mitigation.

F. Final Unit Requirement Calculations. The final calculations for the number of inclusionary
units and the rental or sales price for these units shall be made prior to the issuance of building
permits for the covered project.

SECTION 9. METHODS OF HOUSING REQUIREMENT COMPLIANCE

A. Unit Types: The distribution of on-site dwelling unit types that meet the deed restricted
affordable unit requirements of this section shall be as follows:

Single-Family: In developments where only single-family detached dwelling units are
being produced, the required on-site Affordable Unit Equivalents shall also be single-
family detached dwelling units.

Multi-Family: In developments where only multi-family buildings are being produced, the
required on-site Affordable Unit Equivalents shall also be within the multi-family building
or buildings.

Mixed: In developments where there is a mix of dwelling unit types such as: detached
single-family, townhomes, duplexes or attached single-family, or multi-family
condominium or apartment buildings, or other types of units, the required on-site
Affordable Unit Equivalents shall also be a mix in the same proportion as the market rate
dwelling units.

Alternative Distribution Ratios: Different unit distribution among the Affordable Unit
Equivalents may be permitted on a case-by-case basis if doing so would accomplish
additional benefits or result in a better design than not using the distribution of units
provided for in this section.

B. Minimum Square Footage Standards: In order to assure livability, the standard net livable
square footage for affordable units shall be as follows:

Dormitory 150 square feet
Single Room Occupancy 275 square feet
Studio 400 square feet
One Bedroom 650 square feet
Two Bedroom 900 square feet
Three Bedroom 1,150 square feet
Four Bedroom 1,400 square feet

Any deviation from these standards shall be approved by Park City Housing Authority as
part of the applicable Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan.

The Building Department prior to the issuance of any building permits for either the free
market or employee housing component of the project must verify square footage. The
Building Department may check the actual construction of the Affordable Unit
Equivalents.

3. Winter Seasonal Units. Pursuant to the applicable City codes, an applicant for a
development may, at the sole discretion of the City and subject to certain requirements,
satisfy the employee housing requirements by provision of dormitory/lodge units designed
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for occupancy by seasonal employees. The dormitory/lodge units must satisfy all
requirements of the applicable Guidelines and shall be required to meet the following
minimum standards:

e Occupancy of a dormitory unit shall be limited to no more than 8 persons.

e There shall be at least 150 square feet of net livable square footage per person,
including sleeping and bathroom uses.

e At least one bathroom shall be provided for shared use by no more than four
persons. The bathroom shall contain at least one toilet, one wash basin, one bathtub
with a shower and a total area of at least 60 net livable square feet.

e A kitchen facility or access to a common kitchen or common eating facility shall be
provided subject to the Building Department’s approval and determination that the
facilities are adequate in size to service the number of people using the facility.

e Use of 20 net leasable square feet per person of enclosed storage area located
within, or adjacent to, the unit.

e Rents for dormitory units will be set by Special Review on a case-by-case basis,
given the unique and varying characteristics of dormitory units, with affordability as
the key issue.

e Seasonal Lodge Developments may be required to house qualified employees of the
community at large.

4. Special Needs Emergency/Transitional Housing. Pursuant to the applicable City
codes, an applicant for a development may, at the sole discretion of the City and subject to
certain requirements, satisfy a portion of its employee housing requirements by provision of
special needs emergency/ transitional housing units through either direct construction, land
donation or the donation of existing units. There must be a quantified, demonstrated need
for the emergency/transitional housing within the Park City boundaries. The housing must
be developed in collaboration with a federally recognized, 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization.
The housing must satisfy all requirements of the applicable Housing Guidelines and
Standards as well as comply with all applicable local, state and federal requirements. Given
the unique and varying characteristics of the population to be served, the rents for
emergency/transitional housing must be approved in advance by the City Council.

5. Minimum Green Building Requirements. All new construction or substantial
rehabilitation projects developed in fulfillment of the affordable housing obligation must
demonstrate that it meets the NAHB Green Standards or a LEED Certification level. All
appliances and products including light bulbs shall be Energy Star qualified products for all
new construction or substantial rehabilitation.

6. Affordable Unit Amenities. Inclusionary units may differ from the market units with
regard to interior amenities and gross floor area provided that:
¢ These differences, excluding differences related to size differentials are not apparent
in the general exterior appearances of the project’s units; and
e These differences do not include insulation, windows, heating systems and other
improvements related to the energy efficiency of the project’s units.
e The gross floor area of the inclusionary units is not less than the fellewirg-minimum
requirements listed in Section 9.B. above, unless waived by the City.

C. Methods of Meeting Minimum Requirements.
The following methods, in order of priority, may be used to meet the minimum affordable
housing mitigation requirements.
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Construction of unit(s) on the site on which the development is proposed.
Affordable housing units shall be constructed on the project site, unless the developer
can demonstrate compelling evidence that an alternative method would result in a better
design, enhanced level of affordability or that the construction on-site would adversely
affect the design of the project.

Construction of the unit(s) within the Park City corporate limits provided such
land, site or structure had not been previously deed-restricted for affordability.

Dedication of existing units within Park City corporate limits provided such units
have not been previously deed-restricted for affordability. Units must be of
equivalent value, quality and size of the deed restricted units that would have been
constructed on-site. Existing units must be in move-in condition with appliances,
windows, heating, plumbing, electrical systems, fixtures and equipment in good working
condition. The value of dedicated existing units will be determined, at the expense of the
developer, by an appraiser selected by the developer from a list of certified appraisers
provide by the City ofr by such alternative means of valuation as to which a developer
and the City may agree. All units shall be inspected and shall meet applicable Park City
building codes. Applicant shall bear the costs and expenses of any required upgrades to
meet the above standards as well as any reports required to assess the suitability for
occupancy and compliance with the standards of the proposed units. All appliances and
products including light bulbs shall be Energy Star qualified products.

Construction of units outside Park City, but within the Park City School District
boundary as it stands on January 1, 2015.

Conveyance of land within the Park City School District boundary as it stands on
January 1, 2015 provided such land has not been previously deed-restricted for
affordability. The developer may elect to (a) convey land to the City or its designee that
is of equivalent value to the cash in lieu contributions that would be required under this
Resolution, plus an additional 25 percent to cover costs associated with holding,
developing, improving or conveying such land; or (b) convey land to the City or its
designee that is of equivalent value (as of the date of conveyance) to that land upon
which required units would otherwise have been constructed and properly zoned such
as to allow construction of at least that number of units for which the obligation of
construction is being satisfied by the dedication of the land. Land conveyance shall
occur prior to the issuance of any building permit for the free market portion of the
development. Should the City Council later elect to sell the land, all proceeds from the
sale of the land shall be placed in a dedicated housing fund.

Payment of Fees in Lieu of Development. If the City determines that (1) no other
alternative is feasible, or (2) such a payment would result in more immediate
development of housing or (3) such a payment would leverage additional resources,
then a Payment of Fees in Lieu of Development may be accepted. The collected funds
may only be expended for projects located within the corporate limits of Park City or
within the Park City School District boundary as it stands on January 1, 2015. The
Paymentinin Lieu Fee shall be based on the actual cost of construction in the prior year
and ecaleulated—and published annually in Apri-June on the City’s affordable housing
webpage. Updates may occur more frequently at the request of the City Council to
reflect changing real estate conditions. Any Fees in Lieu collected and any interest
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accrued, shall be used only for the purpose of planning for, subsidizing or developing
affordable and employee housing.

SECTION 10. DEED RESTRICTION. Prior to the plat recordation provisions to ensure
continued affordability of inclusionary units shall be embodied in legally binding agreements
and/or deed restrictions, which shall be prepared by the developer, but which shall not be
recorded or filed until reviewed and approved by the City Attorney with such modifications as it
may deem necessary to carryout the purpose of this Resolution. No building permit application
shall be accepted in the absence of proof of the execution of requirement agreements and
covenants. In the event such restrictions are voided by bankruptcy or other legal action, the City
may revoke the Certificate(s) of Occupancy until such time as subsequent owner complies with
the standards herein.

SECTION 11. TIMING OF OCCUPANCY. The affordable units shall be ready for occupancy no
later than the date of the initial or temporary occupancy of the free market portion of the project.
If the free market units are to be developed in phases, then the affordable housing can be
developed in proportion to the phasing of the free market units as approved in the Housing
Mitigation plan.

SECTION 12. APPLICABILITY OF RESOLUTION TO PRIOR APPROVALS OR PENDING
APPLICATIONS.

A. Prior Development Agreements. Developments, which received development plan
approvals prior to the adoption of this housing resolution, shall conform to the provisions of
the resolution in place at the time of applicable complete application. Any modifications to
an existing Development Agreement that results in an increase in housing units or employee
generation shall be subject to the provisions of this Resolution.

B. Prior Annexation. Unless otherwise provided in Conditions of Approval or a
Development Agreement, Developments subject to affordable housing requirements
imposed by annexation agreements entered into prior to the effective date of this Resolution
may develop in conformity with the Resolution in place at the time the Annexation
Agreement was approved.

C. Pending Project Approval Actions. Developments for which complete applications
were filed prior to the effective date of this Resolution, but have not been reviewed by the
appropriate body, must conform to the Resolution in place at time of application.

SECTION 13. HOUSING MITIGATION PLAN. The Applicant shall submit a Housing Mitigation
Plan. The Housing Mitigation Plan shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission as part of the
application to the City for the Annexations or Master Planned Development with a
recommendation forwarded to the City Council. The Housing Mitigation Plan shall include the
following:

A. Calculation and Method. The calculation of, and method by which housing is to be
provided, in compliance with Section 8 “Calculation of Minimum Affordable Housing
Requirement” and Section 9 “Method of Housing Requirement Compliance.”

B. Unit Descriptions. If affordable housing units are to be developed, a site plan and
building floor plans (if applicable), illustrating the number of units proposed, their location,
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the number of bedrooms in and square foot of each unit, and the rental/sale mix of the
development. The proposed sale prices and rent levels shall also be included.

SECTION 14. CONSTRUCTION TIMING.

A. Construction of Market Units. Affordable units shall be made available for occupancy
on approximately the same schedule as a project’s market units; except that Certificates
of Occupancy (temporary or permanent) for the last ten percent of the market units shall
be withheld until Certificates of Occupancy have been issued for all of the inclusionary
units. Other phasing agreements may be accepted, if doing so would accomplish
additional benefits fro the City consistent with the purposes of this Resolution. A
schedule setting forth the phasing of the total number of units in a covered project, along
with a schedule setting forth the phasing of the required inclusionary units shall be
approved prior to the issuance of a building permit.

B. Fulfillment in Advance of Obligation. Affordable units may be completed in
advance of development that triggers an affordable housing obligation. In
instances where a residential or commercial developer wants to build and deed
restrict units in advance of incurring an affordable housing obligation, the units
will be valued as to number of AUEs under the Housing Resolution in existence
at the time the market development occurs. The future development shall be
identified within the recorded deed restriction document. The units shall be built
in accordance with prevailing Land Management Code and deed restricted at the
time of approval. The total square footage of deed restricted units will be
converted to Affordable Unit Equivalents in compliance with the Housing
Resolution in effect at the time a plat is approved for the development that
triggers the housing obligation. If for some unforeseen reason, the development
triggering the obligation is not completed, the City will entertain a request that the
recorded deed restriction(s) on the affordable units be removed.

SECTION 15. GOOD FAITH MARKETING REQUIRED. All sellers or owners of deed restricted
affordable units shall engage in good faith marketing efforts each time a deed restricted unit is
rented or sold such that members of the public who are qualified to rent or purchase such units
have a fair chance of becoming informed of the availability of such units. A public marketing
plan shall be submitted by the developer for the initial sale or lease of the units.

SECTION 16. LOCAL PREFERENCE OPTION. In order to address the City’s local preference
options, any deed restricted affordable housing project shall give preference to full-time
employees (a minimum of 30 hours per week) of businesses within the Park City School District
boundaries. Preference is also given to Senior Citizens (62 & older) and persons who are
physically and/or mentally challenged.

SECTION 17. MAXIMUM RENTS AND SALES PRICES. The following provision shall apply to
| the calculation of rents, selling prices and/or carrying charges of deed restricted affordable units.

A. Occupancy. In calculating the rents or carrying charges of inclusionary units, the
following relationship between unit size and household size shall apply:
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o Dormitory/Single Room Occupancy: 1 person per 150 net livable square feet.
e Studio/Efficiency: 1 person per household

e One-bedroom: 1.5 person household

o Two-bedrooms: 2.5 person household

e Three-bedroom: 4 person household

e Four-bedroom: 6 person household.

B. Rental Units. In_general, iinclusionary rental units in any one development shall be
rented at a price, which, on average, is affordable to a household with an annual income of

45100%- percent of the-Park-City-Werkforce-WageSummit County AMI.

C. For Sale Units. Fhe-In general, the initial sales price for an affordable unit in any one
development shall average a price affordable to a household earning 80 percent of Summit
County AMI 150-perecent-of- Park-City-Werkferce-Wage-{“Target Household Income”}—Sale
Price shall be calculated according to the following guidelines: utilities—plds—mortgage
payment for the Owner Occupied Unit, including principal, interest, taxes and insurance
(“PIT1”), shall not exceed 30% of the Target Household Income. The assumptions used to
calculate the sales price shall be: (i) a 5% down payment; (ii) a 30-year term; and (iii) an
interest rate equal to the prevailing FirstHome rate, or its program equivalent, of the Utah
Housing Corporation (www.utahousingcorp.org) at the time of the offer.

D. Appreciation Limits. Provisions to ensure continued affordability of inclusionary units
offered for sale shall include a formula limiting equity appreciation to either a shared
percentage of the equity appreciation or a cap on the equity appreciation, with such
adjustments for improvements made by the seller and necessary costs of sale as may be
approved by the City. The form of the resale restriction shall be determined by the City at
the time of approval of the Housing Mitigation Plan.

E. Limitation on Rental Rates and Terms. The rate at which an Owner shall rent the
Units shall not exceed the Maximum Rent as established by the City_in_accordance with

Section 17.B. above. The Maximum Rent shall be setas-afferdable-te-heuseholdsearning
100%-of Park-City-Woerkforce-Wage-and-adjusted annually by the percentage increase in the

Consumer Price Index for the western region. Allowable increase will be published in April
June of each year on the City’s affordable housing webpage. Unless otherwise approved,
the minimum lease term shall be six months.

F. Income Limits. The City reserves the right to place an income/asset limitation for
prospective owners or renters as needed to further the goals of this Resolution.
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SECTION 18. TERM OF AFFORDABILITY. The Term of Affordability shall be for a period of
not less than forty (40) years. At the expiration of the initial forty (40) year term, this Agreement
shall be reviewed for additional consecutive ten (10) year terms, unless the City shall determine,
based an independent housing needs assessment, that the Unit is no longer necessary to
satisfy the affordable/employee housing needs in Park City.

SECTION 19. WAIVERS. The City Council may waive all or part of the requirements of this
Resolution in exchange for enhanced project affordability or livability including but not limited to
the incorporation of sustainable building practices and systems in the unit design and
development.

SECTION 20. ADMINISTRATIVE RELIEF. The City Council may waive all or part of the
requirements of this Resolution where the applicant can establish by clear and convincing
financial data and other evidence relating to the character of the development or surroundings
that the imposition of the requirements set forth in this article shall create an economic hardship.
The Council shall use the same standards that it applies to historic properties in making a
determination of economic hardship. A waiver under this section shall be granted only to the
extent necessary to relieve the hardship or difficulty that serves as the basis for the requested
waiver and shall not be considered precedent for future requests for administrative relief.

SECTION 21. SEVERABILITY. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion
of this Resolution is for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent
jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed a separate distinct and independent provision and
such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of the Resolution.

SECTION 22. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Resolution shall take effect upon adoption by the City
Council. All prior Housing Resolutions and parts of Resolutions in conflict with the provisions of
this Resolution are hereby repealed. This Resolution repeals and replaces all prior housing
resolutions including Resolution s 37-91, 8-93, 6-94, 7-95, 17-99,10-2006, 20-07,—and 25-12,
02-15, and 13-15.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this __th day of Juhy-2016February, 2017.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Jack Thomas

Attest:

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder
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Approved as to form:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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DATE: February 16, 2017

PARK CITY
Ty

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Council shall consider the approval of the purchase of seventy four (74) electric golf cars and

one (1) electric utility cart for the driving range in the amount of $331,000 with Intermountain

Golf Cars.

Respectfully:

Vaughn Robinson, Golf Manager
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City Council
Staff Report

Subject: Purchase of 2017 Golf Car Fleet
Author: Vaughn Robinson

Department: Golf

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendation

Staff recommends the approval of the purchase of seventy four (74) electric golf cars
and one (1) electric utility cart for the driving range in the amount of $331,000 with
Intermountain Golf Cars.

Executive Summary
e Consideration to Approve the Purchase of the 2017 Golf Fleet in the amount of
$331,000 with Intermountain Golf Cars in a Form Approved by the City Attorney.

Acronyms
e CIP Capital Improvement Plan
e RFP Request for Proposal

The Problem

e Park City Golf Club has the goal of producing a resort quality product at a
municipal price. In order to do this we not only need our golf cars to be
mechanically sound but also aesthetically pleasing.

e The current fleet of Club Car Precedent golf cars is five (5) years old and
showing signs of wear and tear. Small tears in the seats, scratches in the body,
rattling windshields and some having steering that pulls to the left are just a few
of the reasons to replace the current fleet. The industry standards are for a fleet
to last between three (3) and five (5) years with typical warranty coverage,
especially batteries at four (4) years or less.

e Batteries not performing up to standard, expelling more energy when in use and
needing more energy to charge overnight.

e Loss of revenue due to cars being out of service for repairs

e Our current Utility Car for the driving range is a gas engine. With the goal of
becoming more “green” and to help meet the City’s net zero goal, we have an
opportunity to be one of the first local courses to use an electric range car
instead of gas.

e We have purchased our last three fleets of golf cars primarily for two reasons.
The ability to use the carts for five (5) years, instead of the typical four (4) years
for a typical lease, this gives us an extra year of revenues without a guaranteed
ongoing payment. At the end of the five (5) years we also have an asset
typically valued around $100,000.00 to trade toward a new fleet.
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Background

We are seeking Council approval for the purchase of a new golf car fleet. As per
City policy Council approval is required for purchases over $15,000. The total
purchase price will not exceed $331,000.
Staff explored the option of replacing the batteries in each car instead of
replacing the entire fleet. We agreed that with the condition the current fleet is in,
the product we need to provide to our guests and that we are financially stable
enough to absorb this expense, so it is in our best interest to replace the entire
fleet.
We then issued an RFP and three (3) vendors supplied bids. We received bids
from Club Car, EZGO, and Yamaha. There were six (6) areas of criteria for the
selection committee to evaluate:

1. Depth, breadth, and success of proposers experience in the golf

car business.

2. Warranty information

3. Overall financial benefit of proposal to PCMC

4. Maintenance availability and experience

5. Quality of business references

6. Appearance and functionality of the golf car
The selection committee (Vaughn Robinson, Denise Carey, Clint Daley, Tony
Larsen, Will Beroset, Shawn Andreason and Nate Roberts along with input from
Friends of Golf committee member Rich Miller) selected the company

Intermountain Golf Cars and their Club Car Precedent car.

Reasons Intermountain Golf Car was chosen: This is the latest version of the
current fleet we have. Familiarity with what issues may arise, knowledge of the
golf car and how it works, the relationship we’ve built over the last 5 years,
battery work performed last year to get us through the season with no problems,
turning radius and overall size of the car with the confined space of our golf car
storage room. They were also the lowest net bid (trade in of old fleet and
additional concessions made) as well as finished 1% or 2in the other criteria
areas.

The amount to purchase the fleet is approximately $331,000. We will pay
approximately $100,000 out of the golf fund, $125,000 will be financed by the
City’s General Fund (Fund 011) with the remainder of the purchase price
includes a $105,700 trade-in value on the cars purchased in 2012 thereby
reducing the cash payment to approximately $225,000. With this purchase,
Council gives the Golf Course approval to use monies out of the General Fund.
This loan amount of $125,000.00, plus interest 1.75%, will be paid back to the
General Fund annually over a 4 year term.

In 2012 the Park City Golf Club purchased their current fleet of seventy three
(73) golf cars and one (1) driving range utility gas car using this same model.
The total purchase price was approximately $311,000. The golf course used
approximately $71,000 from the golf fund, $140,000 loan from capital fund 31
which was paid back over four (4) years with an interest rate of 1.5% and also
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included a trade-in value from cars purchased in 2007 of approximately 100,000
thereby reducing the cash payment to approximately $211,000.

e This project is not currently included in the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
adopted with the FY 2017 Budget. If Council approves the purchase of a new golf
car fleet as recommended, the FY 2017 CIP budget will be adjusted to include
the project and funding amount as part of the year end budget adjustments to be
approved by Council. As this is being treated as a short term loan from the
General Fund, the Budget staff does not view this project as having a significant
impact on funding levels for other projects or services. All expenditures related
to the golf car purchase including short-term loan interest will be funded through
golf fees.

Alternatives for City Council to Consider

1. Recommended Alternative: Council approve the purchase of seventy four (74)
electric golf cars and one (1) electric range utility vehicle with Intermountain Golf Car
(Club Car).
Pros

a. Familiarity of fleet. Newer model of our current fleet.

b. Slightly smaller overall size and better turning radius match up better with our
compact golf car storage room.

c. Best net purchase price of the three (3) bids received.

d. Great relationship built with Intermountain Golf Car over the last five (5)
years.

e. New Charging system named ERIC. Efficient, Reliable, Intelligent,
Connected. 10% more efficient than previous charger. Beeps three (3) times
when plugged into car to minimize staff error and car not charging. System
turns off and on when needed instead of just running one (1) cycle and
turning off.

f. Option of fifteen (15) foot charging cord which is necessary because of the
chargers being mounted on beams above the golf cars-at no additional cost.

g. Bestlooking car, provides the resort image we are looking for.

h. Color is impregnated into material instead of just painted or a shell.

i. Bumpers are not only designed for impact but also for a caddie to ride on the
rear bumper without causing damage.

Cons

a) Same manufacturer as current fleet so may not be as visible that we have a
new fleet of golf cars.

b) Forward/Reverse switch easily bumped into neutral.

c) New chargers have less serviceable parts. Cost of $400-$500 to replace a
charger if we damage one.

d) Possibly not as efficient as EZGO regenerative braking system. This system
works best with steep hills and we have mostly a gradual slope to our holes
so it is difficult to estimate how much more efficient this might be.
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2. Second Alternative: Council could direct to purchase golf cars with Highland Golf
(Yamaha).
Pros

a. This option would still provide new aesthetically pleasing golf cars.

b. Can maintain an electric fleet of golf cars with minimal deficiencies arising
from charging time of twelve (12) hours per golf car instead of ten (10) hours
from recommended Club Car.

c. Highland Golf provides great service to their customers.

d. Dash panel and compartments are the best looking and most functional.

a. Higher probability of damage when parking cars at night due to car being
longer and wider.

b. Less comfort in driving for the customer. Turning radius is wider and steering
is not as smooth as recommended Club Car.

c. Updated body style, when we purchased Yamaha’s in 2007 with a new
updated body we had a tremendous amount of problems with the cars...this
creates uncertainty-has this been fixed?

d. Aesthetically not nearly as pleasing as Club Car and does not have an
impregnated color throughout the car to hide scratches better.

e. Would need to purchase a gas utility car which does not conform to our net
zero goals of the city.

f. Charging cords are only available in a nine (9) foot length which then creates
issues with charging cords reaching the cars due to the set-up of the golf car
storage room.

g. Thousands of dollars more than recommended golf car fleet.

Consequences of Selecting This Alternative

There would be a sense of uncertainty with staff. The previous fleet of Yamaha cars
had many issues leading to cars dying after three (3) holes, customers having to
walk in from the golf course because their car died, roof tops rattling because of
broken bolts and steering issues. The previous fleet we could not apply the parking
brake at night and then the golf cars would roll causing issues with the charging
cords pulling out of the charger and then carts not charging.

3. Third Alternative: Council could direct staff to purchase golf cars with RMT
Equipment (EZGO).
Pros
This option would still provide new aesthetically pleasing golf cars.
Maintain an electric Fleet of golf cars.
Re-charging braking system should lower charging time at night.
4 wheel independent suspension.
Claim to be 30% more efficient than other cars (I inquired with two (2) golf
courses which have or had EZGO and neither kept records as to energy
efficiency versus previous golf car fleet).
Cons
a. Upcharge for extended length charging cord.

®Q2O0 T
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b. With the regenerative braking system when a car dies the process of getting
car of the course is lengthy at best with possibility of needing a forklift to
remove car from course.

c. Rumors of brake engaging, due to malfunction in electrical system, while
moving at full speed.

d. Regenerative braking system creates a jerky ride when you let off the gas
which was a complaint of staff when we demoed the car for two weeks.

e. The other major complaint from staff was that the ride was uncomfortable. A
bit surprising since the independent suspension should induce a softer ride
but it turns out the seat back is very upright creating an uncomfortable sitting
position.

f. Golf car goes into hibernation mode when not in use after five (5) minutes
which entails the customer to turn the key off for three (3) seconds and then
back on to engage power. This means a lot of explaining by staff to
customers especially during tournaments.

g. Over $20,000 more expensive.

h. Our experience with RMT Equipment’s service has been poor in the past.
The say they are trying to fix it but inquiries with courses that use their cars
have shown it is not improving rapidly.

4. Null Alternative: If the request is denied then the golf course will use the current
fleet of golf cars and gas range car for operations.
Pros
a. No purchase expense from new fleet.

Cons
a. Golf Cars will not match the resort feel/image of the golf course.
b. Probable loss in revenues due to inoperable cars.
c. More work on staff repairing golf cars.
d. Loss of energy efficiency due to age of cars.
e. Loss of trade-in value.
f. Gas utility range car does not match net zero goal.

Department Review
The City Manager, Legal, Budget, Finance, Golf and Public Works Departments have
reviewed this report.

Funding Source

All expenditures related to the golf car purchase including short-term loan interest will
be funded through golf fees. Initial funding will come from the Golf Fund Equipment
Replacement Project, and an inter-fund loan from the General Fund and through trade-
in value of current golf car fleet. All budget adjustments necessary for the purchase and
inter-fund loan will be detailed as part of the year-end budget adjustment. Details of the
inter-fund loan will also be detailed and noted in the 2017 Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report (CAFR).
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DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Summary
As part of constant review of the Land Management Code, the proposed amendments

came up either as policy discussions or as procedural items which need to be updated.
These amendments provide clarity and regulations regarding the following items:

1) Non-adversarial appeals and ability to allow new evidence at appeal level (Chapter
1);

2) Standards for continuations (Chapter 1);

3) Clarification regarding zoning for public lands within the City limits (Chapter 1);

4) Timing of hearings for Determination of Significance applications (Chapter 11);

The LMC implements the goals, objectives and policies of the Park City General Plan to
maintain the quality of life and experiences for its residents and visitors and to preserve
the community’s neighborhoods and unique character and values, as well as comply
with State requirements. These proposed Land Management Code (LMC) amendments
have been reviewed for consistency with the current adopted Park City General Plan.

On October 26, 2016, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and
discussed these amendments. No public input was provided on these items. Minor
changes to the language were proposed by the Commission followed by a unanimous
vote to forward a positive recommendation to City Council. Staff recommends approval
of these amendments.

Respectfully:

Kirsten Whetstone, Senior Planner
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Staff Report 1884

Application: PL-16-03348 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Subject: LMC Amendments

Author: Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP, Senior Planner

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of Item: Legislative- Land Management Code (LMC) Amendments

Recommendation

Staff recommends City Council review the proposed administrative and substantive
amendments to the Land Management Code (LMC), conduct a public hearing, and
consider adopting an ordinance approving amendments to the Park City Land
Management Code related to 1) appeals, 2) continuances, 3) zoning of public land
within Park City limits, and 4) timing of hearings on determination of significance, in a
form approved by the City Attorney and pursuant to the findings of fact and conclusion
of law in the attached Ordinance.

Description

Project Name: LMC Amendments

Approximate Location: Citywide

Proposal: Land Management Code (LMC) amendments- various

administrative and substantive amendments to the Park City
Development Code regarding the following:

1) Non-adversarial appeals and ability to allow new evidence
at appeal level (Chapter 1);

2) Standards for continuations (Chapter 1);

3) Clarification regarding zoning when previously state or
federal land (Chapter 1);

4) Timing of hearing Determination of Significance
applications (Chapter 11);

For the sake of clarity here is a list of acronyms used in this report:

Acronyms
CUP Conditional Use Permit

BLM Bureau of Land Management
LMC Land Management Code
MPD Master Planned Development
SF  Square Feet

HPB Historic Preservation Board
DOS Determination of Significance
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Summary
As part of constant review of the LMC, the proposed amendments came up either as

policy discussions or as procedural items which need to be updated. These
amendments provide clarity and regulations regarding the following items:

1) Non-adversarial appeals and ability to allow new evidence at appeal level
(Chapter 1);

2) Standards for continuations (Chapter 1);

3) Clarification regarding zoning for public lands within the City limits (Chapter 1);
4) Timing of hearings for Determination of Significance applications (Chapter 11);

The LMC implements the goals, objectives and policies of the Park City General Plan to
maintain the quality of life and experiences for its residents and visitors and to preserve
the community’s neighborhoods and unique character and values, as well as comply
with State requirements. These proposed LMC amendments have been reviewed for
consistency with the current adopted Park City General Plan.

On October 26, 2016, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and
discussed these amendments. No public input was provided on these items. Minor
changes to the language were proposed by the Commission followed by a unanimous
vote to forward a positive recommendation to City Council.

Purpose of the Land Management Code
The LMC is designed, enacted, restated and reorganized to implement the goals and
policies of the (adopted) Park City General Plan, and for the following purposes:

(A)  To promote the general health, safety and welfare of the present and future
inhabitants, Businesses, and visitors of the City,

(B) To protect and enhance the vitality of the City’s resort-based economy, the
overall quality of life, the Historic character, and unique mountain town community,

(C) To protect and preserve peace and good order, comfort, convenience, and
aesthetics of the City,

(D) To protect the tax base and to secure economy in governmental expenditures,

(E) To allow Development in a manner that encourages the preservation of scenic
vistas, environmentally sensitive lands, Historic Structures, the integrity of Historic
Districts, and the unique urban scale of original Park City,

(F)  To provide for well-planned commercial and residential centers, safe and efficient
traffic and pedestrian circulation, preservation of night skies and efficient delivery of
municipal services,
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(G) To prevent Development that adds to existing Geologic Hazards, erosion,
flooding, degradation of air quality, wildfire danger or other conditions that create
potential dangers to life and safety in the community or that detracts from the quality of
life in the community,

(H)  To protect and ensure access to sunlight for solar energy devices, and
() To protect or promote moderate income housing.

It is the intention of the City in adopting this LMC to make amendments on a regular
basis and to fully exercise all of the powers granted to the City by the provisions of the
Title 10, Chapter 9a of the Utah Municipal Land Use Development and Management
Act. Utah Code Annotated, 1991, as amended and all other powers granted by statute
or by common law, for the necessary regulation of the Use and Development of land
within the City.

General Plan

These proposed LMC amendments have been reviewed for consistency with the current
adopted Park City General Plan. The LMC implements the goals, objectives and
policies of the Park City General Plan to maintain the quality of life and experiences for
its residents and visitors and to preserve the community’s neighborhoods and unique
character and values. Additionally, the LMC is intended to be updated on a regular
basis to stay current with State Law. Where appropriate, the specific General Plan
sections are discussed in the analysis below.

Background
As part of constant review of the LMC, the proposed amendments came up either as

policy discussions or as procedural items which need to be updated. On October 26,
2016, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and discussed these LMC
amendments. Minor changes were proposed to the language and the Commission
voted unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to City Council.

Analysis
Proposed LMC Amendments

.  Non-adversarial appeals and ability to allow new evidence at appeal level
(See Exhibit A- Chapter 1 General Provisions).

Background: Court room style adversary procedures are unsuitable to making
land use decisions at the local administrative level. The City Council,
subordinate City boards and commissions are not partisans on any side of any
land use dispute but are charged with making land use decisions in the best
interest of the entire City after weighing all input.

The City Staff and City Attorney are charged with assisting the City Council and
subordinate City boards and commissions to adjust competing interests affecting
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land use decisions and are not advocates of any side, but play the role of
providing technical assistance and advice to the decision making bodies.

When the differing perspectives of the various decision-making bodies and
differing input at each stage of a decision-making process result in an approach
which is not the same from that originally recommended by City staff, the staff
nonetheless regularly assist in implementing and guiding such changed
approaches at successive stages of a decision-making process within the City.

In addition, differing perspectives of various decision-making bodies as well as
the differing input at each stage of a decision-making process often results in City
staff gaining an improved understanding of the nature and implications of
development proposals, thus improving staff’s ability to analyze such proposals
under the applicable land use regulations, and make useful recommendations to
decision-makers.

It is not uncommon for applicants or opponents of projects, or both, who come
before the City Council to claim that the City staff and City Attorney are biased
towards them. Consistency of technical and legal advice is critical to coherent
and consistent implementation of local government’s laws and regulations and
this result cannot be achieved if different staff members, who act wholly
independently of one another, provide conflicting technical and legal advice
concerning a land use matter pending before the City.

Resolving land use issues requires a unique appreciation of the context of the
development, community values and similar considerations that have historically
been resolved through local government decision making procedures, that are
uniquely accessible to ordinary citizens, and into which they expect and demand
broad input.

Purpose of Amendments: The purpose of these amendments is to allow for
non-adversarial decision making at the appeal stage and to recognize the
importance of staff to provide their technical and legal advice as well as
professional judgment and recommendation without claim of bias.

Implications and consequences: The primary implication of these amendments
is to make the appeals process less formal and adversarial. Instead, if adopted,
the process will be more open and allow for technical input from staff as well as
input from the public to reach the best decision possible, while not advocating for
a particular side.

Staff recommendation: Staff recommends amending the code as follows:

LMC 8§ 15-1-18 Appeals and Reconsideration Process
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G. BURDEN OF PROOF AND STANDARD OF REVIEW. The appeal authority
shall act in a quasi-judicial manner. The appellant has the burden of proving that
the land use authority erred. The appeal authority shall review factual matters de
novo and it shall determine the correctness of the decision of the land use
authority in its interpretation and application of the land use ordinance. All
appeals must be made in writing. Review of petitions of appeal shall include a
public hearing and shall be limited to consideration of only those matters raised
by the petition(s), unless the appeal authority grants a by either party to enlarge
the scope of the appeal to accept information on other matters. New evidence
may be received so long as it relates to the scope of the appeal.

H. NON-ADVERSARIAL PROCESS. For all appeals before City Council, and
any Board or Commission, the following shall apply:

1. The procedural hearings and reviews established by the City’s regulatory
procedures, does not adopt or utilize in any way the adversary criminal or
civil justice system used in the courts.

2. The role of City staff, including legal staff, is to provide technical and legal
advice and professional judgment to each decision making body, including
City Council as they are not advocates of any party or position in a
dispute, notwithstanding the fact that their technical and legal advice and
professional judgment may lead them to make recommendations
concerning the matter.

3. Inthe absence of clear evidence in the record that a staff member has lost
his or her impartiality as a technical adviser, the City’s need for consistent,
coherent and experienced advisers outweighs any claims of bias by the

applicant.

(Subsequent subsections will be re-lettered/numbered)

Standards for continuations (See Exhibit A- Chapter 1 General Provisions).

Background: In the past, the code has been silent on the process when a
continuation is requested by an applicant. The department policy has been to
bring the item forward as a continuance if it is the first time an applicant is
requesting a staff determination of special circumstance. However, if the item
has been noticed, then the item is brought as a regular agenda item and noted
that the applicant has requested a continuance.

Purpose of Amendments: The purpose of these amendments is to clarify when
staff can continue an item and when the Boards/Commissions must make that
determination.
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Implications and consequences: These amendments will clarify what can be a
difficult situation for applicants, the public and staff. If an applicant is asking for a
continuance but the item has been continued before or it has already been
noticed, there is some degree of uncertainty whether the item will be heard or
not. This may create confusion for the applicant and staff in knowing whether to
prepare and the public to know whether the item will be heard. The proposed
LMC amendment will make this situation clearer.

Staff recommendation: The following language is proposed:

15-1-12.5 Continuations

Planning Staff shall have the authority to approve an applicant’s request for a
continuance for an item scheduled for a public hearing or an item scheduled for
an appeal, up to two (2) times, so long as the request for the continuance is
made in writing and is received by Planning Staff at least five (5) business days
prior to the scheduled public hearing or appeal. If Planning Staff does not have
the authority to continue an item, the Board, Commission or Council will
determined if there is a sufficient reason to continue the item on the scheduled
date. If it is determined there is not sufficient reason to continue the item, the
item will remain on the agenda and be considered.

Clarification regarding zoning when previously State or Federal land (See
Exhibit A- Chapter 1 General Provisions).

Background: The City has several Bureau of Land Management (BLM) parcels
within its jurisdiction. There have been questions about what the zoning would
be for those parcels if they cease to be federal or state lands.

Purpose of Amendments: The purpose of these amendments is to clarify the
zoning for public land, such as BLM or other federal or state lands.

Implications and consequences: The amendment will clarify the zoning for
BLM or other state or federal lands.

Staff recommendation: Staff proposes amendments to add the following
language to Chapter 1:

15-1-6 Zone Districts and Zone Map

In order to carry out the purposes of the LMC, Zoning Districts have been
established as set forth in LMC Chapters 15-2 and as identified on the Official
Zoning Map. In interpreting the Official Zoning Map, the following standards shall

apply:
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A. The zoning boundary lines are intended to conform to existing Property
boundary lines when not in a public Right-of-Way, or to follow the center
line of public Rights-of-Way, including prescriptive Rights-of-Way, unless
the lines are located by specific dimensions, in which case the dimensions
shall control.

B. Where the Zoning District lines appear to have intentionally divided a Lot
or Parcel between two (2) or more districts, the applicable zoning for each
portion of the Lot or Parcel must be determined by using the scale shown
on the map.

C. There is no minimum Area or diversity of ownership requirement for a
zone designation. Neither the size of a Zoning District nor the number of
landowners within the district may be used as evidence of the illegality of a
Zoning District or of the invalidity of a municipal decision.

D. All property within the City limits is subject to the City’s Zoning Districts,
including State or Federal property which may be exempt from the City’s
land use ordinance and jurisdiction. If such zoning is subsequently
invalidated, no building permit, subdivision or approval for any
development activity may be applied for until the City establishes a valid
zoning for the property.

Determination of Significance (DOS) applications timing of hearing (See
Exhibit B - Chapter 11 Historic Preservation).

Background: The Determination of Significance section of the LMC requires
staff to schedule a hearing before the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) within
thirty (30) days. This language is confusing as to whether the item just needs to
be scheduled, i.e. a date set, within 30 days or whether the hearing has to be
held within 30 days. Additionally, since the HPB only meets once a month,
holding a hearing within that time frame is difficult.

Purpose of Amendments: The purpose of these amendments is to clarify the
language.

Implications and consequences: These amendments will require the
application to be heard with reasonable diligence.

Staff recommendation: The following language is proposed:

15-11-10 Park City Historic Sites Inventory

B. PROCEDURE FOR DESIGNATING SITES TO THE PARK CITY HISTORIC
SITES INVENTORY.
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1. COMPLETE APPLICATION. The Application shall be on forms as
prescribed by the City and shall be filed with the Planning Department.
Upon receiving a Complete Application for designation, the Planning
Staff shall sehedule-hold a hearing before the Historic Preservation
Board within ninety (90) days.

C.REMOVAL OF A SITE FROM THE PARK CITY HISTORIC SITES
INVENTORY.

2. PROCEDURE FOR REMOVAL.

a. Complete Application. The Application shall be on forms as
prescribed by the City and shall be filed with the Planning
Department. Upon receiving a Complete Application for removal,
the Planning Staff shall schedulehold a hearing before the
Historic Preservation Board within (90) days.

Process

LMC amendments are processed according to Section 15-1-7. Amendments to the LMC
require Planning Commission recommendation and City Council adoption. City Council
action may be appealed to a court of competent jurisdiction per LMC § 15-1-18. A public
hearing is required by both the Planning Commission and City Council, with proper
notice.

Notice

On October 12, 2016, notice of the October 26, 2016 public hearing was published in
the Park Record and placed on the City’s website as well as on the Utah Public Notice
website. On February 1, 2017, notice of the February 16, 2017 public hearing was
published in the Park Record and placed on the City’s website and on the Utah Public
Notice website.

Public Input
Public hearings are required to be conducted by the Planning Commission and City

Council prior to adoption of LMC amendments. No public input was provided at the
Planning Commission hearing on these items.

Alternatives
e The City Council may approve the LMC Amendments as presented or as
amended; or
¢ The City Council may deny the LMC Amendments and direct staff to return with
findings supporting that decision; or
e The City Council may continue the discussion to a date certain or uncertain.
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Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts to the City from these LMC

Amendments that provide clarification of current development code language and
definitions and as further described above.

Recommendation

Staff recommends City Council review the proposed administrative and substantive
amendments to the Land Management Code, conduct a public hearing, and consider
adopting an ordinance approving amendments to the Park City Land Management
Code related to 1) appeals, 2) continuances, 3) zoning of public land within Park City
limits, and 4) timing of hearings on determination of significance, in a form approved by
the City Attorney and pursuant to the findings of fact and conclusion of law in the
attached Ordinance.

Exhibits

Ordinance 2017-04

Exhibit A— Chapter 1 General Provisions and Procedures
Exhibit B— Chapter 11 Historic Preservation

Exhibit C — Minutes of PC Meeting of October 26, 2016
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Ordinance 2017-04

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE OF PARK CITY,
UTAH, REVISING CHAPTER 1 GENERAL PROVISIONS AND PROCEDURES AND
CHAPTER 11 HISTORIC PRESERVATION

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

WHEREAS, the Land Management Code implements the goals, objectives, and
policies of the Park City General Plan to maintain the quality of life and experiences for
its residents and visitors; and to preserve the community’s unique character and values;
and

WHEREAS, the City reviews the Land Management Code on a regular basis and
identifies necessary amendments to address planning and zoning issues that have
come up; to address specific LMC issues raised by Staff, Planning Commission, and
City Council; and to align the Code with the State Code and Council’s goals; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 1 provides a description of general provisions and
procedures of the Park City’s land development and management code that the City
desires to revise. These revisions are specifically related to the non-adversarial appeals
and ability to allow new evidence at appeal level, standards for continuations, and
clarification regarding zoning when previously State or Federal land; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 11 provides a description of requirements, provisions, and
procedures specific to Historic Preservation. These revisions concern Determination of
Significance applications and timing of hearings; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission hearing was duly noticed, a public hearing
was conducted at the regularly scheduled meeting on October 26, 2016, and the
Commission forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council; and

WHEREAS, the City Council hearing was duly noticed and a public hearing was
conducted at its regularly scheduled meeting on February 16, 2017; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the residents of Park City, Utah to amend
the Land Management Code to be consistent with the State of Utah Code and the Park
City General Plan and to be consistent with the values and goals of the Park City
community and City Council, to protect health and safety, to maintain the quality of life
for its residents, to preserve and protect the residential neighborhoods, to ensure
compatible development, to preserve historic resources, to protect environmentally
sensitive lands, and to preserve the community’s unique character.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15 - Land Management Code Chapter
One (General Provisions and Procedures). The recitals above are incorporated herein
as findings of fact. Chapter 1 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby
amended as redlined (see Exhibit A).

SECTION 2. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15 - Land Management Code Chapter
11 (Historic Preservation). The recitals above are incorporated herein as findings of fact.
Chapter 11 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby amended as redlined
(see Exhibit E).

SECTION 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall be effective upon
publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16™ day of February, 2017

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Jack Thomas, Mayor

Attest:

Michelle Kellogg, Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Exhibits (Redlines of specific LMC Sections)
Exhibit A— Chapter 1 General Provisions and Procedures
Exhibit B— Chapter 11 Historic Preservation
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Exhibit A — LMC Chapter One- General Provisions and Procedures

15-1-6 Zone Districts and Zone Map

In order to carry out the purposes of the LMC, Zoning Districts have been established
as set forth in LMC Chapters 15-2 and as identified on the Official Zoning Map. In
interpreting the Official Zoning Map, the following standards shall apply:

A. The zoning boundary lines are intended to conform to existing Property boundary
lines when not in a public Right-of-Way, or to follow the center line of public
Rights-of-Way, including prescriptive Rights-of-Way, unless the lines are located
by specific dimensions, in which case the dimensions shall control.

B. Where the Zoning District lines appear to have intentionally divided a Lot or
Parcel between two (2) or more districts, the applicable zoning for each portion of
the Lot or Parcel must be determined by using the scale shown on the map.

C. There is no minimum Area or diversity of ownership requirement for a zone
designation. Neither the size of a Zoning District nor the number of landowners
within the district may be used as evidence of the illegality of a Zoning District or
of the invalidity of a municipal decision.

D. All property within the City limits is subject to the City’s Zoning Districts, including
State or Federal property which may be exempt from the City’s land use
ordinance and jurisdiction. If such zoning is subsequently invalidated, no building
permit, subdivision or approval for any development activity may be applied for
until the City establishes a valid zoning for the property.

[.]

15-1-12.5 Continuations

Planning Staff shall have the authority to approve an applicant’s request for a
continuance for an item scheduled for a public hearing or an item scheduled for an
appeal, up to two (2) times, so long as the request for the continuance is made in writing
and is received by Planning Staff at least five (5) business days prior to the scheduled
public hearing or appeal. If Planning Staff does not have the authority to continue an
item, the Board, Commission or Council will determined if there is a sufficient reason to
continue the item on the scheduled date. If it is determined there is not sufficient reason
to continue the item, the item will remain on the agenda and be considered.

[.]

15-1-18 Appeals and Reconsideration Process

A. STAFEE. Any decision by either the Planning Director or Planning Staff regarding
Application of this LMC to a Property may be appealed to the Planning
Commission. Appeals of decisions regarding the Design Guidelines for Historic
Districts and Historic Sites shall be reviewed by the Board of Adjustment.
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B. HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD (HPB). The City or any Person with
standing adversely affected by any decision of the Historic Preservation Board
may be appealed to the Board of Adjustment.

C. PLANNING COMMISSION. The City or any Person with standing adversely
affected by a Final Action by the Planning Commission on appeals of Staff action
may petition the District Court in Summit County for a review of the decision.
Final Action by the Planning Commission on Conditional Use permits and Master
Planned Developments (MPDs) involving City Development may be appealed to
the Board of Adjustment at the City Council’s request. All other Final Action by
the Planning Commission concerning Conditional Use permits (excluding those
Conditional Use permits decided by Staff and appealed to the Planning
Commission; final action on such an appeal shall be appealed to the District
Court) and MPDs may be appealed to the City Council. When the City Council
determines it necessary to ensure fair due process for all affected parties or to
otherwise preserve the appearance of fairness in any appeal, the City Council
may appoint an appeal panel as appeal authority to hear any appeal or call up
that the Council would otherwise have jurisdiction to hear. The appeal panel will
have the same scope of authority and standard of review as the City Council.
Only those decisions in which the Planning Commission has applied a land Use
ordinance to a particular Application, Person, or Parcel may be appealed to an
appeal authority.

1. APPEAL PANEL MEMBERSHIP AND QUALIFICATIONS. The appeal
panel shall have three (3) members. The decision to appoint and the
appointment of an appeal panel shall be made by the City Council at a
duly noticed public meeting after publicly noticed request for qualifications.
Qualifications shall include a weighted priority for the following: Park City
or Area residency, five years or more of prior experience in an adjudicative
position, and/or a legal or planning degree. Each member of the appeal
panel shall have the ability to:

a. Conduct quasi-judicial administrative hearings in an orderly,
impartial and highly professional manner.

b. Follow complex oral and written arguments and identify key issues
of local concern.

c. Master non-legal concepts required to analyze specific situations,
render findings and determinations.

d. Absent any conflict of interest, render findings and determinations
on cases heard, based on neutral consideration of the issues,
sound legal reasoning, and good judgment.

2. PROCESS. Any hearing before an appeal panel shall be publicly noticed,
include a public hearing, and meet all requirements of the Utah Open and
Public Meetings Act. The appeal panel shall have the same authority and
follow the same procedures as designated for the “City Council” in this
section 15-1-18 (G-I). The City Council may decide to appoint an appeal
panel for a particular matter at any time an application is pending but the
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appointment of the individual members of the panel shall not occur until an
actual appeal or call up is pending.
D. STANDING TO APPEAL. The following has standing to appeal a Final Action:

1. Any Person who submitted written comment or testified on a proposal
before the Planning Department, Historic Preservation Board or Planning
Commission;

2. The Owner of any Property within three hundred feet (300") of the
boundary of the subject site;

3. Any City official, Board or Commission having jurisdiction over the matter;
and

4. The Owner of the subject Property.

E. TIMING. All appeals must be made within ten (10) calendar days of the Final
Action. The reviewing body, with the consultation of the appellant, shall set a
date for the appeal. All appeals shall be heard by the reviewing body within forty-
five (45) days of the date that the appellant files an appeal unless all parties,
including the City, stipulate otherwise.

F. FORM OF APPEALS. Appeals to the Planning Commission, Board of
Adjustment, or Historic Preservation Board must be filed with the Planning
Department. Appeals to the City Council must be filed with the City Recorder.
Appeals must be by letter or petition, and must contain the name, address, and
telephone number of the petitioner; his or her relationship to the project or
subject Property; and must have a comprehensive statement of all the reasons
for the appeal, including specific provisions of the law, if known, that are alleged
to be violated by the action taken. The Appellant shall pay the applicable fee
established by resolution when filing the appeal. The Appellant shall present to
the appeal authority every theory of relief that it can raise in district court. The
Appellant shall provide required envelopes within fourteen (14) days of filing the
appeal.

G. BURDEN OF PROOF AND STANDARD OF REVIEW. The appeal authority
shall act in a quasi-judicial manner. The appellant has the burden of proving that
the land use authority erred. The appeal authority shall review factual matters de
novo and it shall determine the correctness of the decision of the land use
authority in its interpretation and application of the land use ordinance. All
appeals must be made in writing. Review of petitions of appeal shall include a
public hearing and shall be limited to consideration of only those matters raised
by the petition(s), unless the appeal authority grants a by either party to enlarge
the scope of the appeal to accept information on other matters. New evidence
may be received so long as it relates to the scope of the appeal.

H. NON-ADVERSARIAL PROCESS. For all appeals before City Council, and any
Board or Commission, the following shall apply:

1. The procedural hearings and reviews established by the City’s requlatory
procedures, does not adopt or utilize in any way the adversary criminal or
civil justice system used in the courts.

2. The role of City staff, including legal staff, is to provide technical and legal
advice and professional judgment to each decision making body, including
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City Council as they are not advocates of any party or position in a
dispute, notwithstanding the fact that their technical and legal advice and
professional judgment may lead them to make recommendations
concerning the matter.

3. In the absence of clear evidence in the record that a staff member has lost
his or her impartiality as a technical adviser, the City’s need for consistent,
coherent and experienced advisers outweighs any claims of bias by the
applicant.

I. WRITTEN FINDINGS REQUIRED. The appeal authority shall direct staff to
prepare detailed written Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and the Order.
J. CITY COUNCIL ACTION ON APPEALS.

1. The City Council, with the consultation of the appellant, shall set a date for
the appeal.

2. The City Recorder shall notify the Property Owner and/or the Applicant of
the appeal date. The City Recorder shall obtain the findings, conclusions
and all other pertinent information from the Planning Department and shall
transmit them to the Council.

3. The City Council may affirm, reverse, or affirm in part and reverse in part
any properly appealed decision of the Planning Commission. The City
Council may remand the matter to the appropriate body with directions for
specific Areas of review or clarification. City Council review of petitions of
appeal shall include a public hearing and be limited to consideration of
only those matters raised by the petition(s), unless the Council by motion
enlarges the scope of the appeal to accept information on other matters.

4. Staff must prepare written findings within fifteen (15) working days of the
City Council vote on the matter.

K. CITY COUNCIL CALL-UP. Within fifteen (15) calendar days of Final Action on
any project, the City Council, on its own motion, may call up any Final Action
taken by the Planning Commission or Planning Director for review by the
Council. Call-ups involving City Development may be heard by the Board of
Adjustment at the City Council’s request. The call-up shall require the majority
vote of the Council. Notice of the call-up shall be given to the Chairman of the
Commission and/or Planning Director by the Recorder, together with the date set
by the Council for consideration of the merits of the matter. The Recorder shall
also provide notice as required by Sections 15-1 -12 and 15-1-18 (K) herein. In
calling a matter up, the Council may limit the scope of the call-up hearing to
certain issues. The City Council, with the consultation of the Applicant, shall set a
date for the call-up. The City Recorder shall notify the Applicant of the call-up
date. The City Recorder shall obtain the findings and all other pertinent
information and transmit them to the Council.

L. NOTICE. There shall be no additional notice for appeals of Staff determination
other than listing the matter on the agenda, unless notice of the Staff review was
provided, in which case the same notice must be given for the appeal.

Notice of appeals of Final Action by the Planning Commission and Historic
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Preservation Board; notice of all appeals to City Council, reconsiderations, or
call-ups shall be given by:
1. Publishing the matter once at least fourteen (14) days prior to the first
hearing in a newspaper having general circulation in Park City;
2. Mailing courtesy notice at least fourteen (14) days prior to the first hearing
to all parties who received mailed courtesy notice for the original action.
3. Posting the Property at least fourteen (14) days prior to the first hearing;
and
4. Publishing notice on the Utah Public Notice Website at least fourteen (14)
days prior to the first hearing.
. STAY OF APPROVAL PENDING REVIEW OF APPEAL. Upon the filing of an
appeal, any approval granted under this Chapter will be suspended until the
appeal body, pursuant to this Section 15-1-18 has acted on the appeal.
. APPEAL FROM THE CITY COUNCIL. The Applicant or any Person aggrieved
by City action on the project may appeal the Final Action by the City Council to a
court of competent jurisdiction. The decision of the Council stands, and those
affected by the decision may act in reliance on it unless and until the court enters
an interlocutory or final order modifying the decision.
. RECONSIDERATION. The City Council, and any Board or Commission, may
reconsider at any time any legislative decision upon an affirmative vote of a
majority of that body. The City Council, and any Board or Commission, may
reconsider any quasi-judicial decision upon an affirmative vote of a majority of
that body at any time prior to Final Action. Any action taken by the deciding body
shall not be reconsidered or rescinded at a special meeting unless the number of
members of the deciding body present at the special meeting is equal to or
greater than the number of members present at the meeting when the action was
approved.
. No participating member of the appeal panel may entertain an appeal in which he
or she acted as the land Use authority.
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Exhibit B - Chapter 11 Historic Preservation

15-11-10 Park City Historic Sites Inventory
The Historic Preservation Board may designate Sites to the Historic Sites Inventory as a
means of providing recognition to and encouraging the Preservation of Historic Sites in
the community.
A. CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATING SITES TO THE PARK CITY HISTORIC SITES
INVENTORY.

1. LANDMARK SITE. Any Buildings (main, attached, detached, or public),
Accessory Buildings, and/or Structures may be designated to the Historic
Sites Inventory as a Landmark Site if the Historic Preservation Board finds
it meets all the criteria listed below:

a. Itis at least fifty (50) years old or if the Site is of exceptional
importance to the community; and

b. It retains its Historic Integrity in terms of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling and association as defined by the
National Park Service for the National Register of Historic Places;
and

c. Itis significant in local, regional or national history, architecture,
engineering or culture associated with at least one (1) of the
following:

1. An erathat has made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

2. The lives of Persons significant in the history of the
community, state, region, or nation; or

3. The distinctive characteristics of type, period, or method of
construction or the work of a notable architect or master
craftsman.

2. SIGNIFICANT SITE. Any Buildings (main, attached, detached or public),
Accessory Buildings and/or Structures may be designated to the Historic
Sites Inventory as a Significant Site if the Historic Preservation Board finds
it meets all the criteria listed below:

a. Itis at least fifty (50) years old or the Site is of exceptional
importance to the community; and

b. It retains its Essential Historic Form as may be demonstrated but
not limited by any of the following:

1. It previously received a historic grant from the City; or

2. It was previously listed on the Historic Sites Inventory; or

3. Itwas listed as Significant on any reconnaissance or
intensive level survey of historic resources; and

Packet Pg. 125



https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-11-10_Park_City_Historic_Sites_Inventory

c. It has one (1) or more of the following:

1. Itretains its historic scale, context, materials in a manner
and degree which can be restored to its Essential Historic
Form even if it has non-historic additions; or

2. It reflects the Historical or Architectural character of the site
or district through design characteristics such as mass,
scale, composition, materials, treatment, cornice, and/or
other architectural features as are Visually Compatible to the
Mining Era Residences National Register District even if it
has non-historic additions; and

d. Itis important in local or regional history architecture, engineering,
or culture associated with at least one (1) of the following:

1. An era of Historic Importance to the community, or

2. Lives of Persons who were of Historic importance to the
community, or

3. Noteworthy methods of construction, materials, or
craftsmanship used during the Historic period.

3. CONTRIBUTORY SITE. Any Buildings (main, attached, detached or
public), Accessory Buildings and/or Structures may be designated to the
Historic Sites Inventory as a Contributory Site if the Planning Department
finds it meets all the criteria listed below:

a. The structure is forty (40) years old or older (this includes buildings
not historic to Park City that were relocated to prevent demolition);
and

b. Meets one of the following:

1. Expresses design characteristics such as mass, scale,
composition, materials, treatment, cornice, and/or other
architectural features as are Visually Compatible to the
Mining Era Residences National Register District; or

2. Itis important in local or regional history, architecture,
engineering, or culture associated with at least one (1) of the
following:

1. An era of Historic importance to the community; or
2. Lives of Persons who were of Historic importance to
the community, or
3. Noteworthy methods of construction, materials, or
craftsmanship used during the Historic Period
c. Contributory structures may be eligible for Historic District Grant
funding. Contributory structures are eligible for demolition.
4. Any Development involving the Reassembly or Reconstruction of a
Landmark Site or a Significant Site that is executed pursuant to Sections
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15-11-14 or 15-11-15 of this code shall remain on the Park City Historic
Sites Inventory. Following Reassembly or Reconstruction, the Historic
Preservation Board will review the project to determine if the work has
required a change in the site or structure’s historic designation from
Landmark to Significant.

B. PROCEDURE FOR DESIGNATING SITES TO THE PARK CITY HISTORIC
SITES INVENTORY.

The Planning Department shall maintain an inventory of Historic Sites. It is
hereby declared that all Buildings (main, attached, detached or public),
Accessory Buildings, and/or Structures within Park City, which comply with the
criteria found in Sections 15-11-10(A)(1) or 15-11-10(A)(2) are determined to be
on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.

Any Owner of a Building (main, attached, detached or public), Accessory
Building, and/or Structure, may nominate it for listing in the Park City Historic
Sites Inventory. The Planning Department may nominate a Building (main,
attached, detached or public), Accessory Building, and/or Structure for listing in
the Park City Historic Sites Inventory. The nomination and designation
procedures are as follows:

1. COMPLETE APPLICATION. The Application shall be on forms as
prescribed by the City and shall be filed with the Planning Department.
Upon receiving a Complete Application for designation, the Planning staff
shall hold a hearing before the Historic Preservation Board within ninety
(90) days.

2. NOTICE. Prior to taking action on the Application, the Planning staff shall
provide public notice pursuant to Section 15-1-21 of this Code.

3. HEARING AND DECISION. The Historic Preservation Board will hold a
public hearing and will review the Application for compliance with the
“Criteria for Designating Historic Sites to the Park City Historic Sites
Inventory.” If the Historic Preservation Board finds that the Application
complies with the criteria set forth in Section 15-11-10(A)(1) or Section 15-
11-10(A)(2), the Building (main, attached, detached or public), Accessory
Building, and/or Structure will be added to the Historic Sites Inventory. The
HPB shall forward a copy of its written findings to the Owner and/or
Applicant.

C. REMOVAL OF A SITE FROM THE PARK CITY HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY.
The Historic Preservation Board may remove a Site from the Historic Sites
Inventory. Any Owner of a Site listed on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory
may submit an Application for the removal of his/her Site from the Park City
Historic Sites Inventory. The Planning Department may submit an Application for
the removal of a Site from the Park City Historic Sites Inventory. The criteria and
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procedures for removing a Site from the Park City Historic Sites Inventory are as
follows:

1. CRITERIA FOR REMOVAL.

a. The Site no longer meets the criteria set forth in Section 15-11-
10(A)(1) or 15-11-10(A)(2) because the qualities that caused it to
be originally designated have been lost or destroyed; or

b. The Building (main, attached, detached, or public) Accessory
Building, and/or Structure on the Site has been demolished and will
not be reconstructed; or

c. Additional information indicates that the Building, Accessory
Building, and/or Structure on the Site do not comply with the criteria
set forth in Section 15-11-10(A)(1) or 15-11-10(A)(2).

2. PROCEDURE FOR REMOVAL.

a. Complete Application. The Application shall be on forms as
prescribed by the City and shall be filed with the Planning
Department. Upon receiving a Complete Application for removal,
the Planning staff shall hold a hearing before the Historic
Preservation Board within ninety (90) days.

b. Notice. Prior to taking action on the Application, the Planning staff
shall provide public notice pursuant to Section 15-1-21 of this Code.

c. Hearing and Decision. The Historic Preservation Board will hear
testimony from the Applicant and public and will review the
Application for compliance with the “Criteria for Designating Historic
Sites to the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.” The HPB shall
review the Application “de novo” giving no deference to the prior
determination. The Applicant has the burden of proof in removing
the Site from the inventory. If the HPB finds that the Application
does not comply with the criteria set forth in Section 15-11-10(A)(1)
or Section 15-11-10(A)(2), the Building (main, attached, detached,
or public) Accessory Building, and/or Structure will be removed
from the Historic Sites Inventory. The HPB shall forward a copy of
its written findings to the Owner and/or Applicant.
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EXHIBIT C

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

OCTOBER 26, 2016

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Chair Adam Strachan, Melissa Band, Preston Campbell, Steve Joyce, John Phillips, Laura
Suesser, Doug Thimm

EX OFFICIO:

Planning Director, Bruce Erickson; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Francisco Astorga,
Planner; Ashley Scarff, Planner; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney;

REGULAR MEETING
ROLL CALL

Chair Strachan called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present except Commissioner Campbell, who was expected to arrive later in the
meeting.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

October 12, 2016

Commissioner Joyce referred to page 9, second paragraph, “no secondary access point
was identified or approval”’. He changed approval to correctly read approved. Third
paragraph, line 7 “...or approximately 150,000 should be changed to read 150,000 square
feet. Same paragraph, line 9, “Building footprints could not be enlarged this restriction”.
He inserted the word with to correctly read, “Building footprints could not be enlarged with
this restriction”.

Commissioner Joyce referred to Page 10, first paragraph, line five, and changed Sweeney
to correctly read Sweeneys. Page 11, first paragraph, line 6, “They were generally
positions...” was changed to correctly read, “They were generally positioned.” Page 13,
first paragraph, line 6, “Mr. Perkins remarked that the Coalition building stood longer after it
had ceased operation”. Commissioner Joyce changed the sentence to correctly read,
“Mr. Perkins remarked that the Coalition building stood long after it had ceased operation.”

Commissioner Suesser referred to page 33, first paragraph, line 1, “Commissioner Suesser
stated that the current proposal has significantly since 2005”. She inserted the word
changed to correctly read, “Commissioner Suesser stated that the current proposal has
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the Stein Eriksen Lodge. This room is not considered part of the allowable Support
Meeting space for the hotel and therefore it shall not be included in, or leased as
part of, any conference or meeting bookings as a separate meeting room or break
out room for conferences.

5. Land Management Code (LMC) amendments- Various administrative and
substantive amendments to the Park City Development Code, specifically
amending Land Management Code Chapter One — General Provisions
regarding Appeals and Reconsideration Process; creating standards for
continuations of matters before Boards and Council; zoning clarifications;
Chapter 2 — Historic _Zones - Clarifying that where there are footprint
restrictions, the footprint formula does notinclude prescriptive rights of way
or roads; and when existing subdivisions are amended additional density is
dis-favored; Chapter 6 MPDs and Chapter 7 Subdivisions -when existing
MPDs or subdivisions are re-opened or amended additional density is dis-
favored - Chapter 11 Historic Preservation - timing of hearing Determination of
Significance applications; Chapter 15-6 Master Planned Developments —
removing requirements for Pre-Application Public Meeting and Determination
of Compliance. (Application PL-16-03348)

Commissioner Band returned to the meeting.

Planning Director Erickson stated that the first four sections revise Chapter 1 to clear up
how appeals are handled, how they allow continuances of appeals, clarifications with
respect to zoning and density on Federal land, and the timing of hearings of determination
of significance.

Director Erickson noted that the Planning Commission previously heard Item 5 of the
proposed amendments on a plat amendment on Crescent Tram where the applicant was
requesting additional density for land that was underneath the prescriptive use for the
roadway. He suggested a work session discussion on the additional density issue.

Commissioner Joyce commented on Continuations and noted that the agenda has several
continuation items at each meeting. Commissioner Joyce noted that a Continuation may
not affect the Planning Commission, but it does affect the public who have legitimate
concerns; particularly second homeowners who live out of state and make arrangements to
attend a specific meeting. He believed the number of Continuations had increased over
the past year.

Director Erickson explained that one reason for continuations is the complexity of the
issues and the legal basis of how items are being reviewed based on that complexity of
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issues. A second reason is the Staff trying to obtain accurate information from the
applicants in a timely manner to complete the Staff report for that meeting. A third reason
is the volume of workload and the ability to get the reports completed and reviewed in time
for the packet. Director Erickson stated that the Planning Department has a busy calendar
and he could think of no other way to control it other than through Continuations.

Commissioner Joyce clarified that he was not implying that the Staff should be getting the
work done sooner. He was trying to find a way to keep items from being on the calendar
and then moved off for a continuation. Director Erickson stated that Continuing to a
specific means the applicant does not have to re-notice. It has been previous practice to
do a Continuance to a date certain and to do the same notice for the City Council action.
If there is a breakdown at any point in the process the dates all change. Director Erickson
remarked that the Staff was taking the approach of continuing to a date uncertain and
having the application re-notice so the local public and the second homeowner will receive
a notice. He pointed out that currently notices are mailed in an envelope. The Planning
Department is considering using a postcard to speed up the process and reduce mailing
costs. The Staff will produce and send the postcards to the addresses provided by the
applicant from the County tax rolls.

Chair Strachan asked about the process if an applicant decides the night before the
scheduled hearing date that they need more time and ask for a Continuance. If the
Planning Commission continues the item to a date certain, he wanted to know how the
public is informed of the next hearing date if they are not re-noticed.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that if the item is Continued the day of the meeting,
the public would have to either attend the meeting to know it was Continued or they could
read the Minutes. If the item is Continued before the meeting day, the Staff will contact
anyone from the public who had contacted the Planner with questions or concerns. The
intent is to be as transparent as possible when items are Continued.

Chair Strachan clarified that the process had not changed, and the amendment only
codifies the process. Ms. McLean explained that often times the Staff receives new
information a day or two before the public hearing or the applicant asks for a Continuance.
Since the item was noticed it is difficult to let the public know in a short time that the item
will not be heard. She remarked that the amendment codifies the fact that if an applicant
does not request a Continuance a week before the schedule public hearing, they should
plan on it being heard at that meeting.

Commissioner Thimm referred to the language in red on pagel72 of the Staff report for
Section15-1-12.5 — Continuations, which states that an item can be Continued up to two
times. He wanted to know the process if either the Staff or the applicant encountered
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issues that required the item to be Continued twice; but within the noticing period an
extenuating circumstance requires a third Continuation.

Assistant City Attorney McLean suggested that the language could be modified to make it
clear that if an item was Continued twice, and another Continuance is requested, the
Planning Commission could make that determination instead of the Staff. The proposed
amendment formalizes the Staff’s ability to Continue an item, rather than bringing it to the
Planning Commission for a decision. Chair Strachan read the second sentence of the
same paragraph, “If Staff does not have that authority...”, meaning the item was already
Continued twice, “to Continue the item, the Board, Commission or Council will determine
whether there is sufficient reason to Continue the item”. He believed the issue of a third
Continuance was addressed with that language.

Assistant City Attorney McLean corrected the last line of the paragraph to say, “If the
Board, Commission or Council determines there is not sufficient reason, the item will
remain on the agenda and be considered”.

Commissioner Suesser referred to the proposed language in Section 15-1-12.5, “The Staff
has the authority to continue an item which is scheduled for a public hearing

or is an appeal up to two (2) times so long as the request is made in writing

within five (5) business days prior to the public hearing or appeal”. She asked if that was
five business days prior to a public hearing or within five business days.

Assistant City Attorney McLean thought it should say at least five days. Commissioner
Suesser asked why the applicant would be limited to two Continuances if they gave written
notice and their item was not noticed. Director Erickson stated that one reason is to avoid
getting caught up in gamesmanship. The goal is to have due process and to get the public
involved as quickly as possible.

Commissioner Band referred to Item 4 - Timing of hearing Determination of Significance
Applications. She thought the language under 15-11-10, The Procedure for Designating
Sites to the Park City Historic Sites Inventory was unclear, specifically the wording “with
reasonable diligence” in the sentence, “Upon receiving a Complete Application for
designation, the Planning staff shall hold a hearing before the Historic Preservation
Board with reasonable diligence”. If she were an applicant she would question the
meaning of reasonable diligence. Commissioner Band thought the timing should be more
specific.

Director Erickson stated that other portions of the Code, such as the Historic District
Design Review, has a 45-day time period once a complete application has been
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determined. He explained that the Historic Preservation Board only meets once a month
and that 30-day window does not meet their schedule.

Commissioner Band asked why they could not say it would be scheduled within 30 days.
Commissioner Joyce did not believe that would accomplish the intended goal. He
understood the confusion, but saying it will be scheduled within 30 days does not mean it
will be heard within that period. Commissioner Joyce agreed that the process was broken,
but he did not believe putting an item on the schedule within 30 days would fix the problem.
Commissioner Band thought the language was confusing as to whether the item needs to
be scheduled with a set date set within 30 days, or whether the hearing has to be held
within 30 days. If that was the problem they were trying to fix, they needed to clarify it.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that they could revise the language to say, “...shall
hold a hearing within 60 days” or whatever number they determine. Commissioner Phillips
suggested 90 days to give the Staff sufficient time. The Staff and the Commissioners were
comfortable with 90 days.

Commissioner Joyce referred to Item 5 regarding roads and easements not counting as
property area in footprint calculation. He thought it sounded like the Staff was going to
replicate the addition for the lot size definition throughout the Code. Commissioner Joyce
asked if there was a reason for not redefining the lot area since it was already a defined
term. They could do it one time in one place and refer to the terminology. Ms. McLean
stated that it could be easily done. Once the Planners are up-to-date on the new language
they can tell the public where to look.

Commissioner Thimm referred to the same section and noted that the language in the text
talks about the area in any public thoroughfare. He asked if thoroughfare was defined in
the LMC. Director Erickson replied that it was not a defined term in the LMC.
Commissioner Thimm had researched Wikipedia and found that a thoroughfare could be
anything from a highway to a street to a footpath to a hiking trail to a running course. He
asked if the intent is to deal with a vehicular thoroughfare in this particular situation.

Assistant City Attorney McLean explained that generally the issue has been where the
existing street is not platted and how to deal with that on lots. Commissioner Thimm stated
that he has lived in his home for over 16 years and there are no fences in his
neighborhood. People trudge through the block and through his property. He would not
want to lose rights to certain development of his property because people have used it as
a pedestrian thoroughfare for 16 years. Ms. McLean stated that it was linked to State
Code and it would not create new rights for anyone or for the road. If the public has been
going through private property and there becomes a prescriptive easement, it could
possibly get litigated, but the public might have a right to continue using it. Ms. McLean
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pointed out that the Staff tried to match the language of the State Code, and the rights of
the State Code were being codified with the amendment. It also gives people notice on
how the City plans to address those easements and the roads. She thought it made more
sense and would be more legally defensible if they matched the State language.
Commissioner Thimm asked if thoroughfare was defined in State Code. Ms. McLean did
not recall that it was defined.

Commissioner Thimm asked if was possible to add language specifying “a public vehicular
thoroughfare”. Ms. McLean replied that there were situations like Crescent Tram where it
is not completely vehicular.

Commissioner Campbell thought the amendment was in response to the Crescent Tram
project that came before the Planning Commission a few months ago. Ms. McLean stated
that it was partly due to Crescent Tram but the issue has come up other times over the
years. Commissioner Campbell shared Commissioner Thimm’s concern that the language
was too broad. He recalled that the Planning Commission felt bad over the outcome of
Crescent Tram but they had no other choice. He was concerned about opening the door to
similar cases if they leave it too broad. Commissioner Campbell stated that he would feel
more comfortable if thoroughfare was a defined term. He asked if thoroughfare could be
replaced with another legally defensible term.

Director Erickson suggested that they could do a better job of defining public thoroughfare
in accordance with the State Code. They would want a process to determine that public
thoroughfare could occur before they would regulate the lot size question. Once they
determine whether or not it is a public thoroughfare, they can determine what to do with the
density that occurs in that size of parcel. Ms. McLean clarified that the amendment was
framed based on what State Code dictates. It is a broader definition based on case law,
but once that occurs it automatically gets dedicated.

Commission Campbell recalled that the problem with Crescent Tram was that it was never
dedicated. Ms. McLean replied that it was not on the plat. She pointed out that the plat of
Park City does not match the streets they use. She named a number of unplatted streets
in Park City.

Director Erickson stated that he and Ms. McLean would work with the State law to see if
they could define when public thorough is determined. Commissioner Thimm asked for
clarification on the word “continuously”. Ms. McLean replied that it goes to a very litigated
question in State Code. She stated that “continuous” has been interpreted under the State
Code and she was not comfortable trying to define it differently. Commissioner Thimm
asked Ms. McLean if she was comfortable defending the word “continuously” based upon
State law. Ms. McLean answered yes.
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Assistant City Attorney McLean asked if there was consensus among the Commissioners
for the Staff to define “thoroughfare”. Commissioner Campbell was not comfortable
moving forward with the amendment because the proposed language was too broad. Ms.
McLean stated that the Staff would work on the language and bring it back to the Planning
Commission.

Commissioner Suesser referred to Item 3 - Districts and Zone Map, and the proposed
language under 15-1-6 (D), “The City hereby zones all property within the City limits,
including State or Federal property”. She suggested revising the language to say that, “All
property within the City limits is subject to the City’s zoning districts”. Ms. McLean was
comfortable with that revision. The remaining language would stay as written.

Commissioner Campbell was concerned with the second sentence, “If such zoning is
subsequently invalidated, no building permit, subdivision or approval for any development
activity may be applied for until the City establishes a valid zoning for the property”. He
was concerned that an applicant could get delayed for years. Commissioner Campbell
preferred to include a time limit. Commissioner Suesser thought that would be a State or
Federal determination. Chair Strachan agreed. It would be a fight between the City and
Federal. Commissioner Campbell suggested changing the language to say, “...until a
valid zoning is established”. Chair Strachan stated that the Feds cannot establish zoning.
He agreed with Commissioner Campbell that an applicant could get locked in for years, but
this amendment would give notice of a potential problem if Federal land is purchased.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that an owner has the right to submit a request for
zoning. Once an application is submitted, the City has to act on that application. It is
required by State Law and ripcord provisions are included specifically for those types of
applications. Commissioner Campbell thought they should add a sentence indicating that it
is subject to the ripcord provision. Chair Strachan thought they were going down a slippery
slope of trying to write in all the State Code Provisions. He thought the burden should be
on the buyer to do their due diligence and hire attorneys and real estate agents to properly
inform them of the laws. Commissioner Suesser thought it was covered under the first
sentence. Commissioner Band thought the best warning was the second sentence stating
that no approval would be given until a valid zoning district is established.

The majority of Commissioners were comfortable with the language under 15-1-6 (D) with
the revision to the first sentence proposed by Commissioner Suesser.

Commissioner Joyce believed there was consensus by the Planning Commission on the
proposed amendments 1 through 4, all relating to Chapters 1 and 11. Item 5 regarding the
road and lot size pertained to Chapter 2.
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Chair Strachan opened the public hearing on the amendments to Chapters 1 and 11 of the
LMC as discussed.

Craig Elliott agreed with the discussion regarding potential issues with the thoroughfare.
He thought it could be dangerous because every property has an issue with something.
Regardless of whether it is a sidewalk, roadway, or walkway, every project in town has
an issue with it. Mr. Elliott was concerned that a property could be changed to where it
would no longer be a legal lot, and that would affect the property owner who had the
expectation of building a new house or updating the existing house. He asked the
Planning Commission to consider that in their discussion.

Mr. Elliott referred to the comments regarding reasonable diligence. It was vague and
that could be troublesome for people who want to do something with their property. He
thought 90 days was reasonable for a property that has existed over 50 years. Itis
important for people to understand what they are getting into.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Suesser referred to the Non-Adversarial Process on page 171 of the
Staff report. She thought (H) was unclear as written and suggested adding “the
following shall apply”. The revised language would read, “For all appeals before City
Council and any Board or Commission, the following shall apply.

Commissioner Suesser referred to Item 2 under (H), on page 171 and suggested
revising the language to read, “The role of City staff, including legal staff, is to provide
technical and legal advice and professional judgment to each decision making body,
including City Council, as they are not advocates for any party or position in a dispute,
notwithstanding the fact that their technical and legal advice and professional judgment
may lead them to make recommendations concerning the matter.

Commissioner Campbell referred to page 170 of the Staff report - G. Burden of Proof
and Standard of Review. He read the last sentence in the proposed language in red,
“‘New evidence may be received so long as it relates to the scope of the appeal”. He
suggested replacing the wording “so long as” with “as long as”.

Chair Strachan re-opened the public hearing on Chapter 1 of the LMC.

There were no comments.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
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MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for the Land Management Code Amendments to Chapters 1 and 11 as
amended, pursuant to the attached draft ordinance. Commissioner Band seconded the
motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

The Planning Commission moved into Work Session to discuss LMC amendments
related to Chapters 6 and 7.

WORK SESSION

Discussion only - Additional density is disfavored when existing MPDs or subdivisions
are re-opened or amended (Chapters 6 and 7)

Director Erickson stated that as they review the Zoning and LMC sections, there is no
mechanism to assure the property owner that the subdivision they bought into will
remain that subdivision. He commented on two types of circumstances. One was in
the Historic Districts where lot combinations and replats are a regular occurrence.
However, if someone owned 20 acres of ground zoned Residential Development in
Solamere, the real estate community would give the expectation that the lot could be re-
subdivided and increase the density in a previously approved subdivision. Director
Erickson stated that all the issues of increased density, such as water, sewer, traffic,
transportation and all other issues in the subdivision would need to be re-opened due to
the increase in density. The Staff was suggesting that unless there is a substantial
public benefit, the City would disfavor increasing density in subdivision or MPDs.

Director Erickson remarked that the two substantial benefits would be significant
additional open space and a mechanism for affordable housing. No other benefit was
relevant enough to change an entire subdivision just because one person wanted to
subdivide a lot.

Chair Strachan felt strongly about making this item a much more rigid and anti-
development based Code amendment. He thought the language should be clear that
no increases in density are permitted unless it provides the benefit of open space or
affordable housing.

Commissioner Band agreed. Commissioner Phillips also agreed; however, he
suggested giving consideration if there was an opportunity to transfer the density to a
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DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

City Council has expressed concern about the future development of the BLM parcels
along Rossie Hill Drive, which include 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive. The
neighborhood of the BLM parcels is currently zoned Residential Medium (RM) District
along Deer Valley Drive, and Estate (E) to the south of Rossie Hill Drive; this area
provides a transition between Old Town to the West and Lower Deer Valley to the east.
As outlined in the General Plan, the aesthetics of the Lower Deer Valley neighborhood
should be preserved with special consideration to preserving the few remaining miners’
houses along Deer Valley Drive and encouraging compatible development that does not
overwhelm the historic houses. Additionally, the General Plan recommends the use of
conservation neighborhoods tools to protect native vegetation and wildlife corridors in
the Lower Deer Valley neighborhood.

In order to maintain the aesthetic experience of arriving at the resort and meeting City
Council’s goals for preserving historic resources along Deer Valley Drive, City Council
directed staff to make a zone change amendment on September 22, 2016. The
Planning Commission forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council for this
zone change on January 11, 2017.

Respectfully:

Anya Grahn, Planner I

Packet Pg. 138




PARK CITY

City Council 1884
Staff Report '
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: Zoning Map Amendment Request

Author: Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
Bruce Erickson, AICP, Planning Director

Project Number: PL-16-03323

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of Item: Legislative — Zoning Map Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the Zoning Map
Amendment Request from Residential Medium (RM) District to Historic Residential Low-
Density (HRL) District and Recreation Open Space (ROS) at 622, 652, and 660 Rossie
Hill Drive and the BLM-owned parcels as well as an additional zone change from Estate
(E) to ROS for the BLM-owned parcels above Rossie Hill Drive, based on the Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.

Description

Applicant: Park City Planning Department

Location: 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive as well as the adjacent
BLM Parcels

Existing Zoning: Residential Medium (RM) and Estate (E)

Proposed Zoning: Historic Residential Low-Density (HRL) and Recreation
Open Space (ROS)

Adjacent Land Uses: Single-family and multi-unit residential

Reason for Review: Zoning Map Amendment applications require a Planning
Commission recommendation and City Council review and
action

Executive Summary/Proposal

City Council has expressed concern about the future development of the BLM parcels
along Rossie Hill Drive, which include 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive. The
neighborhood of the BLM parcels is currently zoned Residential Medium (RM) District
along Deer Valley Drive, and Estate (E) to the south of Rossie Hill Drive; this area
provides a transition between Old Town to the West and Lower Deer Valley to the east.
As outlined in the General Plan, the aesthetics of the Lower Deer Valley neighborhood
should be preserved with special consideration to preserving the few remaining miners’
houses along Deer Valley Drive and encouraging compatible development that does not
overwhelm the historic houses. Additionally, the General Plan recommends the use of
conservation neighborhoods tools to protect native vegetation and wildlife corridors in
the Lower Deer Valley neighborhood.

In order to maintain the aesthetic experience of arriving at the resort and meeting City
Council’s goals for preserving historic resources along Deer Valley Drive, City Council
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directed staff to make a zone change amendment on September 22, 2016 (Staff Report
page 92, Minutes page 18. The Planning Commission expressed concern about the
zone change as they did not believe Deer Valley Drive was a transition between Old
Town and Deer Valley Resort and they had reservations about creating a non-
contiguous island of zoning; however, they forwarded a positive recommendation to City
Council for this zone change on January 11, 2017, largely due to the owner’s support of
the rezone.

Background
Prior to 2013, the BLM has owned the hillside containing the three historic miner’s

houses at 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive, the fire-damaged historic house at 632
Deer Valley Loop, and the triangle parcel above Rossie Hill Drive. In 2013, the BLM
granted a land patent to the Bertagnoles for the 632 Deer Valley Loop parcel after 30
years of Color of Title legal action. Richard Dennis is currently in a Color of Title action
with BLM for the three (3) remaining houses.

This hillside was initially zoned R-1 in 1968, which permitted a density of about 14.5
units/acre; however, by 1985, it had been rezoned to RM. The RM zoning district
serves as a transition neighborhood between Old Town to the west and Lower Deer
Valley to the east. The neighborhood is largely characterized by resort-oriented
housing development, including single family, duplex, and multi-unit dwellings that serve
as primary and second homes as well as nightly rentals.

The triangle parcel to the west of Coalition View Court is currently zoned Estate;
however, the size of the parcel is a substandard lot for the minimum lot size
requirements for the Estate zone.

During City Council’s review of the Lilac Hill Subdivision at 632 Deer Valley Loop on
July 14, 2016, Council was concerned about future development of the adjacent BLM
parcels. In particular, Council asked staff to return with limitations on house size,
height, site parameters, and restrictions on relocation of the historic houses. On
September 22, 2016 [See City Council Staff Report (starting page 92) and City Council
Minutes (starting page 15)], staff presented to City Council the potential to rezone the
area from Residential-Medium (RM) to Residential Development (RD) District; however,
upon further analysis, staff finds that Historic Residential Low-Density (HRL) is more
appropriate.

Staff’s change of recommendation from RD to HRL was largely due to the size of BLM
parcel PC-537-X, which contains the three Richard Dennis-owned historic houses at
622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive. The RD zone district limits density to three units
per acre (3 units/1 acre), and this property contains 3 houses on 0.74 acres. Therefore,
if zoned RD, the site would be legal non-complying and no further development could
occur. However, additions could be made to the existing homes during restoration.

Additionally, the proposed zone change is consistent with the plat notes added to the
Lilac Hill Subdivision, approved by City Council on October 20, 2016 [See City Council
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Staff Report (starting on page 108) and City Council Minutes (starting page 9)]. The
property at 632 Deer Valley Loop is zoned RM; however, any new development at this
site is required to comply with Park City Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites in order to ensure that new development is compatible to the historic
structure on this lot and the Historic Structures in the surrounding area. The Conditions
of Approval of Ordinance 16-32 for this Subdivision also provided a 40% open space
provision.

On January 11, 2017, the Park City Planning Commission reviewed this application.
[See Staff Report (starting page 221) and Minutes (Exhibit F)]. Several of the Planning
Commissioners expressed concern about zoning such a small parcel and that the HRL
zoning proposal was not contiguous to the HRL neighborhood along McHenry
Neighborhood. They also expressed interest in the City purchasing the property in
order to better control development of the property consistent with the neighbors’
wishes of seeing the hillside preserved as open space or even a pocket park.
Ultimately, however, the Planning Commission found that the proposal would provide
growth management, mitigated the neighborhoods’ wishes and concerns about
development of the Dennis-BLM parcel, and favored the rehab of the buildings to avoid
demolition by neglect. The Planning Commission unanimously forwarded a positive
recommendation to City Council for the rezone.

Zoning Map Amendment
In order to accommodate their goals, City Council directed staff to bring an application
to rezone the BLM properties and private property which includes:
e Parcel 1: The City-owned parcel PC-750-4-X to the south of Rossie Hill Drive and
north of the historic houses on Rossie Hill Drive
e Parcel 2: The portion of the Foxglove Cottages PUD Subdivision (1997) that was
designated as common open space on their plat
e Parcel 3: BLM parcel PC-537-X which includes the Richard Dennis-owned
historic houses at 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive
e Parcel 4: BLM triangle parcel that extends from Rossie Hill to the north, across
Coalition View Court, and south adjacent to the Snow Park Subdivision

These parcels are shown on the image below:
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These parcels are under separate ownership. The property is identified as Summit
County parcels M244-24, PC-750-1-X, M-244-23, PC-537-X, and the un-assessed BLM
triangle parcel that is located to the south and east of Rossie Hilll Drive and south of
Coalition View Court.

Parcel #1 is owned by Park City Municipal Corporation; it is the paved area that
connects Rossie Hill Drive to Deer Valley Drive. Parcel #2 has been designated as open
space on the Foxglove Cottages PUD Subdivision, recorded in 1997, and owned by the
Foxglove Homeowners association. Parcel #3 is owned by the BLM; however, the BLM
is in a Color of Title legal action with the Dennis family for the northeast side of the
property which includes the three (3) historic houses along Rossie Hill Drive. Finally,
Parcel #4 is also owned by the BLM.

Parcels #1, #2, and #3 are currently zoned Residential Medium (RM); whereas the
triangle Parcel #4 is zoned Estate (E). Zoned as estate, Parcel #4 is an undevelopable
parcel as the Estate zone requires a minimum lot size of three (3) acres for all uses with
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density limited to one (1) unit per three (3) acres. Parcel #4 consists of approximately
0.6 acres north of Coalition View Court and approximately 0.4 acres on the south side of
Coalition View Court. These lots are substandard lots and cannot be developed under
the current zoning.

Staff proposes rezoning Parcel #1, #2, and #4 as Recreation and Open Space (ROS).
This will protect this area from development and allow it to retain its natural character of
an open meadow. It will also help preserve the context of the historic houses along
Rossie Hill Drive as they will continue to be framed by open space. The purposes of the
ROS District include:

A. establish and preserve districts for land uses requiring substantial Areas of open
land covered with vegetation and substantially free from Structures, Streets and
Parking Lots,

B. permit recreational Uses and preserve recreational Open Space land,

C. encourage parks, golf courses, trails and other Compatible public or private
recreational Uses, and

D. preserve and enhance environmentally sensitive lands, such as wetlands, Steep
Slopes, ridge lines, meadows, stream corridors, and forests.

E. encourage sustainability, conservation, and renewable energy.

Staff also proposes to rezone Parcel #3 from RM to HRL. The change in zone will aid in
meeting Council’s goals as it will reduce the amount of density permitted on the site as
the RM zone would permit up to twenty-two (22) units of development and the HRL
zone would only allow eight (8) units of development; these unit calculations are based
only on the size of the lot and do not consider the placement of the historic houses on
the property. The Historic zone designation will ensure that development is reviewed
under the Historic District Design Guidelines and Review process (HDDR).

This property is not contiguous to the existing HRL Zone District, which is located
approximately 750 feet to the west / southwest along Rossie Hill Drive. The size of the
proposed rezoning area is approximately 15% of the total the size the entire existing
HRL Zone District along McHenry Road.
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This map outlines the area impacted by the proposed zoning change in red and notes the proposed zone
changes for these parcels. Note the surrounding land uses.

This proposal to modify this specific area is aligned with the City’s General Plan and
current zoning restrictions. The zone change will maintain the existing open space on
the hillside and designated by the Fox Glove Cottages PUD Subdivision and further
protect the historic properties along Deer Valley Drive through the HRL zoning
regulations, meeting the goals of the General Plan.

The purpose statements of the HRL zoning district reflect the strategies and goals
outlined in our General Plan. The purpose statements for the HRL Zoning District
include:
A. reduce density that is accessible only by substandard Streets so these Streets
are not impacted beyond their reasonable carrying capacity,
B. provide an Area of lower density Residential Use within the old portion of Park
City,
preserve the character of Historic residential Development in Park City,
encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,
encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District, and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods.
establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment, and
G. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core.

moo

n

These purpose statements reflect the goals for Historic Character as outlined in the
General Plan. The General Plan seeks to preserve the integrity, mass, scale, and

Packet Pg. 144




character of Park City’s Historic fabric. It also addressed examining lot sizes in Old
Town to ensure compatible mass and scale of infill development and additions to
historic structures. It recommends developing compatibility regulations that limit lot
size, massing, siting, and height in order to guide compatible neighborhood
development as well as retain and preserve the character of historic sites. Most
importantly it intends to maintain local and national historic assignations, prevent
incompatible infill as well as significant modifications/alterations to historic structures,

and the loss of historic resources.

Parcel #3 was identified as Old Town in the General Plan. However, the historic
resources along Deer Valley Drive were actually addressed as part of the Lower Deer
Valley Neighborhood. In this area, Deer Valley is meant to be a transition between
historic Old Town and the relatively new resort. The General Plan sought to preserve
the aesthetic experience of the approach to the resort by maintaining cultural resources
along Deer Valley Drive, particularly the few remaining miner’s home. Again,
preservation is a key component to the HR-L zoning District.

The following table outlines the differences between the existing RM and proposed HRL

Zones.

Zone Allowance:

Residential Medium-
Density (RM)

Historic Residential Low-
Density (HRL) District

Lot Size Requirements:
Single Family

Duplex Dwelling

Triplex Dwelling

Four-plex Dwelling

More than four dwelling units

2,812 SF

3,750 SF

4,687 SF

5,625 SF

5,625 SF + 1,000 SF
for each additional unit

3,750 SF

Not permitted
Not permitted
Not permitted
Not permitted

Lot Width

37.50 ft.

35 ft.

Setbacks
Front Yard
Single Family, Duplex, and
Accessory Buildings
Front Facing Garages for Single
Family and Duplex Dwellings
Triplex or Multi-Unit Dwellings
Front Facing Garages for Multi-
Unit Dwellings

Rear Yard

Single Family and Duplex
Dwellings

Triplex or Multi-Unit Dwelling
Accessory Building less than 18
ft. in height

Side Yard
Single Family, Duplex, and

15 ft.

20 ft.
20 ft.

25 ft.

10 ft.
15 ft.

5 ft.

10-15 ft. depending on lot
depth
N/A

N/A

10-15 ft. depending on lot
depth

N/A

1ft.

3-10 ft. depending on lot width
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Accessory Buildings 5 ft.

Triplex or Multi-Unit Dwelling 10 ft. N/A
Accessory Building less than 18
ft. in height 3 ft. 3 ft.
Open Space Requirement Not permitted
Triplex or Multi-Unit Dwelling 60%
Building Height 28 ft. 27 ft. from existing grade;

maximum height of thirty five
feet (35°) measured from the
lowest floor plane to the point
of the highest wall top plate
that supports the ceiling joists
or roof rafters. A ten foot (10’)
minimum horizontal step in the
downhill fagade is required
unless the First Story is
located completely under the
finish grade on all sides of the
Structure.

Maximum House Size N/A Based on footprint allowance

As part of a MPD or subdivision, the Planning Commission may designate maximum house sizes to
ensure Compatibility. See equations outlined in LMC 15-2.13-6.

As noted in the following table, the allowed uses of the zones are fairly similar in
promoting residential development. The HRL zone restricts residential development
only to single family dwellings which is consistent with the historic development on
Parcel #3. Additionally, the conditional uses of the HRL zone include Passenger
Tramway Stations and Ski Base Facilities, Ski Tow Ropes, Ski Lifts, Ski Runs, and Ski
Bridges which further support resort development to the east.  The following table
shows the differences in allowed uses between the RM and RD zones:

Zone Allowance: Residential Historic
Medium- Residential
Density (RM) Low-Density

(HRL) District

Single Family Dwelling Allowed Allowed

Duplex Dwelling Allowed Not Permitted

Triplex Dwelling Allowed Not Permitted

Secondary Living Quarters Allowed Not Permitted

Lockout Unit Allowed CuP

Accessory Apartment Allowed CUP

Nightly Rental Allowed CUP

Home Occupation Allowed Allowed

Child Care, In-Home Babysitting Allowed Allowed

Child Care, Family Allowed Allowed

Child Care, Family Group Allowed Allowed

Accessory Building and Use Allowed Allowed
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Conservation Activity Allowed Allowed

Agriculture Allowed Allowed

Bed & Breakfast Inn Allowed Not Permitted

Parking Area or Structure with four (4) or fewer spaces Allowed Not Permitted

Multi-Unit Dwelling CUP Not Permitted

Guest House, on Lot greater than one (1) acre CUP Not Permitted

Group Care Facility CUP Not Permitted

Child Care Center CuUP Not Permitted

Public and Quasi-Public Institution, Church, and School CUP Not Permitted

Essential Municipal Public Utility Use, Facility, Service, and | CUP CUP

Structure

Telecommunication Antenna CuUP CuP

Satellite Dish Antenna, greater than thirty-nine inches (39") | CUP CUP

in diameter

Boarding House, Hostel CUP Not Permitted

Hotel, Minor CUP Not Permitted

Outdoor Event Admin-CUP Not Permitted

Residential Parking Area or Structure with four (4) or fewer | Not Permitted Allowed

spaces

Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or more spaces CUP CUP

Temporary Improvement Admin-CUP Admin-CUP

Recreation Facility, Public and Private CuP CUP (Private
only)

Master Planned Development with moderate income CUP Not Permitted

housing Density bonus

Master Planned Development with residential and transient | CUP Not Permitted

lodging Uses only

Master Planned Development with Support Retail and CuP Not Permitted

Minor Service Commercial Uses

Fences greater than six feet in Height from Final Grade Admin-CUP Admin-CUP

Passenger Tramway Station and Ski Base Facility Not Permitted CuP

Ski Tow Rope, Ski Lift, Ski Run, and Ski Bridge Not Permitted CuP

| Curren Zoning

Poposed Zoning
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General Plan Compliance

Volume | of the General Plan contains goals, objectives, and strategies for each of the
four (4) Core Values: Small Town, Natural Setting, Sense of Community, and Historic
Character. The General Plan goals are copied below in italics below:

Small Town

Goal 1: Park City will protect undeveloped lands; discourage sprawl, and direct
growth inward to strengthen existing neighborhoods. The proposed Zoning Map
Amendment directs complimentary development into an existing neighborhood
while safequarding the neighborhood'’s historic character through rezoning Parcel
#3 to HRL and the remaining parcels to recreation and open space by zoning it
ROS.

Goal 2: Park City will emphasize and preserve our sense of place while
collaborating with the Wasatch Back and Salt Lake County regions through
regional land use and transportation planning. Not applicable.

Goal 3: Park City will encourage alternative modes of transportation on a regional
and local scale to maintain our small town character. Not applicable.

Natural Setting

Goal 4: Open Space: Conserve a connected, healthy network of open space for
continued access to and respect for the Natural Setting. The proposed zoning
change will continue to maintain the existing open space by zoning it ROS to
further protect it from future development.

Goal 5: Environmental Mitigation: Park City will be a leader in energy efficiency
and conservation of natural resources reducing greenhouse gas emissions by at
least fifteen percent (15%) below 2005 levels in 2020. The zone change will
ensure the protection of existing natural resources and open space by zoning it
ROS.

Goal 6: Climate Adaptation: Park City will implement climate adaptation
strategies to enhance the City’s resilience to the future impacts of climate
change. Not applicable.

Sense of Community

Goal 7: Life-cycle Housing: Create a diversity of primary housing opportunities to
address the changing needs of residents. Not applicable.

Goal 8: Workforce Housing: Increase affordable housing opportunities and
associated services for the work force of Park City. Not applicable.

Goal 9: Parks & Recreation: Park City will continue to provide unparalleled parks
and recreation opportunities for residents and visitors. The purpose statements
of the ROS zoning district encourages parks, trails, and other recreational uses
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as well as the preservation and enhancement of environmentally sensitive lands
such as the meadows, stream corridors, and forests.

e Goal 10: Park City will provide world-class recreation and public infrastructure to
host local, regional, national, and international events that further Park City’s role
as a world-class, multi-seasonal destination resort while maintaining a balance
with our sense of community. Not applicable.

e Goal 11: Support the continued success of the multi-seasonal tourism economy
while preserving the community character that adds to the visitor experience.
The proposed zone change will encourage the rehabilitation of the three (3)
existing miner’s cottages along Rossie Hill Drive while also maintaining their
context by rezoning the existing open space as ROS.

e Goal 12: Foster diversity of jobs to provide greater economic stability and new
opportunities for employment in Park City. Not applicable.

e Goal 13: Arts & Culture: Park City will continue to grow as an arts and culture
hub encouraging creative expression. Not applicable.

e Goal 14: Living within Limits: The future of the City includes limits (ecological,
qualitative, and economic) to foster innovative sustainable development, protect
the community vision, and prevent negative impacts to the region. Not

applicable.

Historic Character
e Goal 15: Preserve the integrity, mass, scale, compatibility and historic fabric of
the nationally and locally designated historic resources and districts for future
generations. The rezone of the historic cottages from RM to HRL will allow
redevelopment of these sites and ensure their longevity by encouraging their
adaptive reuse. The context of their location will be maintained and preserved by
rezoning the existing open space as ROS.

e Goal 16: Maintain the Historic Main Street District as the heart of the City for
residents and encourage tourism in the district for visitors. The proposed Zone
Changes does not affect the “heart” of the City, Main Street.

Good Cause

Planning Staff finds that there is Good Cause for this Zone Amendment as the
amendment will not cause undo harm to adjacent property owners and all requirements
of the Land Management Code can be met. In addition, the portion of land proposed to
change from RM to HRL and RM and E to ROS have not been developed previously
and still contain undisturbed native grasses and shrubs in a natural state typical of other
designated open space areas so no re-vegetation will be necessary and it satisfies the
requirements of the Zone.
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Process
The approval of the proposed rezoning application by the City Council constitutes Final
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC § 1-8.

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

Notice

On December 28, 2016 the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on
December 31, 2016 according to requirements of the Land Management Code.

On February 2, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet for the City Council public hearing. Legal Notice was published in
the Park Record February 1, 2017, according to requirements of the Land Management
Code.

Public Input
The Planning Department has received written communication from the neighborhood.

Overall the neighbors are supportive of the zone change; however, they would like to
see more of the area zoned ROS to protect the open space for both animal migration,
historic context, and trails and recreation. Public comment has been included in this
packet as Exhibit E.

Alternatives
e The City Council may approve the Zoning Map Amendment; or
e The City Council may deny the Zoning Map Amendment and direct staff to make
Findings for this decision; or
e The City Council may continue the discussion on the Zoning Map Amendment; or
e The City Council may remand the item back to the Planning Commission for
specific discussion on topics and/or findings.

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

Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's Recommendation
The zoning designation would remain as is.

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the Zoning Map
Amendment Request from Residential Medium (RM) District to Historic Residential Low-
Density (HRL) District and Recreation Open Space (ROS) at 622, 652, and 660 Rossie
Hill Drive and the BLM-owned parcels as well as an additional zone change from Estate
(E) to ROS for the BLM-owned parcels above Rossie Hill Drive, based on the Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
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Exhibits

Exhibit A — Zoning Map Amendment Draft Ordinance and map of amendment
Exhibit B — Survey of Richard Dennis Property

Exhibit C — Aerial photographs of the rezone

Exhibit D — Site Photographs

Exhibit E — Public Comment

Exhibit F — Planning Commission Minutes, 1.11.17
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Exhibit A: Zoning Map Amendment Draft Ordinance
Ordinance 2017-05

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A ZONING MAP AMENDMENT FROM RESIDENTIAL
MEDIUM (RM) DISTRICT TO HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL LOW-DENSITY (HRL)
DISTRICT AND RECREATION OPEN SPACE (ROS) AT 622, 652, AND 660 ROSSIE
HILL DRIVE AS WELL AS THE BLM-OWNED PARCELS, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, City Council directed staff to initiate a Zoning Map Amendment on
September 22, 2016; and

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

WHEREAS, on December 28, 2016 the property was posted and notice was mailed to
property owners within 300 feet; and

WHEREAS, legal notice was published in the Park Record on December 31, 2016
according to requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 11, 2017 to
receive input on Zoning Map Amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on January 11, 2017, forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on February 16, 2017 the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the Zoning Map Amendment; and

WHEREAS, there is good cause and it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to
approve Amend the Zoning Map.

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. Zoning Map Amendment from Residential Medium (RM)
District to Historic Residential Low-Density Development (HRL) District and Recreation
Open Space (ROS) at 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive as well as the BLM-owned
parcels as shown in Attachment 1 is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts,
and Conclusions of Law.

Findings of Fact:
1. The property is identified as Summit County parcels M244-24, PC-750-1-X, M-
244-23, PC-537-X, and the un-assessed BLM triangle parcel that is located to
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the south and east of Rossie Hilll Drive and south of Coalition View Court.

2. The property is currently zoned Residential Medium-Density (RM) and the
triangle parcel is zoned Estate (E).

3. There are currently three historic houses located at 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill
Drive. These are located on parcel PC-537-X. These houses are designated as
Landmarks on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory.

4. This rezone also includes the northwestern half of the Foxglove Cottages PUD
Subdivision, which was recorded in 1997. This subdivision included a provision
that the common area is master planned open space, and may not be sold
separately. The eastern half of the property is designated as open space on the
subdivision.

5. This property is not contiguous to the existing HRL Zone District, which is located
approximately 750 feet to the west / southwest along Rossie Hill Drive.

6. The size of the proposed rezoning area is approximately 15% of the total size of

the entire existing HRL Zone District along McHenry Road.

The access to the sites is from Rossie Hill Drive and Coalition Court.

The ROS District lists Conservation Activity as the only allowed use.

The requested Zoning Map Amendment from RM to HRL and ROS is appropriate

in that the zone change will meet City Council’s goals of preserving the hillside

and promoting redevelopment of the historic houses and is consistent with the

General Plan.

10.This zone change proposes rezoning parcel PC-537-X from RM to HRL. The RD
zone only allows up to 8 single family units of development; under the RM zone,
the density is roughly 24 units of development consisting of a mix of multi-unit
dwellings over four units.

11.This zone change proposes rezoning the remainder of PC-537-X and the other
parcels to Recreation Open Space (ROS) which encourages preserving and
enhancing environmentally sensitive lands, encouraging sustainability,
conservation, and renewable energy.

12.The proposed Zoning Map Amendment directs complimentary development into
an existing neighborhood and protects the historic properties along Deer Valley
Drive through the HRL zoning regulations, meeting the goals of the General Plan.

© o N

Conclusions of Law:

1. There is Good Cause for this Zoning Map Amendment.

2. The Zoning Map Amendment request is consistent with the Park City General
Plan and the Park City Land Management Code.

3. The Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with applicable State law.

4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
Zoning Map Amendment.

5. Approval of the Zoning Map Amendment does not adversely affect the health,
safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication and
when the revised Official Zoning Map is signed by the City upon final review by the City
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Attorney.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of February, 2017.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Jack Thomas, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Attachment 1 — Proposed Zoning Map Amendment
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Rossie Hill Zone Change
(Please note that 632 Deer Valley Drive is not included)
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Exhibit E- Public Comment

Anya Grahn

From: planning

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 9:56 AM
To: Anya Grahn

Subject: FW: Save Rossi Hill

From: Jamie Vaught [vaughtlaw@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 2:08 PM
To: planning

Subject: Save Rossi Hill

| own a home at 668 Rossie Hill Drive. | support the zoning change to HRL and ROS because it will preserve
the unique character of the piece of Park City that is Rossi Hill.

Park City has a unique "feel" and appearance, and this is due in part to the open spaces and to the appearance of
the historic areas around town, especially on Rossi Hill. | purchased my home on Rossi Hill due to the unique
feel and appearance of the Rossi Hill area.

Let's preserve Park City for our residents, home owners, visitors and future generations.

Please do not support any plans that would allow increased development on Rossi Hill, especially any high-
density development. Please preserve the feel and appearance of Rossi Hill.

Thank you

James Vaught

James Vaught Law Office, PLLC
2393 Alumni Drive, Suite 204
Lexington, KY 40517
859-455-7444

859-554-5931 fax
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Anya Grahn

From: planning

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 3:45 PM
To: Anya Grahn

Subject: FW: Rossie Hill Historic Open Space

From: Christina Marie Shiebler [christina@shiebler.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 1:21 PM

To: Adam Strachan; Laura Suesser; Melissa Band; Douglas Thimm; John Phillips; Preston Campbell; Steve Joyce
Cc: planning; Council_Mail; Jack Thomas; Bruce Erickson; Anya Grahn

Subject: Rossie Hill Historic Open Space

Good afternoon and thank you for taking the time to read my email.

My family has been in Park City for nearly 25 years. | myself have been a resident of Park
City for nearly 13 years. | have lived on Coalition View Court, part of the Rossie Hill
(affectionately named "Happy Hill") neighborhood, for 11 years and counting. | am a proud to
be from this incredible community and also proud to be a part of the Rossie Hill Historic Open
Space Alliance.

[, along with 358 others (241 from Park City and surrounding, 28 are from our home state of
Utah, and 16 out-of-state Park City second home / property owners or visitors) support the
protection and preservation of this incredible and historic land.

| am in support of the zoning amendment as referenced in the packet for the meeting
scheduled for this evening. Additionally it is my hope and the hope of the many others
supporting the Save Rossie Hill Historic Open Space that the Commission recommend to
Council that further long range protections be applied to this land. We have a unique
opportunity to preserve this land and its rich history. I, along with so many other members of
our community, would like to see additional / stronger zoning changes, consideration to
strengthen protection through the historic guidelines and / or the general plan, and / or strong
consideration and proposal to have the City acquire the land to be held as open and historic
space in perpetuity.

As | look through the packet for the meeting and see the Treasure Hill agenda item, | can not
help but think that this ongoing community issue is an opportunity for great community to look
30 years in to the future and take the opportunity to preserve and secure this Rossie Hill
sacred land. Although the scale is wildly different, the sentiment is the same. Change in
inevitable, but how we change and grow is within our control.

| am grateful to the members of Staff, the Planning Commission, Council and the Mayor for
your individual and collective willingness to work on behalf of our great community. Your work
has great impact on the current and future state of Park City, and | respect the time and
attention you all give to these important issues.

1
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Respectfully,
Christina Marie Shiebler
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Anya Grahn

From: planning

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 9:56 AM
To: Anya Grahn

Subject: FW: Upcoming Rossie Hill hearings

From: Rachel.Sahiman@aps.com [Rachel.Sahiman@aps.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 11:16 AM

To: planning

Subject: Upcoming Rossie Hill hearings

Planning Commission,

I understand there are two upcoming hearings concerning the zoning at Rossie Hill. Although my husband
Scott and | are unable to attend the meetings, we wanted to pass along our thoughts about Rossie Hill
and open space in Park City. We have lived at 625 Deer Valley Drive for more than 10 years and have
enjoyed the historical character and witnessed the wildlife migration that is part of that space. The area is
already beginning to have a more densely populated feel and | am concerned that we losing the character
of an area we love very much. There needs to be room to breathe and as the density increases along Deer
Valley Drive, I'm afraid that we are losing the true character of the area. Additional multi-housing will
overwhelm this small valley community and will add to the traffic, noise and congestion. We choose Park
City because of its beautiful open spaces, wildlife, peace and quiet. Please don’t put that at risk. Our
address is below if needed for future reference.

Best regards,
Scott and Rachel Sahlman

Contact phone: 602-402-6166
625 Deer Valley Drive A2
Park City, UT 84060

--- NOTICE ---

This message is for the designated recipient only and may contain confidential, privileged or proprietary
information. If you have received it in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the original and
any copy or printout. Unintended recipients are prohibited from making any other use of this e-mail. Although
we have taken reasonable precautions to ensure no viruses are present in this e-mail, we accept no liability for
any loss or damage arising from the use of this e-mail or attachments, or for any delay or errors or omissions in
the contents which result from e-mail transmission.
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Anya Grahn

From: planning

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 9:55 AM

To: Anya Grahn

Subject: FW: Rossie Hill Proposal on tomorrow's agenda

More public comment on BLM.

Ashley

From: Jordan Pynes [jordan@tsahousing.com]

Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 6:27 PM

To: Adam Strachan; Laura Suesser; Melissa Band; Douglas Thimm; John Phillips; Preston Campbell; Steve Joyce;
planning

Cc: Council_Mail

Subject: Rossie Hill Proposal on tomorrow's agenda

Dear Commission Members:

My name is Jordan Pynes and my family has owned and resided at 645 Coalition View Court for the past eight
years. Thank you for your consideration for the proposed zoning changes on Rossie Hill. It is my hope you will approve
the proposed modifications to the existing zoning of the Rossie Hill Open Space.

| believe the proposal is a fair and win-win agreement. While most of us in the community would like to see zero future
development, | think what is being proposed is the right compromise. Please consider preserving as much open space
as possible to protect the character of our neighborhood, the wildlife that is a wonderful part of our daily lives and the
beautiful historic homes that help make Park City/Rossie Hill such a charming community.

Thank you for all your hard work and with this matter. | hope you will approve the zoning change that is being
proposed.

Jordan Pynes
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Anya Grahn

From: planning

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 9:56 AM
To: Anya Grahn

Subject: FW: Rossie Hill

From: Mark Kaire [Mark@kairelaw.com]

Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 3:42 PM

To: Adam Strachan; Laura Suesser; Melissa Band; Douglas Thimm; John Phillips; Preston Campbell; Steve Joyce;
planning

Subject: Rossie Hill

Esteemed Commission Members,

By way of brief introduction my name is Mark Kaire, and together with my wife and 3 children we reside at 635 Coalition
view court. | am hopeful that my family and | will make this a full time residence in the near future.

| would like to take this opportunity to truly thank the planning department and commission members for trying to
formulate a plan that works for all the residents of park city. The plan is a true compromise- all parties walk away
thinking they gave up too much. To that end, while | am saddened with the amount of development that is proposed, |
am likewise grateful that the plan limits the amount of new homes, preserves the historic character, and changes the
zoning of parcel #4 to ROS.

Please consider preserving as much open space as you deem necessary to protect the character of this neighborhood
and these treasured historic homes.

Thank you for all your help and cooperation in this matter.

Mark and Jennifer Kaire

Kaire & Heffernan, LLC
999 Brickell Avenue
PH 1102

Miami, FL 33131
305-372-0123(P)
305-377-4222(F)
www.kairelaw.com

Packet Pg. 166




To: Park City Planning Commission
From: Robert Gurss
Date: January 9, 2017 (for January 11, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting)

RE:  Zoning Map Amendment Request, PL-16-03323

Mr. Chairman and members of the Planning Commission, my name is Robert Gurss. My wife
and | are full time residents of Park City. We live at 654 Rossie Hill Drive, directly behind the
BLM property containing three historic mining era homes.

As this Commission is well aware, Park City's historic architecture is probably the most
important factor that makes "Park City Park City." | volunteer at the Park City Museum, giving
tours of historic Main Street in the summer. | can tell you from personal experience that many
people come to Park City precisely because of our colorful mining history. Having preserved
that history, Park City is able to stand out among other Mountain West resort towns that offer
little more than condominiums, high end homes, and touristy shops.

The mining era homes on Rossie Hill Drive are a unique remnant of our history. | often see
tourists stopping on the road to take pictures of the homes, and it's not unusual to see an artist
at an easel painting pictures of the houses and their surroundings. These houses are historic
treasures, not only because they are in nearly original form, but also because these 3 houses
are probably the ONLY remaining Park City historic homes in an original semi-rural setting.
Once upon a time, small homes dotted some of the hills around Park City, often surrounded by
gardens or small pastures. Most of the few that remain are now surrounded by or completely
engulfed by modern day construction (e.g., the Line), with little remaining sense of their original
settings.

Therefore, it is essential that the City take this opportunity to protect these rare vestiges of our
history by preserving these historic homes and the surrounding open space.

The Planning Department has done a good job addressing this issue, and | applaud their efforts.
Their current proposal is for HRL zoning for parcel #3, containing the 3 historic homes. That is
a major improvement over the "existing" zoning of RM, which may have allowed the entire
parcel to be covered by a huge condominium complex. However, according to the
Department's proposal, even with the HRL zoning, up to 5 new homes (for a total of 8 single
family homes) could be built on parcel #3 based on the total acreage in the parcel. As the
Department notes, the actual number of new structures would be limited by the location of the
current historic homes and related factors. Nevertheless, the potential for up to 5 new homes
on the land (up to 3,750 SF each), most likely behind the current houses, is troublesome as it
would take away much of the semi-rural setting that make these historic homes so special. The
Planning Department's proposal points to the recommended ROS zoning of other portions of
the BLM land, including Parcel #4 (i.e. the "triangle" straddling Coalition View Ct), as a way to
preserve open space relative to the historic homes. While | and my neighbors strongly support
that ROS designation, the open space immediately surrounding the historic homes within parcel
#3 should also be preserved, whether through zoning or enforcement of relevant historic
guidelines.
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The original Planning Department recommendation presented to City Council on September 22,

2016, divided parcel #3 into two parts, with the southern (uphill) portion proposed for ROS.
would ask the Commission to consider drawing a similar line, with the northern (downhill)

portion of parcel #3 zoned HRL, and the southern (uphill) portion of parcel #3 (and all of parcel
#4) zoned ROS, assuming such a division would better preserve both the historic homes and

their unique original setting.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Anya Grahn

From: planning

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 3:45 PM

To: Anya Grahn

Subject: FW: Public Input - Rossie Hill Zoning Amendment (PL-16-03323)

From: Diane Bernhardt [diane.a.bernhardt@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 2:32 PM

To: Adam Strachan; Laura Suesser; Melissa Band; Douglas Thimm; John Phillips; Preston Campbell; Steve Joyce
Cc: planning; Anya Grahn; Bruce Erickson

Subject: Public Input - Rossie Hill Zoning Amendment (PL-16-03323)

Chairman and Commissioners,

My name is Diane Bernhardt. | am a resident at 630 Coalition View Ct and I represent the Save Rossie Hill Historic Open Space
Alliance, an organization whose mission is to promote the creation of a long-range vision and action plan for the protection of the
historic open space on Rossie Hill.

With this mission, our first goal is to advocate for and facilitate the protection of the open space and the historic miners’ cabins which
are located on BLM Parcel 18.

To that end, we created a petition representing our community’s support for the preservation of the Rossie Hill Historic Open
Space. Those supporting the petition declared that:

1. they support the restoration and preservation of the historic mining-era homes.
2. they support the preservation of the irreplaceable open space for future generations
3. they request the rezone of BLM parcel 18 to ensure the protection of this open space from new land development.

The response to the petition was extraordinary. First circulated on Thursday, August 11, six days later, it had gathered 297
signatures. As of yesterday, the petition had 359 signatures in the affirmative of which 241 are from Park City or its suburbs, 28 are
from Utah, and 16 are out-of-state Park City property owners or frequent visitors. Through the sensational support of the petition, our
community has made abundantly clear that the preservation of this unique open space is very important.

We thank the Planning Staff for this considered zoning amendment proposal. It makes appreciable progress toward the goal of
protecting this prized open space. The HRL designation provides significantly more defense for the miner’s cottages than the current
zone, but still permits development that will overpower the quaint homes and take them out of their historical context. We support the
approval of this zoning amendment in order to provide immediate, increased protection. However, we also respectfully request that
the Commission recommend to Council that further protections are required to truly preserve this land, using tools such as: additional
zoning changes, amendments to the general plan, strengthening of historic guidelines, or municipal acquisition of this land for the
benefit of our community.

We respectfully request that the Commission forward a positive recommendation to City Council to approve the Zoning Map
Amendment Request as recommended by staff with additional recommendation that further protective measures are required to fully
safeguard this iconic Park City landscape.

Thanks for the opportunity to provide input from the members of Save Rossie Hill and from the 359 community members signing the
petition requesting the rezone and further protections.

Diane Bernhardt

http://saverossiehill.org
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http://www.thepetitionsite.com/225/200/591/save-rossie-hill-historic-open-space-by-rezoning/
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Exhibit

F

Planning Commission Meeting
January 11, 2017

Page 53

Francisco:

Chair
Strachan:

We wouldn’t be ready. Yeah.

I'm just wondering whether our agenda on February 8" is going to get
backed up because we’re lacking a meeting.

Commissioner

Suesser:

Planner
Francisco:

Shawn
Ferrin:

Chair
Strachan:

Shawn
Ferrin:

Chair
Strachan:

So lacking a meeting on the 25"

And I'm not sure how effective we would be without seeing the update
that’s being proposed now for Presidents Day 2017. | don’t know if---
Bruce?

Do you want to continue to the 8" and we'll have a discussion with Staff
about what’s next on the agenda. And if we're back, great, and if we're
not you can continue it again.

That sounds fair. Yeah, that sounds fair.

We can at least have it [inaudible].

Yeah, that's fine. All right. Motion to Continue then to February 8™.

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to CONTINUE the Treasure Hill Conditional
Use Permit to February 8", 2017. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

2. 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive as well as the BLM-owned parcels,

request for Zone Change from Residential Medium (RM) District to Historic

Residential Low-Density (HRL) and Recreation Open Space (ROS) as well

as from Estate (E) to ROS. (Application PL-16-03323)
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Planning Commission Meeting
January 11, 2017
Page 54

Planner Anya Grahn reported that this request was to rezone the BLM properties, as
well as the three historic houses that are at approximately 622, 652, and 660 Rossi Hill
Drive. Planner Grahn explained that they were talking about rezoning Parcels 1, 2 and
3 from RM to ROS.

Parcel #1 is owned by the City and provides the linkage between Rossi Hill Drive on to
Deer Valley Drive. Parcel #2 is a portion of the Fox Glove Cottages PUD Subdivision.
The PUD identifies all the common space as open space. Changing the zoning to ROS
was not much different because it was already identified to remain open space. Parcel
#4 is also owned by the BLM, and currently the parcels are zoned E for Estate. The
density on Estate is one unit per three acres. Therefore, this parcel is not able to be
developed because of the density requirement, and the Planning Department was
suggesting changing it to ROS for Recreation Open Space.

Planner Grahn stated that Parcel #3 is partially owned by the City, and partially in a Title
of Color litigation with the BLM by the Dennis family.

Planner Grahn showed what the map would look like if the proposed zoning change
occurs. She pointed out the current zoning versus the proposed zoning. Planner Grahn
remarked that it would blend with the HRL District, which is Historic Residential Low
Density.

Planner Grahn noted that there have been questions about whether or not this zoning
change would set a precedent. She stated that there are other cases where the zoning
has a similar situation of creating a pocket of a different zone within a larger
neighborhood. One example was the Library Field, which is designated as ROS. She
also commented on an annexation parcel that was zoned Estate even though it was
surrounded by Single Family and RD development. Another example was the rezone of
the Sunnyside Subdivide. In that case the residents came forward with a request to
change from RD to Single Family to eliminate the opportunity for nightly rentals. In
doing so, it left a pocket of RD that could continue to be used as residential.

Planner Grahn had received public comments that was forwarded to the Planning
Commission via email, and the Commissioner were also given hard copies of those
comments as well.

Assistant City Attorney McLean explained that the standard the Planning Commission
was looking at is whether it promotes the general welfare. It has to be a rationally
based decision under State Case Law. The Commissioners need to balance their
decision on good cause and the rationality behind it. The findings should be on whether
or not this promotes the general welfare. Ms. McLean noted that the Planning
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Commission has done zone changes, but not frequently. It is covered under Section
10-9A-801, which is the appeal section that talks about how those decisions are
reviewed. The State Code states that the zoning promotes the purpose of the chapter
being the Land Use Chapter. The Courts interpret it as for the general welfare.

Chair Strachan thought the direction from the City Council was unclear. Director
Erickson stated that the Council’'s goal was three-fold. One was to bring the property
more in compliance with the General Plan as the transition zone between the historic
district and Deer Valley. Second was to provide a mechanism to restore the three
houses. And third was to do the best possible to maximize the amount of open space
on the property without removing property rights from the Color of Title action. Director
Erickson remarked that the City Council had asked for a rigorous start towards those
goals, and the Planning Department came up with low density zoning alternatives,
including the RD zone, which is three units per acre. It would have effectively taken
away most of the development rights. The HRL, which is the proposed solution, could
yield as many as eight units, including restoration of the three houses. Director
Erickson noted that there may be additional open space opportunities when the Color of
Title action is complete.

Commissioner Joyce asked how the rezone helps with the transition from Historic Old
Town to Deer Valley, when at least a quarter to a half mile on both sides is packed with
condos. Director Erickson replied that the Staff position is that the rhythm and pattern is
maintained by the protection of the three houses in that location, as well as the
restoration and the provision of the open space on the hillside, which becomes a pocket
park consistent with the Library Field, the City Park at the south end of Main Street, and
Creekside Park. Director Erickson stated that it works very much like the undeveloped
street rights-of-way in the Historic District. He explained that they could develop the
site, but those three houses would not remain in the same existing historic agricultural
context. A limited amount of development may achieve that goal, consistent with a few
other historic houses on the other side of the street.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.

Robert Gurse stated that he and his wife are full-time residents of Park City at 654
Rossi Hill Drive, directly behind the BLM property. Mr. Gurse remarked that Park City’s
historic architecture is the most important factor that makes Park City Park City. He
volunteers at the Park City Museum giving tours of Main Street in the summer. From
personal experience, he knows that a lot of people come to Park City because of its
history. Having preserved that history, Park City is able to stand out among other
Mountain West resort town that little more than condominiums and high priced homes
and tourist shops. Mr. Gurse stated that the mining era homes on Rossi Hill area a
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unique remnant of Park City’s history. He often sees tourists stop on the road to take
pictures of these homes. He has also seen people set up an easel and paint pictures
of the homes and their surroundings. Mr. Gurse believed these homes were historic
treasures for Park City, not only because they are in nearly original form, but because
they are probably the only remaining Park City historic homes in their original semi-rural
setting. He stated that at one time small homes dotted the hills around Park City, often
surrounded by gardens and small pastures. Most of those homes that remain have
been completely engulfed by condominiums and other modern structures with no
remnants of their original setting. Mr. Gurse believed it was essential for the City to take
this opportunity to protect these rare vestiges of its history by preserving these historic
homes and the surrounding open space. He thought the Planning Department had
done a good job addressing this issue, and he applauded their efforts. The current
proposal for HRL zoning for Parcel #3 containing the three historic homes is a major
improvement over the existing zoning of RM, which would allow the entire parcel to
become a huge condominium complex. However, according to the proposal by the
Planning Department, even with the HRL zoning, up to five new homes for a total of
eight could be built on this parcel based on the total acreage. The actual number of
new structures would be limited by the location of the current homes and other factors,
but the potential for five new homes on this land mostly likely behind the current homes
is troublesome. It would take away much of the semi-rural setting that makes these
homes so special. Mr. Gurse noted that the Planning Department’s proposal points to
the recommended ROS zoning of other portions of the BLM land, including Parcel #4,
as a way to preserve the open space relative to the historic homes. He and his
neighbors support that; however, additional steps should be made to protect the open
space immediately surrounding these homes to the extent possible whether it is through
rezoning or through strict enforcement of relevant historic guidelines. Mr. Gurse stated
that the original Planning Department to the City Council on December 22" divided
Parcel #3 into two parts, with the southern portion as ROS. He asked the Planning
Commission to at least consider drawing a similar line with the northern downbhill portion
of that parcel zoned HRL, and the southern uphill portions zoned ROS, along with
Parcel #4 and Parcel 1 and 2. Such a division would better preserve both the historic
homes and their unique original setting.

Bryce Panser, stated that he was an attorney representing Richard Dennis and his two
daughters who own the three historic cabins. He has been involved with this since the
initial meeting that Mr. Gurse mentioned. Mr. Panser stated that this came up in the
context of an adjacent property seeking to establish a record lot for the Bertagnole
cabin, which is in a Color of Title Action, which is similar to what the Dennis family has
been involved in for the last ten years. He remarked that the neighbors were upset that
anything would be done with this pristine area, which they have come to understand is a
city park and believe it should be maintained as a park. As Mr. Gurse had indicated,
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one of the proposals floated was to make much of the parcel that the Dennis’ claim as
ROS. Mr. Panser understood that the Planning Department examined this and
ultimately concluded that the proposal that had been floated would make the remaining
cabin properties non-complying, and would confiscate all possible development rights.
It would make it uneconomical and unattractive for anyone to do anything with the
cabins which have fallen into disrepair. When the Planning Department come up with
the proposal of converting the parcel to HRL, his client thought it made sense. He
wanted to see the cabins preserved and believe this proposal provided a mechanism for
doing it. Mr. Panser pointed out that Richard Dennis was born in one of these cabins,
and his family has owned the three cabins for the last 100 years or so. Mr. Panser
remarked that what the neighbors suggested was a laudable goal, but if the City wants
to preserve the land as a pocket park, they should purchase the property or acquire in
some fashion, rather than restrict the development. Mr. Panser pointed out that this
does not create a transition zone between Old Town and Deer Valley because of the
existing development. However, in essence it is a compromise. It is a solution that his
clients are agreeable to, and that fits with what they think the future development of this
property should be.

Jeff Camp, a resident at 590 Coalition View Court, stated that he has lived adjacent to
the BLM property for 25 years. He pointed out that no one ever raises the issue of
animals. Having live there for 25 years he watches the animals over and over again. It
used to be a corridor for the animals to go down and cross Deer Valley Drive and up
into the open space in the Aerie. A wall has been built but the animals still squeeze
through it. Mr. Camp noted that an elk herd used to come through there but he has not
seen them in years since the two duplexes were built on the opposite side of Deer
Valley Drive. Mr. Camp remarked that all the animals need water. The deer and moose
are very prevalent on that land because it is the only place where they can get to the
water. Walls of condominiums prevent them from getting to the Deer Valley ponds, and
the creek runs underground at the intersection of Rossi Hill Road. Mr. Camp believed
the issue was more about saving a place for the animals. He commended the City for
wanting to zone the upper parts ROS, and he also liked the HRL zone for the Dennis
parcel. However, he agreed with Mr. Gurse that the remainder of Parcel #3 should be
ROS as well. He noted that in terms of the BLM, the use has always been ROS. Mr.
Camp stated that the BLM is supposed to preserve open space, but now they were
divesting their property. Mr. Camp has been in touch with the BLM for a number of
years and watching their intentions for that property. He provided copies of a document
he obtained from the BLM several years ago. When he first started living there the BLM
land was one large parcel, but over time it was divided into smaller lots. Mr. Camp
believed the Dennis family was claiming property rights to property that they do not own.
They own the shacks that are on top of the ground, but they do not own the land. Itis
Color of Title. The Bertagnole family fought it 30 years and he suggested that the
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Dennis family may fight it for another 10 years. Mr. Camp requested that the Planning
Commission give the Dennis family the smaller parcel and let it be HRL, as proposed,
and make the remainder of Parcel #3 ROS to protect the animals.

Diane Bernhardt, a resident at 630 Coalition View Court, stated that she represented
the Save Rossi Hill Historic Open Space Alliance, whose mission is to promote the
creation of a long range vision and action plan for the protection of the historic open
space on Rossi Hill. The first goal of this mission is to advocate for and facilitate the
protection of the open space and the historic miners’ cabins located on BLM parcel 18.
To that end, the organization created a petition representing community support for the
preservation of the parcel. Those supporting the petition declared that: 1) they support
the restoration and preservation of the historic mining era homes; 2) they support the
preservation of the irreplaceable open space for future generations; 3) they request a
rezone to ensure the protection of this open space from new land development. Ms.
Bernhardt stated that the response to this petition was extraordinary. It was first
circulated on August 11™, and six days later it had gathered 297 signatures. As of
yesterday, the petition had 359 signatures in the affirmative, of which 241 are from Park
City or its suburbs, 28 are from Utah, and 16 are out-of-state Park City property owners
or frequent visitors. Ms. Bernhardt remarked that through the sensational support of the
petition, the community has made it abundantly clear that preservation of this unique
open space is very important. The Save Rossi Hill Historic Open Space Alliance
thanked the Planning Staff for this considered zoning amendment proposal. It makes
appreciable progress towards the goal of protecting these remarkable acres. The HRL
designation provides significantly more defense for the miners’ cottages than the current
zone, but still permits development that will overpower the quaint homes and remove
them from their historical context. The organization supports the approval of the zoning
amendment in order to provide immediate increased protection. However, the also
respectfully requested that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council
that further protections are required to truly protect this land using tools such as
additional zoning changes, amendments to the General Plan, strengthening of historic
guidelines, or the municipal acquisition of this land for the benefit of the community. Ms.
Bernhardt urged the Planning Commission to forward a positive recommendation to the
City Council to approve the zoning map amendment request as proposed by Staff, with
additional recommendation that further protective measures are required to fully
safeguard this iconic Park City landscape. She thanked the Commissioners for the
opportunity to provide input from the members of Save Rossi Hill, and from the 359
petitioners calling for this rezone and for further protections.

Christina Schiebler, a resident at 638 Coalition View Court, agreed with her neighbors
and the Rossi Hill Open Space Alliance.
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Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Phillips was pleased to see that the Dennis family was not wanting to
maximize development. It is extremely important to preserve these old buildings, but in
some ways it felt like they were downzoning to accomplish that goal. Commissioner
Phillips was trying to see the other side as well, to make sure no mistakes were being
made. He recalled that the Lilac Subdivision was approved by the Planning
Commission, but he was unsure what happened with it at the City Council level.

Director Erickson reported that the plat was approved by the City Council and created
one lot of record. Planner Grahn explained that when the City Council reviewed the
Lilac Hill Subdivision, which is the burnt out house at 632 Deer Valley Loop, added
conditions of approval included a requirement to provide 40% open space. Another
condition was to make sure that any development on that site or any future subdivided
parcels or lots created out of that site had to comply with the design guidelines. Planner
Grahn noted that as discussed by the Planning Commission, any work to the historic
house would have to comply with the guidelines; however, new construction on new lots
would not have to comply because it is outside of the historic districts. Planner Grahn
stated that the added condition of approval makes sure that work on the historic house,
as well as any new development, must comply with the guidelines to help promote that
historic character. She recalled that another added condition of approval talked about
not blocking the view to the historic house so the hillside would maintain its existing look
and feel. Planner Grahn remarked that those were the primary conditions for why the
Planning Staff recommended the HRL. Even though that parcel would remain RM and
would not be rezoned to HRL, the HRL zone carries over the design guidelines and
some of the requirements that keep the historic context.

Commissioner Phillips stated that in reading the Staff report there was reference to 22
units, and then it talked about the amount of allowed units being based off of the square
footage. He asked to what extent the Dennis family was informed of what they could
actually do, as opposed to the actual number that could fit. Planner Grahn replied that
the Staff did not look what could be allowed because they did not want to draw
subdivision lines and try to estimate what the development could be. That was the
reason for basing it off the square footage of the lot as a whole.

Commissioner Phillips favored the proposal because it would definitely help preserve
the structures. However, if the Dennis family were to build other buildings on this site,
he asked if the City would look at limiting the other buildings to be more consistent with
the same mass and scale of the existing structures. Planner Grahn believed the design
guidelines would dictate that. She pointed out that height requirements in the LMC
stipulates a maximum height of 27’.  Commissioner Phillips pointed out that 27’ would
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tower over the existing structures, and he asked if they could require a lower height or if
it was a given based on the requirements. Planner Grahn did not believe it was a given;
but when the building comes in with the Design Guidelines, the Staff would mitigate it at
that point to make sure it would not overpower the historic buildings.

Commissioner Suesser asked if the Staff had considered isolating the three cottages to
the HRL section, and keeping the remainder of Parcel 3 ROS. Planner Grahn replied
that the Staff had looked at that, but the concern was that some development has to be
allowed on the site in order to rehab the houses and make it financially feasible. The
Staff also looked at the historic Sanborn maps from 1927 and at that time this hillside
had ten small houses on it. It helped the Staff understand what should be built there
and to keep that context. Commissioner Suesser understood that anything else built on
Parcel 3 would have to comply with HRL guidelines. Planner Grahn replied that she
was correct. It would have to comply with that section of the LMC in addition to the
Design Guidelines.

Commissioner Joyce stated that he lives up the hill from this parcel and he looks at
those structures every day. He wanted to see the structures preserved, but at the same
time what they want cannot influence what they do. Commissioner Joyce was
uncomfortable creating a little zoning island of one lot of one land owner; and at some
level downzoning them. He was looking for good excuses as to why that was
acceptable, but he thought the transitional reason was ludicrous. Commissioner
pointed out that two feet from one of the historic houses, the City approved an 8,000
square foot duplex on one side and Foxpoint was on the other side. Commissioner
Joyce was not in favor of micro-zoning. In his opinion, it was a bad use of the zoning
tool and they should not make it a habit. He clarified that the only reason he would
vote to support this was because the landowner supports it. He would recommend to
the City Council that if they want to preserve these houses they should purchase them.
If they want to make it a park, the City should buy it. Otherwise, if the landowner comes
back wanting to build 27’ houses, he would support their proposal because the zoning
allows it and he believes it is reasonable. Commissioner Joyce reiterated that his
original intent was to vote no on this proposal because he believes micro-zoning is
wrong.

Commissioner Campbell agreed with Commissioner Joyce. He was opposed to what
was clearly the downzoning of the other lot and he voted against it. He would have
voted against this one as well. Commissioner Campbell was not sure the owner being
in favor swayed him, but he backed Commissioner Joyce 100% that everyone gets
great satisfaction out of seeing those structures as they drive up and down the road.
The only way it will remain is if the City buys it. Commissioner Campbell suggested that
the Planning Commission let the City Council know that they agree to approve this
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request, but in return they would like the Council to look at purchasing the structures to
preserve them.

Commissioner Band concurred with Commissioners Campbell and Joyce. Open space
that is privately owned is not open space,; it is privately owned land. She shared the
sentiment that if the City wants it preserved they should purchase it. Commissioner
Band believed this proposal was a great compromise, and that many of the neighbors
shared her opinion. She personally favored spot zoning. It is a great tool if people are
creative and she thought Park City should look at it in the future.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that spot zoning or micro-zoning does not exist in
Utah. Itis a matter of finding the right zone for a particular area. Zoning cannot be
done only for economic reasons.

Commissioner Thimm concurred with the other Commissioners with respect to zoning.
His decision was swayed by the historic structures. Commissioner Thimm did not
believe that creating the non-contiguous zoning islands was a good practice and he
thought they should be careful about doing that. He felt this proposal would create a
district that is set up by the existing historic structures in trying to modulate the scale of
what is occurring in that area. Creating open space by zoning towards the ROS would
preserve that ground in an appropriate way. Commissioner Thimm supported the
proposal.

Commissioner Phillips was in favor of a City purchase, but he would be uncomfortable
changing the zoning before the purchase. He preferred to purchase first and then
change the zoning. Commissioner Phillips stated that he still had some misgivings, but
he was willing to support the proposal.

Director Erickson remarked that the effect of this particular zone change reduces trip
generation on Deer Valley Drive from 22 units x 10 to 8 units x 10. He explained that
doing the zoning to protect the context of these historic houses is much closer to form
based code in saying that this is the character we want to preserve in this location for X,
Y and Z reasons. Director Erickson stated that this was more than a strict downzone. It
was a careful enactment of progressive non-Euclidian technics and growth
management on Deer Valley Drive, and protection of the neighborhood values. When
the Staff looked at this rezone proposal, the number one mission was to protect the
houses.

Commissioner Campbell referred to Silver Star, the Rio Grande and similar places that
were deteriorating but there were plans for preservation; however, a commercial piece
behind it paid for the preservation. It was a model he would like to see and he was
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certain that the City, the Planning Staff and the public could get behind it.
Commissioner Campbell clarified that he did not believe that model would work in this
case because no one would want additional commerce in that area. His intent was to
make sure that commercial components are considered in places where it would work.

Director Erickson stated that the mechanism already exists for historic houses where
commercial uses such as a café could occur. As lower Park Avenue redevelops, he
anticipated one or two additional coffee shops in that zone.

Commissioner Campbell wanted it on the record that his vote would be in favor of
anything that would keep the historic buildings from demolition by neglect. It is never
the intent, but it does happen to many structures if rebuilding them does not make
sense.

MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council to approve the zoning map amendment request from RM to HRL and ROS
at 622, 652 and 660 Rossi Hill Drive, and the BLM parcels, as well as additional zone
changes from Estate to ROS for the BLM parcels above Rossi Hill, based on the
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as found in the draft ordinance.
Commissioner Suesser seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — Zoning Map Amendment

1. The property is identified as Summit County parcels M244-24, PC-750-1-X, M-
244-23, PC-537-X, and the un-assessed BLM triangle parcel that is located to
the south and east of Rossie Hill Drive and south of Coalition View Court.

2. The property is currently zoned Residential Medium-Density (RM) and the
triangle parcel is zoned Estate (E).

3. There are currently three historic houses located at 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill
Drive. These are located on parcel PC-537-X. These houses are designated as
Landmarks on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory.

4. This rezone also includes the northwestern half of the Foxglove Cottages PUD
Subdivision, which was recorded in 1997. This subdivision included a provision
that the common area is master planned open space, and may not be sold
separately. The eastern half of the property is designated as open space on the
subdivision.
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5. This property is not contiguous to the existing HRL Zone District, which is located
approximately 750 feet to the west / southwest along Rossie Hill Drive.

6. The size of the proposed rezoning area is approximately 15% of the total size of
the entire existing HRL Zone District along McHenry Road.

7. The access to the sites is from Rossie Hill Drive and Coalition Court.
8. The ROS District lists Conservation Activity as the only allowed use.

9. The requested Zoning Map Amendment from RM to HRL and ROS is appropriate
in that the zone change will meet City Council’'s goals of preserving the hillside

and promoting redevelopment of the historic houses and is consistent with the
General Plan.

10. This zone change proposes rezoning parcel PC-537-X from RM to HRL. The RD
zone only allows up to 8 single family units of development; under the RM zone,

the density is roughly 24 units of development consisting of a mix of multi-unit
dwellings over four units.

11. This zone change proposes rezoning the remainder of PC-537-X and the other
parcels to Recreation Open Space (ROS) which encourages preserving and
enhancing environmentally sensitive lands, encouraging sustainability,
conservation, and renewable energy.

12. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment directs complimentary development into
an existing neighborhood and protects the historic properties along Deer Valley
Drive through the HRL zoning regulations, meeting the goals of the General Plan.

Conclusions of Law — Zoning Map Amendment

1. There is Good Cause for this Zoning Map Amendment.

2. The Zoning Map Amendment request is consistent with the Park City General
Plan and the Park City Land Management Code.

3. The Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with applicable State law.

4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
Zoning Map Amendment.

5. Approval of the Zoning Map Amendment does not adversely affect the health,
safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.
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DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The applicant is requesting a Plat Amendment for the purpose of combining Lot 5 and
Lot 6 of the Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision to create one (1) legal lot of record by removing
the property line which separates them. The applicant owns both lots and requests to

combine Lot 5 and Lot 6.

Respectfully:

Makena Hawley, Planner |
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Staff Report

Subject: The Aerie Phase One Subdivision,
J Second Amendment amending Lots PLANNING DEPARTMENT
5and 6
Location: 1264 and 1276 Aerie Drive
Author: Makena Hawley, City Planner
Project Number: PL-16-03362
Date: February 16, 2017
Type of Item: Legislative — Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for The Aerie Phase One
Subdivision, Second Amendment amending Lot 5 and 6 and consider approving the
requested application based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and
Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.

Description

Applicant: Craig Kipp

Location: 1264 and 1276 Aerie Drive

Zoning: Single Family (SF) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and

City Council action

Executive Summary/Proposal

The applicant is requesting a Plat Amendment for the purpose of combining Lot 5 and
Lot 6 of the Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision to create one (1) lot of record by removing the
property line which separates them. The applicant owns both lots and requests to
combine Lot 5 and Lot 6.

Background
On November 20, 2016, the City received a complete application to amend the Aerie,

Phase 1 Subdivision by combing lots 5 and 6. The applicant wishes to combine Lot 5
and Lot 6 as shown on the Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision plat (Exhibit B) by removing the
lot line that currently separates them. Summit County recognizes 1264 Aerie Dr. as
Parcel AER-5 and 1276 Aerie Drive as Parcel AER-6 (Tax IDs).

Currently Lot 5 holds a single family dwelling and Lot 6 is vacant. If the plat amendment
is approved the applicant would like to demolish the existing house on Lot 5 and
construct a single family dwelling. This proposal was devised when the applicant found
that Lot 6 was too steep to construct the single family home they desired, therefore
removing the lot line and existing house the applicants would be able to build parallel to
the slope verse perpendicular.
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An easement exists on Lots 5 and 6 which consists of a concrete driveway leading to
1156 Aerie Drive (Lot 13). This easement was recorded in 1983 as Entry No. 211399 in
Book 274 Page 168 (Exhibit F). This easement will remain unchanged.

The existing Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision only includes one plat note which referred to a
settlement agreement recorded as Entry No. 179581 (Exhibit G).This plat note from the
original Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision will continue to apply

The proposed plat amendment would be the second amendment for the Aerie Phase 1
subdivision. In 1997 a Lot Line Adjustment was approved to modify Lots 10 and 11 as
the Olch Replat. The common lot line was simply moved in the middle of the lots to
accommodate the existing house and a proposed addition. Both lots still exist, they
were just modified.

No other applications have been submitted with this permit.

On January 11, 2017, the Planning Commission reviewed the requested application and
held a public hearing. The Commission forwarded a positive recommendation to the
City Council, the vote was unanimous (5-0). See Exhibit J — January 11, 2017 Draft
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes.

Purpose
The purpose of the Single Family SF District is to:

A. maintain existing predominately Single Family detached residential
neighborhoods,

B. allow for Single Family Development Compatible with existing Developments,

C. maintain the character of mountain resort neighborhoods with Compatible
residential design; and

D. require Streetscape design that minimizes impacts on existing residents and
reduces architectural impacts of the automobile.

Analysis

The proposed plat amendment combines two (2) existing parcels to create one (1) lot of
record consisting of 1.67 acres (72,863 square feet). A single-family dwelling is an
allowed use in the SF District. There is no specified minimum lot area for a single family
dwelling.

There is no minimum lot width in the SF district. The proposed plat amendment will
combine Lots 5 and 6, with current lot widths of 98 feet each, to create one (1) lot of
record with a width of 196 feet. The proposed plat amendment meets the lot and site
requirements of the Single Family (SF) District as described below:

Land Management Existing Permitted
Code (LMC) Regulation
Lot Size 1.67 Acres Not Applicable (Max density is 3
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units per acre

Building Footprint

Approx. 3,840 sq. ft.

N/A — Lots are only required to
meet setbacks.

Front/rear yard setbacks

Front yard (North ):
20 feet from property
line
Rear yard (South):
260 feet from property
line
Due to the lot
bordering a street on
both the back and
front, per 15-4-17
both sides must have
a front setback,
unless otherwise an
exception by this
code.

20 feet minimum, 25 feet for
front facing garages.
15 feet minimum for Rear yard.

Side yard setbacks

15 feet from property
line

12 feet minimum

Height

Approx. 28 feet from
existing grade with
portions of gabled

roof reaching a max

of 33 feet

28 ft. from existing grade. An
additional 5’ are granted for a
gabled roof 4:12 or greater.

Maximum House Size

Not applicable
currently as there are
no house size
restrictions within the
Aerie Subdivision

As part of a Master Planned
Development, or a subdivision,
the Planning Commission may
designate maximum house
sizes to ensure Compatibility.

Parking

2 parking spots exist
on this lot

Two (2) parking spaces per
dwelling unit.

Max width of 27’ for driveway,
minimum width is 10’

The changes proposed for the lot are to demolish the existing house and build a house
across the existing lot line as to meet LMC requirements for height by not building down
the steep hill. Potential density would be reduced, the subdivision is currently platted
allowing for two (2) single family dwellings, and the combined lot could accommodate
one (1) single family dwelling (a reduction in density). Duplexes are not permitted in the
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Single Family (SF) District for lots within the Aerie Subdivision. Similarly, off-street
parking requirements would be reduced, as each single family dwelling requires the
provision of two (2) off-street parking spaces.

The proposed plat amendment does not create any non-conformities or remnant
parcels. This plat amendment is consistent with the LMC and applicable State law
regarding plat amendments. Any new structures proposed at the site must comply with
applicable LMC. A building permit will be required to demo the existing house and
create a new single family dwelling.

During the internal Development Review Committee meeting it was noted that there are
no public utility easements along the side yard lot lines. The property is not within the
soils ordinance boundary. In the event that mine wastes or impacts are encountered,
the applicant is responsible for handling the material properly.

Good Cause

Planning Staff finds there is good cause for this plat amendment. Combining the parcels
will allow the property owner to develop the proposed design that meets the LMC and
will create one (1) legal lot of record out of the existing two (2) parcels. The plat
amendment will also utilize best planning and design practices while preserving the
character of the neighborhood and of Park City, while furthering the health, safety, and
welfare of the Park City community. The plat amendment allows a building pad to be
located on the lot compatible with the topography and results in a reduction in the
overall number of dwelling units.

Staff finds that the plat will not cause undue harm to adjacent property owners and all
future development will be reviewed for compliance with requisite Building and Land
Management Code.

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 of the LMC on December 22, 2016. Legal notice was
also published in the Park Record on December 24, 2016, and on the public notice
website in accordance with the requirements of the LMC.

Public Input
Staff has received letter of support for this application (Exhibit I).

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 will require a
Building Permit, which is publicly noticed by posting of the permit.
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Alternatives

e The City Council may approve The Kipp Subdivision being a Second Amendment to
The Aerie Phase One Subdivision, Amending Lot 5 and 6 as conditioned or
amended; or

e The City Council may deny The Kipp Subdivision being a Second Amendment to
The Aerie Phase One Subdivision, Amending Lot 5 and 6 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.

e The City Council may remand the item back to the Planning Commission for specific
discussion on topics and/or findings.

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 would remain as is.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for The Kipp Subdivision,
being the Second Amendment to the Aerie Phase One Subdivision, Amending Lot 5
and 6 and consider approving the requested application 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 — Project Scope and Intent from applicant

Exhibit C — Survey of Existing Conditions

Exhibit D — The Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision Plat

Exhibit E — Vicinity Map/Aerial

Exhibit F — Recorded Grant of Easement

Exhibit G — Recorded Settlement Agreement from Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision Plat
Exhibit H — Pictures of the property

Exhibit | — Letters of support from neighbors

Exhibit J — Draft Minutes from Planning Commission 1/11/2017
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Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat

Ordinance 2017-06

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE AERIE PHASE ONE SUBDIVISION, SECOND
AMENDMENT AMENDING LOTS 5 AND 6, LOCATED AT 1264 AND 1276 AERIE
DRIVE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as 1264 and 1276 Aerie Drive
have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Aerie Phase One Subdivision,
Second Amendment amending Lots 5 and 6t; and

WHEREAS, on December 24, 2016 proper legal notice was posted in the Park
Record posted according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, on December 22, 2016 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 January 11, 2017
to receive input on the proposed subdivision;

WHEREAS, on January 11, 2017 the Planning Commission forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on February 16, 2017 the City Council held a public hearing on the
proposed The Aerie Phase One Subdivision, Second Amendment amending Lots 5 and,;
and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed
The Aerie Phase One Subdivision, Second Amendment amending Lots 5 and 6.

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 Aerie Phase One Subdivision, Second Amendment amending Lots
5 and 6, 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 Aerie Phase One Subdivision, Second Amendment amending Lots 5 and 6 is
located within the Single Family (SF) District.

2. On November 20, 2016, the City received a complete application to amend the
Aerie, Phase 1 Subdivision by combing lots 5 and 6.

3. Summit County recognizes 1264 Aerie Dr. as Parcel AER-5 and 1276 Aerie Drive as
Parcel AER-6 (Tax IDs).
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4. Currently Lot 5 holds a single family dwelling and Lot 6 is vacant.

5. An easement exists on Lots 5 and 6 which consists of a concrete driveway leading
to 1156 Aerie Drive. This easement was recorded in 1983 as Entry No. 211399 in
Book 274 Page 168. This easement will remain unchanged.

6. The existing Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision only had one note which referred to a
settlement agreement recorded as Entry No. 179581

7. In 1997 a Lot Line Adjustment to modify Lots 10 and 11 was approved to create the
Olch Replat.

8. The proposed plat amendment combines two (2) existing parcels to create one (1)
lot of record consisting of 1.67 acres (72,863 square feet)

9. The proposed plat amendment will combine Lots 5 and 6, with current lot widths of
98 feet each, to create one (1) lot of record with a width of 196 feet.

10.Front yard setbacks in the SF district are 20 feet minimum, 25 feet for front facing
garages.

11.Due to the lot bordering a street on both the back and front, per 15-4-17 both sides
must have a front setback.

12.Side yard setbacks in the SF district are 12 feet minimum.

13.Height in the SF district is 28 ft. from existing grade. An additional 5’ are granted for
a gabled roof 4:12 or greater.

14.The property is not within the soils ordinance boundary. In the event that mine
wastes or impacts are encountered, the applicant is responsible for handling the
material properly.

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

16.Any new structures must comply with applicable LMC requirements

17.The proposed plat amendment will not cause undo harm to adjacent property
owners.

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.

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 complete application requesting an
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted
by the City Council.
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3. 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.

4. A 10 foot Public Snow Storage Easement will be required along both roads on the
North and South side of the property.

5. Any land disturbances over 1.0 acres will require the applicant to abide by the City’s
storm water MS4 permit program.

6. All above ground utility infrastructures shall be located on the applicants property.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16™ day of February, 2017

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Jack Thomas, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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Exhibit A - Proposed Plat

A Combination Plat of Lots 5 & 6 Aerie Subdivision, Phase 1
KIPP SUBDIVISION

Located in Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Mer
Park City, Summit County, Utah
gasis of Bearing

/ noraraE 11265
/ AERIE DRIVE

Survey Monument Tt
CL Aerie Drive.
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843140

=
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Haily 4700

Found Rebar & Cap
Bailey 3700

Existing Fence

Lot 1
1.67 acres
72863 sq ft

Found Rebar & Cap
Alpine Surveying

Found Rebar & Cap
BC3371

CL Aere Drive

Legend

°
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Robar & Cap, Bally 8700
Rebar & Cap, Alpine

Rebar & Cap, BC 3371
Rebar & Cap, Braun 5152604
Electric Box

Existing Fence

Setback Line

Public Uity and Drainage Easement

Conerete Driveway

0
Scale 1 Inch = 30 Feet

Surveyor Certificate

1 Paul Ferry do certify that I am a Professional Land Surveyor holding certificate No. 368355 as prescribed
by the laws of the State of Utah. 1 further certify that by authority of the owners, I have made of survey of]
the tract of land shown on this plat and prepared the KIPP Subdivision and that the same has been correctl
surveyed and marked on the ground as shown on this plat.
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Boundary Description

Allof Lot $ and Lot 6 of the Aerie Phase I Subdivision on file in the Office of the Summit County
Recorder.

Owner Dedication
Know by all men by these presents that we, all o the undersigned owner(s) of the above described tract of
land, having caused same to be sudivided into lots and streets 10 be hereafier known as the KIPP Subdivision
do hereby dedicate for perpetual use of the public all parcels of land shown on this plat as intended for public

SITE LOCATION

I witess whereof Have hereunio et his dayof
b.20
Acknowledgement
STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF SUMMIT
Personally dayor 120 the following
Who acknowledged o me that___he___ exceuted theabove OWNERS DEDICATION,
My commision expirs:
Residing in: Notary Public
Consent to Record
STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF SUMMIT

The undersigned lien holder hereby consents to the recordation of the plat

By
‘The foregoing CONSENT to RECORD was acknowledged before me this day of
.20 By:
My commission expires: -
Residing in: Notary Public
STATE OF UTAH

COUNTY OF SUMMIT

‘The undersigned lien holder hercby consents to the recordation of the plat

By:

The foregoing CONSENT to RECORD was acknowledged before me this day of
.20 By

My

Residing in ‘Notary Public

CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

-

L

HIGH MOUNTA

3

CITY ENGINEER

YSNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICW

SURVEYING, LLC

P.0. Box 445
1325 South Hoytsville Road
Coalville, Utah 84017
435-336-4210

Approved and accepted by the Park City Planning Commission
f .20 -

Approval and Acceptance by the Park City Council this this
Dayof 016 T

Mayor City Recorder (Ates) ‘Chairman

1 find this plat to be in accordance with information
office this

on file in my
.2016.

Approved and accepted by the Snyderville Basin Water
Reclamation District this . day of
20 N

APPROVAL AS TO FORM ( COUNTY RECORDER
STATE of UTAH COUNTY SUMMIT
Approved as to form this day of o and fied at the e
22016 Recorded and filed at the request of
[
Enyi___ Fe

Park City Attorey T CompReoier
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Exhibit B - Project Scope and Intent from
Applicant

Kipp Aerie Plat Amendment: Project Scope and Intent

We are requesting permission to combine two adjacent lots in the “Aerie” subdivision. Then
we plan to build one house across the two combined lots. Today, there is an existing house on
one lot, while the other adjacent property is a virgin lot.

We own the existing 25 year old house, and lot, on 1264 Aerie Dr. For 11 years, it has been our
primary residence. InJuly of 2015, we purchased the adjoining lot, 1276 Aerie Dr. The original
intent was to build a ~7,500 Sq. Ft. house on just this new lot (1276), and subsequently sell our
current house/lot (1264).

However, because of both the steepness and narrowness of the 1276 lot, while also complying
with height restrictions, driveway grade and setbacks, the architectural design of the planned
new house on 1276 became very challenging. This was especially true because of the unnatural
and man-made steepness of the northwest corner of lot 1276. This appears to be the result of
depositing road clearing ruble during the Aerie Dr. road construction, +30 years ago, when the
subdivision was created.

Thus, preliminary design of the new house on the single 1276 lot, indicated that the house
would require 4 levels, and be positioned “down” the hill in such a fashion that it might impact
the views from the adjacent neighbors (1264 and 1288 Aerie).

Therefore, we would like to remove these issues for us, and the neighbors, by combining the
two lots (eliminate the single lot line between 1264 and 1276), then physically remove the
existing house on 1264, and build one house of ~7500 Sq. Ft. across the now combined
1264/1276 lots.

The demolition submittal for the 1264 house and the new construction submittal for the
1264/1276 house would both follow at a later date.

We would like to start new house construction on lot(s) 1264/1276 in the Spring of 2017.
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Exhibit C - Survey of Existing Conditions
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AERIE, Phase 1 Subdivision
Lots5 & 6

Narrative

1. Craig Kipp requested a survey of Lots 5 & 6 of Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision in Park City for the purpose of
marking the property corners, locating the location of the Access Easement serving Lot 13 and preparing
topographical contours lines on lot 6.

2. The Basis of Bearing for this survey South 00° 28’ 20" East between the existing Rebar and Caps shown
on the map on the line common to lots 5 and 6.

3. In addition to the Access Easement found in Book 439, Page 437 (shown hereon) there are additional

Public Utility and Drainage Easements that were created by the creation of the Aerie, Phase 1 Subdivison
Plat and a separate Right of Way Easement in favor of Utah Power and Light recorded in Book 331, Page

213.

4. These Lots are part of the Single Family Zone. As such, they setbacks are as follows: Front: 20'
minimum, 25' for new garages facing the street; Sides: 12'; Rear: 15'. There are exceptions to these
requirments that may be reviewed in the Zoning Section of the Park City Municipal Code.

5. The contour interval is 12 foot. The datum used is NAVD 88, derived from GPS utilizing Geoid 12A.

Survey Descriptions

Lot 5: All of Lot 5 of the Aerie, Phase 1 Subdivision as shown on the official plat thereof on file in the
office of the Summit County Recorder.

Lot 6: All of Lot 6 of the Aerie, Phase 1 Subdivision as shown on the official plat thereof on file in the
office of the Summit County Recorder.

Surveyor Certificate

| Paul Ferry, a Licensed Professional Land Surveyor as prescribed by the Laws of the State of Utah

and holding License No. 368358, do hereby certify that | have made a survey, or a field survey was
made under my direction of the described property and that the plat hereon is a true and correct

representation of said survey.

Legend

X © @ & 0

Rebar & Cap, Baily 8700
Rebar & Cap, Alpine

Rebar & Cap, BC 3371
Rebar & Cap, Braun 5152604
Electric Box

Existing Fence

ffffffff Public Utility and Drainage Easement

- Setback Line

Concrete Driveway

On this Map, the Division Line between Lots 5 and 6 has been removed.

\

HIGH MOUNTAIN
SURVEYING, LLC
P.O. Box 445
1325 South Hoytsville Road
Coalville, Utah 84017

J

(435) 336-4210

Y

AN

SHEET 1 OF 1

\(COMMENTS:

AN

PCF
1047-15

DRAWN BY:
PROJECT NO:

June 25, 2015

PCF
Aerie Phase 1 Lots 5 & 6 2015.pcs

SURVEYED BY:

PCS FILE:

DATE:

Y

Kipp

19

Cra

RECORD OF SURVEY
Prepared For:
Lots 5 & 6 of the Aerie, Phase 1, Subdivision

Part of Sections 16 & 9 of T2S, R4E, SLB&M
Park City, Summit County, Utah

AN

Y

AN

J
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Exhibit D - The Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision Plat
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SURVEYORS CERTIFICATE

I, Glen R Larson , do hereby certify that L am a Register-
ed Cwwvil Engineer, and or, land Surveyor, and that I hold
Certificate No 5034, as prescribed under the laws of the
State of Utah, I Further cechfy that by autrhority of the
Owners, I have made a sucrvey of the tract of land

shown on this plat and described below, and | g UD-
divided sad tract of land nto lots and otostis Uhere

after to be known as = THE AERIE ‘Z{{g@:g.x

and that same has beer correctly surveged SR
staked omn the ground as shown om this 33101' ’

\
~
SO~ 26 -1 _)S:’LC)« . /\? \J;"«-ﬂ.-:}am — ]

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

L S 7° 2 200" B,

Beginning at a point 1Aa7off Cast and ez T North
from the NE Cormer of section 1o, T29, R4E, &L.8B ¢ M.
thence o.&2° 34'28'wW 8451t ; Thence 207 33t along acurve
to the right (central angle - &i° 58' 22" radius - 1ks. 00 Ft ),
thence 974°30'w 9722 Ft; thence 13 &1 f along a curve
to the left (cemtral angle- 2000, Radius 473.00 tt); thence
5.54° 2O wW Ble2 fh; thence 274 80 ft diong a curve fo the
rght (central angle - 30° 00, Radius 525.00 1) thence
se4° 20'wW. 9. 17, thence 281.e7th along a curve to the
left (central angle - i70° ©o', Radius = 95.00 ft); thence
D 85 50'E 19154 ft; thence oo si"w 5015 1, thernce
N85 30"W. 195,38 THthence 43022 f along a curve to the
right (central angle = 170° 00, Radius 45 coft) thence
N.84° 20'E. 53178 thernce N oocoo'W 4041211 thence NoOo@ 21
35474 £t thence M @O°H9'3D°E 17775 £ thence 23918 £+ - alorng
curve to the right(central angle - odeas’ 55, radws = 28060 £17)
thence N 64° 31'26° W 12000 ¥ thence K 33°41'ac" €, 15437+, thence
N ATaD OL"W 188.66 T, themnce N &4°32'449" E. 518 45 1, thernce
S G4e Bl (8 E. 27190 T Thence N oo 20 & 490 04 £ | thence;
£.88°00'E. 205.¢2 T, tThence N.O*0@ I"E. 280 o9 thence,
N. &2° 20' 31" €. 475.00F; thence S i1p°o8!' 20'E. 800.40 F+ |
themnce = 12°28'31"w 102,50 F. themnce ©.&2°20" i \wW
@273 ft, thence 571t along a curve to +he right (cerntral
angle = ° 316" Radius 2zis.00ft);thence s arzo w o8 20 to
the point of beginming, contaming 4765 acres, 86 Lote.

OWNERS DEDICATION

m——— ——

Koow all by +he&>ew presents +that we the undér«
oigned owners of the above described tract of lamd,
fRoving caumed the same to be subdivided nto lote and
ofreets 4o "hereafter be known as,

THE  AERIE PHASE T

do hereby dedicate for perpetual use of the pubhc afl

/-'l\- y - F{\\ > on ==
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G

SHETT 2 of 1

Flrsvant 76 A4 Motion & Stipulation, Civi/ Mo £&/3,
I 7THe 7 hire ./L/a//c:fo/ (i Pt Cocrri of Scmal?
Counf Stote of L/FoF  Anc A Setflement
Agr—ccmen L Betweern The Somme fFarfies Ookeed
Apri/ 24 198/ reolrce of Whiich wWas Fled/ For
Recara On May /5,/98/ As Erntry Mo / 7758/
Book AMIB7 Fige “L PG Fo £33/, Lo reds of
Besrmrmm i Coesr? 7@/

APPROVED BY PLANANING AND ZONING
CONMMISSION . .

/%@M, Lodte . Ja -2 -3

CORPORATE ACKNOWLL DEENMENT

Arlene Loble, City Manager and date
Acting Planrning and Zoning Commissionar:

S
> O e 2 238 g

Ror I:/:cz C:ﬁcjw&uu’dzns OFficial and date
ch'mg }nn{ng ard Z ring Commissonar

/( W /225

Robert Wells C;f‘ﬁ Councilman arnd da-te
Acting FPlanning and Zonwg Commusswornern

State of Ulitah c
- 5SS
County of Summmnt

On +his_ 1sth day of DECEMBER ad, 1281
personally appedaread before me, the undersigrmed
notary public, N and for said State and County, DAN VY
FRMAcE  who after being duly eworn, acknowledged
to me that AERIE DEVELOPMEMT CORP 1o LTAH
corporation, and that HeE sSigned the Owners Dedicatiorn
'Fr-eafa and voluntarily for and » behalf of the aorporation

for the purpose therein mermtiored and +hat +he
corporatiorn execdtea +h~,;-

ree:tcizng i

CORPORATE ACK“%WL,EDG EMENT

State of dUtah }55
County of Sumrmit

Or Fthie o el da = o Alrecami . ad., 96
persornally appecdred before me, +he uﬂdﬁr“slgr?e..d
notary public 1inand for sad State and Cournty A7 TH

/‘l)/;;z{'-

Who_a,F*f*czr* be.:r?g ety Svwor, ac/cnow!e,_gcc/
to me that ST Ddaacty 1% a LAV

corporatior,and +haf";_‘“m@fgned the Owner@ Dedication
freely and vo!un-f"arf/_::; for and i behalf of the corporation
for +he purpeosce therein mentioned and that +he
c;or*po;w:: tion excecuted +the sarme.

7y

. '_ ‘I .o x-"f
/, SO o

UD‘*’O {‘5 Dubha 7 L R
Fresiding 1ni008 e LTy commission explraes A7

f}

INIDIVIDUAL AOCKNOWLEDGEME NMT

State of LU+tah N o
Coun‘f“a oF Summzf“

On 14 FENE DELD day of L et ad., oa)
S M ore e, the undersigred
or =ald State and County
34 signer((®) of the Ownrners
i ”wn ifnugrn ber, who duly ackrnowledged
- tt -Fr‘c:c:h:, and vofum'f'ar‘tci;_.;

Dedzca’f‘to . 1
to e tha e

Uof‘arg Pubuc;l T

XY
W

csiding 1N Limaeis 7 i MYy COMMISSION CxpIilfes R A

THE AERIE

PaRik. CITY, UJTAa

IO |
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7d “’Z-* -M’Zﬂaa"\_- | 1 Entry 10, W—
7 o2/ zu,zJ 2300 =9 R L

TRC 3"9///7 D | AEQUEST OF

*'ll = - : : ;FEE .. MAN SPRIGHES. SUNIMT ( .
ExhlbltF Recorded Grant of Easment - _ -5 700 LBy \lm_%wﬂ—«
- | S - Pagcompen . 8Fp290 8B o _A[5T

GRANT OF EASEMENT

E ' FMA Financial Corporation, dba Firmage FPinancial
" Corporation, Grantor, does hereby éonvey to Valley Bank and
" #rust Company, as Trustee for FMA Financial Corpog#tion} dba  '  5f
'__Ffrmagg;Financial Corpofation, {successor to Park City .
Bylandsi, under an Exchange Agreement dated'September 11,
:_.1981, Grantee, its successors and assigns, for the sum of
“-One and no/100 Dollars ($1.00)} and other good and.valuable
consideration, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, .
-a nonexclusive easement for right-ocf-way, 20 feet wide, as |

. jllustrated on Exhibit "A" attached hereto and incorporated_f"

herein by reference, for access to and from Lot 13, the

Aerie, Phase I, Summit County, Utah, through and-gcross the .
" following described land and premises situated in Summit
'jCounty, State of Utah, and being a part of Lots 5 §£6'6, The   3_'5
-”Aerle, Phase I, to-wit: | ' . e -

. 16.00 feet on each side of the following
described centerline:

Beginning at a point on the North Right-of~-
way line of Aerie Drive said point being
366.014 feet South and 638.935 feet West from:
_the Northeast Corner of Section 16, Township
. - 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and
. "Meridian:; thence running North 35°30' West
1.73 feet; thence 21,73 feet along the arc of
- a curve to the left having a central angle of
'83°.00°' and a radius of 15.00 feet {(Choxd
bears:; N 77°.00*' W 19.88 feet); thence
"South 61°30' West 98.19 feet to the East _
property line of Lot 13, the Aerie Subdivi-
sion as recorded in the office of the Summi t
County Recorder. :

This Grant of Easement shall run with the land
- described above and shall be binding on and iner to the
benefit of the parties hereto, their heirs, succqséors or
assigns. fThis Easement shall include the reasonable right o
to enter upon the above described land for the purpose of: :

-excavating, grating, filling, revegetating, draining,

500¢ 274 ma:158 7 70
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5 PaIrmg, bulldlng or rebuxldlng a 15 foot drlveway or fOEOOOCgNO.wT
meess road to and from said Lot 13, o o R

"IN WITNESS 'WHEREOF, the Grantor has executed thls

| Mnt on._ the ,:r‘f day of -iLr’-' 3: Lo ¥ 1983-' . '.:

- FMA FINANCIAL CORPORATION, dba
- PIRMAGE FINANCIAL CORPORATION

N P e ?5-

- Ban b. F:erage, Sr. Vlce.fPresiaent_

R _W’OF UTAR )
o H 88.
ﬂw OF “SALT LARE )

' f_'ﬁ";_the Qﬂ'ﬁ‘day of 4 7 1&)3, personally
befmﬁe me, \e, Dan D. F:rma%e, who duly acknowledged to

e t “he is 8. Vice-President of FMA Financial Corporation,
;o otiba B g'e Fmapcial Corporation, a Utah corporation,
E ﬁ e $ign‘éd~ the foregoxng instrument on behalf of

i nporation o m - | L

Resmmg in Salt Lake County,'
State of Utah - '

(o -—‘ta %(

“’ﬁt@t #1 83
Lo ECR 321--22

‘ o uw 2TAnad63
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Exhibit G - Recorded Settlement Agreement from Aerle _
Phase 1 Subdivision Plat

ﬂGTICE

The development of the real property described on the

attached exhibits A-1, B-1 and C-1 is subjert to g Settlement
Agreement between EVwood L.

Park West Village, Inc. and Park City.

Agreement are available at the City Offices of Park City

DATED this _ Quffhday o_f%, 1981,

o -\ 1 ’ d L. N' -
Entry No. 1; Acros3 Book . /4/5/.37 oo 18:53" .

REC‘ORUZDE‘/S-& l. M& 30 M Paga %2331/

R - GREAT EASTERN MINING COMPANY
REQUEST of .. SUMM

FEE WANDA v qu M CO. &ecoansz - By .
$.§Zé?? 4: - Pré&siden
INDEXED oo ABSTRA(’.‘T R '

yfq4éﬁéz aamwwﬂﬁ;?
ecretary” =

'PARK WEST VILLAGE, INC.

By -
' President

E;By»yﬁ?" !V:QQEZ:»*ﬂrifﬁ

Secretary

PARK CITY
By %(Z Zé_—l—«—g/i
Meyor

ATTEST'

C1ty Recorder

The signature of Elwsod L

and sworn to before me this cﬁ'{l—) day of%, 1981

/éhc/d “C"‘Zw.q, A

Notary Public 3},.? T
My Commission Expires: o ;

Residing at:
Yt~ 5 | |

STATE OF UTAH, )

: §s. ' - B
County of Summit

On the 525{2%' day of _;é%%ﬁxém G%/ . A.D.
appeared before me

ohn C. Green and Arlens Loble w
- me duly sworn did say, each

for himself, that the, th
C. Green is the mayor, and s

personally
ho being by
e sgid John

City, and that the within and fore-
going instrument was signed i

n behalf of thea municipality by
authority of its city council and said John c,
Loble each duly

Nielsen, Great Eastern Mining Company,
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the same and that the seal affixed is the seal of the chpdﬁiiH@Q;
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...‘K
Notary Public Y Th T 7
5,0 r~et
My Commission expires: . Residing at: /gékJi-GmZi{¥§fIZx;.
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STATE OF UTAH, )
’ Ceem Y 88,

County of >Stessimal / )

On the :2%§€F day of [lpeie , 1981, A.0.

personally appeared before me ETwood L. Nielsen and Lowell

- V. Summerhays who being by me duly sworn did say, each for
himself, that he, the said Elwood L. Nielsen is the president,
and he, the said Lowell V. Summerhays is the secretary of
Great Eastern Mining Company, and that the within and foregoing
instrument was signed in behalf of said corporation and said
Etwood L, Nielsem and Lowell V. Summerhays each duly acknﬁwiedg&d

to me that said corporation executed the same and thagr thausea%nfﬂf"
affixed is the sea3 of said corporation. ",

< ; .‘\\‘:Lh d’,} :,.

: X S o . AR

5 Dy, e

/10_,?‘»«., e g -

Notary Pub11c ;J% Ecgi’, U

- R AR PR s

My Commission expires: ' .Re51d1ng at: jéamib ty,ﬁQEEiEL ﬁ??
. " - _ i R
et CUNNR - COTREENETR
S ce T r

: R - %ﬁg

STATE OF UTAH, ) D e
. L3 SS. - . o

County of Scwmnuas7 } ! [
- L _ . - o0
On the _Jo/=  day of A2 e, 1981, A.0. —
personally appeared before me tElwood L, Nielsen and Lowell ==
V. Summerhays who being by me duly sworn did say, each for Nt
himself, that he, the said Elwood L. Nielsen is the president, o
and he, the said Lowell V. Summerhays is the secretary of -
Park West Village, Inc., and that the within and foregoing o

instrument was signed in behalf of said corporation and said

Elwood L. Nielsen and Lowell V. Summerhays each duly acknow]edged
to me that said corporation executed the same and that the-
seal affixed is the seal of said corporation. & “L“ Py

Mt AL

Notary Public

My Commission expires: Residing at: }fZQMQ @Rff‘ “dZﬁEz
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EX8IBIT A-1l

Beginning on the West line of the Southeast quarter of the Northeast guarter of
Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, at a
point 176.25 feet North from the Southwest corner of said Southeast quarter of
the Northeast quarter; thence North 81°06°00" West 40.34 feet; thence North 24°
11'00* West 28.29 feet; thence North 65°49'00" Fast 56.38 feet to a point on said
West line of the Southeast quarter of the Northeast quarter; thence North 184.7 feet:
- thence South 37°08'11" Bast 123.39 feet; thence South 52°51'45%" West 16.00 feet;
‘thence South 37°08'11" East 351.76 feet; thence North 66°11'00" West 242,70 feet;

thence North 42. 45 feet; thence North 8§1°06'00" West 52.‘?1 feet to the point of
beginming.

LIPS
TN -

Ve

E}G{IBIT B-l

Beginning at a pomt 888 57 feet South and 1321.72 feet West from the Northeast
comer of Section 16, Township 2 Socuth, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian
thence North 82°20°'31" East 400.00 feet, thence North 0°6'31" East 175.00 feet;

" thence North 54°17132" East, 740.7% feet; thence South 17°0'0" East 830.00 feet;
thence South 82°20%31" West, 654.60 feet; thence South 0°42'31" West 150,00 feeb;

- thence Seath 82°21'13" West 598,92 feet thence North 1°01'36" East , 150.00 feet to.

coxner No, 3 of Patented Cla.un Surprise No, 4 (M 8. 5553}): thence ‘qorth 0°06*31" East
300.00 feet to the point of beg:.mung.

o ———

EXHIBIT C-1

-

|

Beginning at a point 888.57 feet South and 1321.72 feet West from the Northeast
corner of Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 Bast, Salt Lake Base and Meridian:
thence North 0°06'31" Bast 1193.30 feet; thence North 82°20°'31" East 30.50 feet;
thence North 16°08°25" West 240.00 feet; thence.North 80°49'31" Fast 37.00 feet;
thence North 0°06'31" East 555.10 feet; thence North 80°45'31" East 1500.00 feet;
thence Scuth 0%6'30" West 256.80 feet; thence North 82°20°31" East 473.00 feet:
t}me_ South 16°8'29" Fast 806.40 fcet: thence South 12°38'31" West 193.50 feet;
thence’ South 82°20'31" West 447.32 feet; thence South 12°36'38" West 698.02 feet;
thence Scath 19°30'0" Bast 428.48 feet: thence South §2°20731" West 445,00 foat:
thence North 17°0'0" West 8§30.00 feet; thence South 54°17'32" West 740.79 feat:
thence South 0°06'31" West 1?5 00 feet; thence South 82“20 31" West 400.00 feet,
-to the point of beginning.

n00Ki 187 PAGE&3L
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Exhibit | - Public Comment from Neighbors

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Dear Makena

My name is Paul Zane Pilzer—I have lived in Park City since 1981 and owned the lot (and
house) at 1371 Aerie Drive up the street from this property since 1985.

PaulZane@Pilzer.org

Tuesday, January 03, 2017 11:22 AM
Makena Hawley

"Lisa Dang Pilzer"; 'PaulZane@Pilzer.org
1264 Aerie Drive (attached)

2017 01 02 15 25 15.pdf

Follow up
Flagged

My wife and | wholeheartedly support the application of Craig Kipp to combine the two lots at
1264 Aerie Drive without any reservations. This will be a great addition to our community and

reduce traffic and density.

Please let us know anything we can to further support this application.

Sincerely,

Paul and Lisa Pilzer
1371 Aerie Drive

PAUL@PAULZANEPILZER.COM

WWW.PAULZANEPILZER.COM

WWW.ZANECHINA.COM

Packet Pg. 206



mailto:paul@zanebenefits.com
mailto:paul@zanebenefits.com
makena.hawley
SCHIRF
Exhibit I - Public Comment from Neighbors


From: Mark Atkinson <malatkinson1952@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, December 30, 2016 11:49 AM
To: Makena Hawley

Subject: Planning Application PL-16-033632
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the plat change requested by
Craig Kipp to combine his two lots. My wife and I live at 1395 Aerie Drive with is due North
and up the hill from the Kipp's lots. Please make the Planning Commission aware of our strong
support for the proposed combination of their two lots.

Mark A L Atkinson, M.A., D.Phil. & Lynn D Morrow, M.D.
1395 Aerie Drive, Park City, Utah 84060.
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Exhibit J - Draft Minutes from PC
1/11/17

Planning Commission Meeting
January 11, 2017
Page 70

5. All signs associated with the use of the property must comply with the City’s
Sign Code and require a separate sign permit issued by the Planning
Department prior to installation.

6. No outdoor storage of goods or mechanical equipment is allowed on-site.

7. A final utility plan shall be approved by the City Engineer and SBWRD prior
to issuance of building permits for the new construction.

8. Any soil disturbance or proposed landscaping shall adhere to Park City
Municipal Code 11-15-1.

4. 1264 Aerie Drive plat combination — The purpose of this plat is to combine
two adjacent lots in the Aerie Subdivision to build one house across the
two combined lots. (Application PL-16-03362)

Due to a conflict, Commissioner Campbell recused himself from this item and left the
room.

Planner Makena Hawley reviewed the application for a plat amendment for the Kipp
Subdivision, which would be the Second Amendment to the Aerie Phase | Subdivision.
The applicant owns Lots 5 and 6 and he was proposing to combine both lots.

Planner Hawley stated that the owner intended to build his house on Lot 6, but the hill
was too steep for the planned design. The applicant decided to combine the two lots in
order to build the house on the flatter portion and closer to the existing houses.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council on the plat amendment for 154 and 1276 Aerie Drive, based on the
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft

ordinance. Commissioner Band seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously. Commissioner Campbell was recused.
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Planning Commission Meeting
January 11, 2017
Page 71

Findings of Fact — 1265 Aerie Drive

1. The Kipp Subdivision being a Second Amendment to The Aerie Phase One
Subdivision, Amending Lot 5 and 6 is located within the Single Family (SF) District.

2. On November 20, 2016, the City received a complete application to amend the
Aerie, Phase 1 Subdivision by combing lots 5 and 6.

3. Summit County recognizes 1264 Aerie Dr. as Parcel AER-5 and 1276 Aerie Drive as
Parcel AER-6 (Tax IDs).

4. Currently Lot 5 holds a single family dwelling and Lot 6 is vacant.
5. An easement exists on Lots 5 and 6 which consists of a concrete driveway leading
to 1156 Aerie Drive. This easement was recorded in 1983 as Entry No. 211399 in

Book 274 Page 168. This easement will remain unchanged.

6. The existing Aerie Phase 1 Subdivision only had one note which referred to a
settlement agreement recorded as Entry No. 179581

7.1n 1997 a Lot Line Adjustment to modify Lots 10 and 11 was approved to create the
Olch Replat.

8. The proposed plat amendment combines two (2) existing parcels to create one (1)
lot of record consisting of 1.67 acres (72,863 square feet)

9. The proposed plat amendment will combine Lots 5 and 6, with current lot widths of
98 feet each, to create one (1) lot of record with a width of 196 feet.

10. Front yard setbacks in the SF district are 20 feet minimum, 25 feet for front facing
garages.

11. Due to the lot bordering a street on both the back and front, per 15-4-17 both sides
must have a front setback.

12. Side yard setbacks in the SF district are 12 feet minimum.

13. Height in the SF district is 28 ft. from existing grade. An additional 5’ are granted for
a gabled roof 4:12 or greater.
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Planning Commission Meeting
January 11, 2017
Page 72

14. As stated in the LMC Single Family District, as part of a Master Planned
Development, or a subdivision, the Planning Commission may designate maximum
house sizes to ensure Compatibility.

15. The property is not within the soils ordinance boundary. In the event that mine
wastes or impacts are encountered, the applicant is responsible for handling the
material properly.

16. As conditioned, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new
noncomplying

or non-conforming situations, or any remnant parcels.

17. Any new structures must comply with applicable LMC requirements

18. The proposed plat amendment will not cause undo harm to adjacent property
owners.

Conclusions of Law — 1264 Aerie Drive

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 — 1264 Aerie Drive

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. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building
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Planning Commission Meeting
January 11, 2017
Page 73

Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on
the final Mylar prior to recordation.

4. A 10 foot Public Snow Storage Easement will be required along both roads on the
North and South side of the property.

5. Any land disturbances over 1.0 acres will require the applicant to abide by the City’s
storm water MS4 permit program.

6. All above ground utility infrastructures shall be located on the applicant’s property.

Commissioner Campbell returned to the meeting.

5. 1061/1063 Lowell Avenue (Application #PL-16-03328) - The purpose of this
plat is to vacate Lot 1 from the Northstar subdivision, which current holds
aduplex and has adeed line running through it. This plat amendment is
synonymous with application #PL-16-03221: removing Lot 1 from the
Northstar subdivision will possibly allow the following application to
subdivide the current lot into 4 lots (becoming its own subdivision) for 4
single family homes. (Application PL-16-03328)

6. 1061/1063 Lowell Avenue (Application #PL-16-03321) - The purpose of this
plat is to subdivide one lot with a current duplex on it, separating it into 4
lots for 4 single family homes. This plat amendment is contingent on the
approval of the 1061/1063 Lowell Avenue PL-16-03328 plat amendment,
which proposes to vacate Lot 1 from the Northstar Subdivision.
(Application PL-16-03321)

The Planning Commission discussed these items together.

Planner Hawley reported that these items were originally noticed for action. However,
after receiving considerable feedback on the Staff report, the Staff decided that it was
best to handle these items as a work session this evening. Planner Hawley
recommended that the Planning Commission take public input and continue these
items to February 8, 2017.

Planner Hawley reported that the two plat amendments; one to vacate the Northstar
Subdivision and the second to subdivide the lot into four different lots are dependent on
each other and should be viewed together.
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PARK CITY
Ty

DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing and continue the hearing of

the 1061 Lowell Avenue Subdivision, to a date uncertain. The applicant wishes to
amend the proposal.

Respectfully:

Makena Hawley, Planner |
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PARK CITY.

City Council 1884
Staff Report v

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: 1061 Lowell Avenue Subdivision

Address: 1061 and 1063 Lowell Avenue

Author: Makena Hawley, Planner

Project Number: PL-16-03221

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of Item: Legislative — Plat proposal to subdivide 1 lot into 4 lots which

is concurrent and dependent on the plat vacation of Lot 1 from
the Northstar Subdivision (PL-16-03328).

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing and continue the hearing of
the 1061 Lowell Avenue Subdivision, to a date uncertain. The applicant wishes to
amend the proposal.

Description

Applicant: [lluminus Property Holdings represented by Jon Turkula,
Jaffa Group Architecture

Location: 1061 & 1063 Lowell Avenue
Lot 1, Northstar Subdivision

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: A subdivision plat requires Planning Commission review and

City Council review and action

Summary of Proposal

The property owner is requesting to vacate Lot 1 of the Northstar Subdivision in order to
create a new subdivision (1061 Lowell Avenue Subdivision), subdividing the existing lot
into four (4) lots of record. The new proposed subdivision is concurrent and dependent
on the plat vacation of Northstar under application PL-16-03328.
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DATE: February 16, 2017

PARK CITY
L

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing and continue the hearing of
the Northstar Subdivision First Amended - Vacating Lot 1, to a date uncertain. This will

give Staff and the applicant time to amend the proposal.

Respectfully:

Makena Hawley, Planner |
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PARK CITY.

City Council 1884
Staff Report v

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: Northstar Subdivision First Amended
— Vacating Lot 1
Address: 1061 and 1063 Lowell Avenue
Author: Makena Hawley, Planner
Project Number: PL-16-03328
Date: February 16, 2017
Type of Item: Legislative — A vacation plat from the Northstar

Subdivision and a plat to subdivide 1 lot into 4 lots which is
contingent on this vacation plat.

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing and continue the hearing of
the Northstar Subdivision First Amended — Vacating Lot 1, to a date uncertain. The
applicant wishes to amend the proposal.

Description

Applicant: llluminus Property Holdings represented by Jon Turkula,
Jaffa Group Architecture

Location: 1061 & 1063 Lowell Avenue
Lot 1, Northstar Subdivision

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and

City Council review and action.

Summary of Proposal

The property owner is requesting to vacate Lot 1 of the Northstar Subdivision in order to
create a new subdivision, subdividing the existing lot into four (4) lots of record. The
new proposed subdivision is concurrent and dependent with this application under
application PL-16-03221.
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DATE: February 16, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the Main Street Plaza Subdivision,
located at 220 & 250 Main Street, and consider continuing the requested application to March 9,
2017 in order for additional research on easements and encroachments to be recorded on the

plat.

Respectfully:

Makena Hawley, Planner |
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PARK CITY.

City Council 1884
Staff Report v

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: Main Street Plaza Subdivision
Author: Makena Hawley, City Planner
Project Number: PL-16-03217

Date: February 16, 2017

Type of Item: Legislative — Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing for the Main Street Plaza
Subdivision, located at 220 & 250 Main Street, and consider continuing the requested
application to March 9, 2017 in order for additional research on easements and
encroachments to be reflected on the plat.

Description

Applicant: Park City Redevelopment Agency and Schirf Brewing
Company

Location: 220 & 250 Main Street

Zoning: Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District and Historic
Residential (HR-2) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Commercial, Treasure Mountain Inn, Wasatch Brew Pub,
Single-family residential, vacation rentals205 Main St. Town
Homes

Reason for Review: Planning Commission review and recommendation to City
Council

Summary of Proposal

The applicant is requesting a Subdivision for the purpose of combining all property
including: PC-261-BX, PC-263-X, PC-264-X, PC-264-1X, PC-564-X, PC-564-X, PC-563-
X, PC-563-AX, PC-566-X, PC-571-X, PC-572-B of Blocks 21 and 70 of the Park City
Survey into Lot 1 and Parcel PC-272-B of Blocks 21 and 70 into Lot 2.

There is an existing non-historic commercial restaurant (the Wasatch Brew Pub) on the
property and a parking lot that holds 52 parking spaces. The applicant wishes to
combine the parcels and lots in order to create two platted lots of record, namely Lot 1
for a City owned Public Plaza and Lot 2 for the Wasatch Brew Pub. This subdivision plat
also solidifies access easements for Lot 2 (The Wasatch Brew Pub). The subdivision
will effectively clean up parcels, partial lots, City Right of Ways and provide appropriate
access easements that will memorialize the area.

On December 14, 2016, the Planning Commission forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council; the vote was unanimous (6-0).
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Francisco: We wouldn’t be ready. Yeah.

Chair
Strachan: I'm just wondering whether our agenda on February 8" is going to get
backed up because we’re lacking a meeting.

Commissioner
Suesser: So lacking a meeting on the 25"

Planner
Francisco: And I’'m not sure how effective we would be without seeing the update
that’s being proposed now for Presidents Day 2017. | don’t know if---

Bruce?

Shawn

Ferrin: Do you want to continue to the 8" and we’ll have a discussion with Staff
about what’s next on the agenda. And if we're back, great, and if we're
not you can continue it again.

Chair

Strachan:  That sounds fair. Yeah, that sounds fair.

Shawn

Ferrin: We can at least have it [inaudible].

Chair

Strachan:  Yeah, that's fine. All right. Motion to Continue then to February 8™.

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to CONTINUE the Treasure Hill Conditional
Use Permit to February 8", 2017. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

2. 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill Drive as well as the BLM-owned parcels,
request for Zone Change from Residential Medium (RM) District to Historic

Residential Low-Density (HRL) and Recreation Open Space (ROS) as well
as from Estate (E) to ROS. (Application PL-16-03323)
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Planner Anya Grahn reported that this request was to rezone the BLM properties, as
well as the three historic houses that are at approximately 622, 652, and 660 Rossi Hill
Drive. Planner Grahn explained that they were talking about rezoning Parcels 1, 2 and
3 from RM to ROS.

Parcel #1 is owned by the City and provides the linkage between Rossi Hill Drive on to
Deer Valley Drive. Parcel #2 is a portion of the Fox Glove Cottages PUD Subdivision.
The PUD identifies all the common space as open space. Changing the zoning to ROS
was not much different because it was already identified to remain open space. Parcel
#4 is also owned by the BLM, and currently the parcels are zoned E for Estate. The
density on Estate is one unit per three acres. Therefore, this parcel is not able to be
developed because of the density requirement, and the Planning Department was
suggesting changing it to ROS for Recreation Open Space.

Planner Grahn stated that Parcel #3 is partially owned by the City, and partially in a Title
of Color litigation with the BLM by the Dennis family.

Planner Grahn showed what the map would look like if the proposed zoning change
occurs. She pointed out the current zoning versus the proposed zoning. Planner Grahn
remarked that it would blend with the HRL District, which is Historic Residential Low
Density.

Planner Grahn noted that there have been questions about whether or not this zoning
change would set a precedent. She stated that there are other cases where the zoning
has a similar situation of creating a pocket of a different zone within a larger
neighborhood. One example was the Library Field, which is designated as ROS. She
also commented on an annexation parcel that was zoned Estate even though it was
surrounded by Single Family and RD development. Another example was the rezone of
the Sunnyside Subdivide. In that case the residents came forward with a request to
change from RD to Single Family to eliminate the opportunity for nightly rentals. In
doing so, it left a pocket of RD that could continue to be used as residential.

Planner Grahn had received public comments that was forwarded to the Planning
Commission via email, and the Commissioner were also given hard copies of those
comments as well.

Assistant City Attorney McLean explained that the standard the Planning Commission
was looking at is whether it promotes the general welfare. It has to be a rationally
based decision under State Case Law. The Commissioners need to balance their
decision on good cause and the rationality behind it. The findings should be on whether
or not this promotes the general welfare. Ms. McLean noted that the Planning
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Commission has done zone changes, but not frequently. It is covered under Section
10-9A-801, which is the appeal section that talks about how those decisions are
reviewed. The State Code states that the zoning promotes the purpose of the chapter
being the Land Use Chapter. The Courts interpret it as for the general welfare.

Chair Strachan thought the direction from the City Council was unclear. Director
Erickson stated that the Council’'s goal was three-fold. One was to bring the property
more in compliance with the General Plan as the transition zone between the historic
district and Deer Valley. Second was to provide a mechanism to restore the three
houses. And third was to do the best possible to maximize the amount of open space
on the property without removing property rights from the Color of Title action. Director
Erickson remarked that the City Council had asked for a rigorous start towards those
goals, and the Planning Department came up with low density zoning alternatives,
including the RD zone, which is three units per acre. It would have effectively taken
away most of the development rights. The HRL, which is the proposed solution, could
yield as many as eight units, including restoration of the three houses. Director
Erickson noted that there may be additional open space opportunities when the Color of
Title action is complete.

Commissioner Joyce asked how the rezone helps with the transition from Historic Old
Town to Deer Valley, when at least a quarter to a half mile on both sides is packed with
condos. Director Erickson replied that the Staff position is that the rhythm and pattern is
maintained by the protection of the three houses in that location, as well as the
restoration and the provision of the open space on the hillside, which becomes a pocket
park consistent with the Library Field, the City Park at the south end of Main Street, and
Creekside Park. Director Erickson stated that it works very much like the undeveloped
street rights-of-way in the Historic District. He explained that they could develop the
site, but those three houses would not remain in the same existing historic agricultural
context. A limited amount of development may achieve that goal, consistent with a few
other historic houses on the other side of the street.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.

Robert Gurse stated that he and his wife are full-time residents of Park City at 654
Rossi Hill Drive, directly behind the BLM property. Mr. Gurse remarked that Park City’s
historic architecture is the most important factor that makes Park City Park City. He
volunteers at the Park City Museum giving tours of Main Street in the summer. From
personal experience, he knows that a lot of people come to Park City because of its
history. Having preserved that history, Park City is able to stand out among other
Mountain West resort town that little more than condominiums and high priced homes
and tourist shops. Mr. Gurse stated that the mining era homes on Rossi Hill area a
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unique remnant of Park City’s history. He often sees tourists stop on the road to take
pictures of these homes. He has also seen people set up an easel and paint pictures
of the homes and their surroundings. Mr. Gurse believed these homes were historic
treasures for Park City, not only because they are in nearly original form, but because
they are probably the only remaining Park City historic homes in their original semi-rural
setting. He stated that at one time small homes dotted the hills around Park City, often
surrounded by gardens and small pastures. Most of those homes that remain have
been completely engulfed by condominiums and other modern structures with no
remnants of their original setting. Mr. Gurse believed it was essential for the City to take
this opportunity to protect these rare vestiges of its history by preserving these historic
homes and the surrounding open space. He thought the Planning Department had
done a good job addressing this issue, and he applauded their efforts. The current
proposal for HRL zoning for Parcel #3 containing the three historic homes is a major
improvement over the existing zoning of RM, which would allow the entire parcel to
become a huge condominium complex. However, according to the proposal by the
Planning Department, even with the HRL zoning, up to five new homes for a total of
eight could be built on this parcel based on the total acreage. The actual number of
new structures would be limited by the location of the current homes and other factors,
but the potential for five new homes on this land mostly likely behind the current homes
is troublesome. It would take away much of the semi-rural setting that makes these
homes so special. Mr. Gurse noted that the Planning Department’s proposal points to
the recommended ROS zoning of other portions of the BLM land, including Parcel #4,
as a way to preserve the open space relative to the historic homes. He and his
neighbors support that; however, additional steps should be made to protect the open
space immediately surrounding these homes to the extent possible whether it is through
rezoning or through strict enforcement of relevant historic guidelines. Mr. Gurse stated
that the original Planning Department to the City Council on December 22" divided
Parcel #3 into two parts, with the southern portion as ROS. He asked the Planning
Commission to at least consider drawing a similar line with the northern downbhill portion
of that parcel zoned HRL, and the southern uphill portions zoned ROS, along with
Parcel #4 and Parcel 1 and 2. Such a division would better preserve both the historic
homes and their unique original setting.

Bryce Panser, stated that he was an attorney representing Richard Dennis and his two
daughters who own the three historic cabins. He has been involved with this since the
initial meeting that Mr. Gurse mentioned. Mr. Panser stated that this came up in the
context of an adjacent property seeking to establish a record lot for the Bertagnole
cabin, which is in a Color of Title Action, which is similar to what the Dennis family has
been involved in for the last ten years. He remarked that the neighbors were upset that
anything would be done with this pristine area, which they have come to understand is a
city park and believe it should be maintained as a park. As Mr. Gurse had indicated,
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one of the proposals floated was to make much of the parcel that the Dennis’ claim as
ROS. Mr. Panser understood that the Planning Department examined this and
ultimately concluded that the proposal that had been floated would make the remaining
cabin properties non-complying, and would confiscate all possible development rights.
It would make it uneconomical and unattractive for anyone to do anything with the
cabins which have fallen into disrepair. When the Planning Department come up with
the proposal of converting the parcel to HRL, his client thought it made sense. He
wanted to see the cabins preserved and believe this proposal provided a mechanism for
doing it. Mr. Panser pointed out that Richard Dennis was born in one of these cabins,
and his family has owned the three cabins for the last 100 years or so. Mr. Panser
remarked that what the neighbors suggested was a laudable goal, but if the City wants
to preserve the land as a pocket park, they should purchase the property or acquire in
some fashion, rather than restrict the development. Mr. Panser pointed out that this
does not create a transition zone between Old Town and Deer Valley because of the
existing development. However, in essence it is a compromise. It is a solution that his
clients are agreeable to, and that fits with what they think the future development of this
property should be.

Jeff Camp, a resident at 590 Coalition View Court, stated that he has lived adjacent to
the BLM property for 25 years. He pointed out that no one ever raises the issue of
animals. Having live there for 25 years he watches the animals over and over again. It
used to be a corridor for the animals to go down and cross Deer Valley Drive and up
into the open space in the Aerie. A wall has been built but the animals still squeeze
through it. Mr. Camp noted that an elk herd used to come through there but he has not
seen them in years since the two duplexes were built on the opposite side of Deer
Valley Drive. Mr. Camp remarked that all the animals need water. The deer and moose
are very prevalent on that land because it is the only place where they can get to the
water. Walls of condominiums prevent them from getting to the Deer Valley ponds, and
the creek runs underground at the intersection of Rossi Hill Road. Mr. Camp believed
the issue was more about saving a place for the animals. He commended the City for
wanting to zone the upper parts ROS, and he also liked the HRL zone for the Dennis
parcel. However, he agreed with Mr. Gurse that the remainder of Parcel #3 should be
ROS as well. He noted that in terms of the BLM, the use has always been ROS. Mr.
Camp stated that the BLM is supposed to preserve open space, but now they were
divesting their property. Mr. Camp has been in touch with the BLM for a number of
years and watching their intentions for that property. He provided copies of a document
he obtained from the BLM several years ago. When he first started living there the BLM
land was one large parcel, but over time it was divided into smaller lots. Mr. Camp
believed the Dennis family was claiming property rights to property that they do not own.
They own the shacks that are on top of the ground, but they do not own the land. Itis
Color of Title. The Bertagnole family fought it 30 years and he suggested that the
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Dennis family may fight it for another 10 years. Mr. Camp requested that the Planning
Commission give the Dennis family the smaller parcel and let it be HRL, as proposed,
and make the remainder of Parcel #3 ROS to protect the animals.

Diane Bernhardt, a resident at 630 Coalition View Court, stated that she represented
the Save Rossi Hill Historic Open Space Alliance, whose mission is to promote the
creation of a long range vision and action plan for the protection of the historic open
space on Rossi Hill. The first goal of this mission is to advocate for and facilitate the
protection of the open space and the historic miners’ cabins located on BLM parcel 18.
To that end, the organization created a petition representing community support for the
preservation of the parcel. Those supporting the petition declared that: 1) they support
the restoration and preservation of the historic mining era homes; 2) they support the
preservation of the irreplaceable open space for future generations; 3) they request a
rezone to ensure the protection of this open space from new land development. Ms.
Bernhardt stated that the response to this petition was extraordinary. It was first
circulated on August 11™, and six days later it had gathered 297 signatures. As of
yesterday, the petition had 359 signatures in the affirmative, of which 241 are from Park
City or its suburbs, 28 are from Utah, and 16 are out-of-state Park City property owners
or frequent visitors. Ms. Bernhardt remarked that through the sensational support of the
petition, the community has made it abundantly clear that preservation of this unique
open space is very important. The Save Rossi Hill Historic Open Space Alliance
thanked the Planning Staff for this considered zoning amendment proposal. It makes
appreciable progress towards the goal of protecting these remarkable acres. The HRL
designation provides significantly more defense for the miners’ cottages than the current
zone, but still permits development that will overpower the quaint homes and remove
them from their historical context. The organization supports the approval of the zoning
amendment in order to provide immediate increased protection. However, the also
respectfully requested that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council
that further protections are required to truly protect this land using tools such as
additional zoning changes, amendments to the General Plan, strengthening of historic
guidelines, or the municipal acquisition of this land for the benefit of the community. Ms.
Bernhardt urged the Planning Commission to forward a positive recommendation to the
City Council to approve the zoning map amendment request as proposed by Staff, with
additional recommendation that further protective measures are required to fully
safeguard this iconic Park City landscape. She thanked the Commissioners for the
opportunity to provide input from the members of Save Rossi Hill, and from the 359
petitioners calling for this rezone and for further protections.

Christina Schiebler, a resident at 638 Coalition View Court, agreed with her neighbors
and the Rossi Hill Open Space Alliance.





Planning Commission Meeting
January 11, 2017
Page 59

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Phillips was pleased to see that the Dennis family was not wanting to
maximize development. It is extremely important to preserve these old buildings, but in
some ways it felt like they were downzoning to accomplish that goal. Commissioner
Phillips was trying to see the other side as well, to make sure no mistakes were being
made. He recalled that the Lilac Subdivision was approved by the Planning
Commission, but he was unsure what happened with it at the City Council level.

Director Erickson reported that the plat was approved by the City Council and created
one lot of record. Planner Grahn explained that when the City Council reviewed the
Lilac Hill Subdivision, which is the burnt out house at 632 Deer Valley Loop, added
conditions of approval included a requirement to provide 40% open space. Another
condition was to make sure that any development on that site or any future subdivided
parcels or lots created out of that site had to comply with the design guidelines. Planner
Grahn noted that as discussed by the Planning Commission, any work to the historic
house would have to comply with the guidelines; however, new construction on new lots
would not have to comply because it is outside of the historic districts. Planner Grahn
stated that the added condition of approval makes sure that work on the historic house,
as well as any new development, must comply with the guidelines to help promote that
historic character. She recalled that another added condition of approval talked about
not blocking the view to the historic house so the hillside would maintain its existing look
and feel. Planner Grahn remarked that those were the primary conditions for why the
Planning Staff recommended the HRL. Even though that parcel would remain RM and
would not be rezoned to HRL, the HRL zone carries over the design guidelines and
some of the requirements that keep the historic context.

Commissioner Phillips stated that in reading the Staff report there was reference to 22
units, and then it talked about the amount of allowed units being based off of the square
footage. He asked to what extent the Dennis family was informed of what they could
actually do, as opposed to the actual number that could fit. Planner Grahn replied that
the Staff did not look what could be allowed because they did not want to draw
subdivision lines and try to estimate what the development could be. That was the
reason for basing it off the square footage of the lot as a whole.

Commissioner Phillips favored the proposal because it would definitely help preserve
the structures. However, if the Dennis family were to build other buildings on this site,
he asked if the City would look at limiting the other buildings to be more consistent with
the same mass and scale of the existing structures. Planner Grahn believed the design
guidelines would dictate that. She pointed out that height requirements in the LMC
stipulates a maximum height of 27’.  Commissioner Phillips pointed out that 27’ would
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tower over the existing structures, and he asked if they could require a lower height or if
it was a given based on the requirements. Planner Grahn did not believe it was a given;
but when the building comes in with the Design Guidelines, the Staff would mitigate it at
that point to make sure it would not overpower the historic buildings.

Commissioner Suesser asked if the Staff had considered isolating the three cottages to
the HRL section, and keeping the remainder of Parcel 3 ROS. Planner Grahn replied
that the Staff had looked at that, but the concern was that some development has to be
allowed on the site in order to rehab the houses and make it financially feasible. The
Staff also looked at the historic Sanborn maps from 1927 and at that time this hillside
had ten small houses on it. It helped the Staff understand what should be built there
and to keep that context. Commissioner Suesser understood that anything else built on
Parcel 3 would have to comply with HRL guidelines. Planner Grahn replied that she
was correct. It would have to comply with that section of the LMC in addition to the
Design Guidelines.

Commissioner Joyce stated that he lives up the hill from this parcel and he looks at
those structures every day. He wanted to see the structures preserved, but at the same
time what they want cannot influence what they do. Commissioner Joyce was
uncomfortable creating a little zoning island of one lot of one land owner; and at some
level downzoning them. He was looking for good excuses as to why that was
acceptable, but he thought the transitional reason was ludicrous. Commissioner
pointed out that two feet from one of the historic houses, the City approved an 8,000
square foot duplex on one side and Foxpoint was on the other side. Commissioner
Joyce was not in favor of micro-zoning. In his opinion, it was a bad use of the zoning
tool and they should not make it a habit. He clarified that the only reason he would
vote to support this was because the landowner supports it. He would recommend to
the City Council that if they want to preserve these houses they should purchase them.
If they want to make it a park, the City should buy it. Otherwise, if the landowner comes
back wanting to build 27’ houses, he would support their proposal because the zoning
allows it and he believes it is reasonable. Commissioner Joyce reiterated that his
original intent was to vote no on this proposal because he believes micro-zoning is
wrong.

Commissioner Campbell agreed with Commissioner Joyce. He was opposed to what
was clearly the downzoning of the other lot and he voted against it. He would have
voted against this one as well. Commissioner Campbell was not sure the owner being
in favor swayed him, but he backed Commissioner Joyce 100% that everyone gets
great satisfaction out of seeing those structures as they drive up and down the road.
The only way it will remain is if the City buys it. Commissioner Campbell suggested that
the Planning Commission let the City Council know that they agree to approve this
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request, but in return they would like the Council to look at purchasing the structures to
preserve them.

Commissioner Band concurred with Commissioners Campbell and Joyce. Open space
that is privately owned is not open space,; it is privately owned land. She shared the
sentiment that if the City wants it preserved they should purchase it. Commissioner
Band believed this proposal was a great compromise, and that many of the neighbors
shared her opinion. She personally favored spot zoning. It is a great tool if people are
creative and she thought Park City should look at it in the future.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that spot zoning or micro-zoning does not exist in
Utah. Itis a matter of finding the right zone for a particular area. Zoning cannot be
done only for economic reasons.

Commissioner Thimm concurred with the other Commissioners with respect to zoning.
His decision was swayed by the historic structures. Commissioner Thimm did not
believe that creating the non-contiguous zoning islands was a good practice and he
thought they should be careful about doing that. He felt this proposal would create a
district that is set up by the existing historic structures in trying to modulate the scale of
what is occurring in that area. Creating open space by zoning towards the ROS would
preserve that ground in an appropriate way. Commissioner Thimm supported the
proposal.

Commissioner Phillips was in favor of a City purchase, but he would be uncomfortable
changing the zoning before the purchase. He preferred to purchase first and then
change the zoning. Commissioner Phillips stated that he still had some misgivings, but
he was willing to support the proposal.

Director Erickson remarked that the effect of this particular zone change reduces trip
generation on Deer Valley Drive from 22 units x 10 to 8 units x 10. He explained that
doing the zoning to protect the context of these historic houses is much closer to form
based code in saying that this is the character we want to preserve in this location for X,
Y and Z reasons. Director Erickson stated that this was more than a strict downzone. It
was a careful enactment of progressive non-Euclidian technics and growth
management on Deer Valley Drive, and protection of the neighborhood values. When
the Staff looked at this rezone proposal, the number one mission was to protect the
houses.

Commissioner Campbell referred to Silver Star, the Rio Grande and similar places that
were deteriorating but there were plans for preservation; however, a commercial piece
behind it paid for the preservation. It was a model he would like to see and he was
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certain that the City, the Planning Staff and the public could get behind it.
Commissioner Campbell clarified that he did not believe that model would work in this
case because no one would want additional commerce in that area. His intent was to
make sure that commercial components are considered in places where it would work.

Director Erickson stated that the mechanism already exists for historic houses where
commercial uses such as a café could occur. As lower Park Avenue redevelops, he
anticipated one or two additional coffee shops in that zone.

Commissioner Campbell wanted it on the record that his vote would be in favor of
anything that would keep the historic buildings from demolition by neglect. It is never
the intent, but it does happen to many structures if rebuilding them does not make
sense.

MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council to approve the zoning map amendment request from RM to HRL and ROS
at 622, 652 and 660 Rossi Hill Drive, and the BLM parcels, as well as additional zone
changes from Estate to ROS for the BLM parcels above Rossi Hill, based on the
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as found in the draft ordinance.
Commissioner Suesser seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — Zoning Map Amendment

1. The property is identified as Summit County parcels M244-24, PC-750-1-X, M-
244-23, PC-537-X, and the un-assessed BLM triangle parcel that is located to
the south and east of Rossie Hill Drive and south of Coalition View Court.

2. The property is currently zoned Residential Medium-Density (RM) and the
triangle parcel is zoned Estate (E).

3. There are currently three historic houses located at 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill
Drive. These are located on parcel PC-537-X. These houses are designated as
Landmarks on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory.

4. This rezone also includes the northwestern half of the Foxglove Cottages PUD
Subdivision, which was recorded in 1997. This subdivision included a provision
that the common area is master planned open space, and may not be sold
separately. The eastern half of the property is designated as open space on the
subdivision.
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5. This property is not contiguous to the existing HRL Zone District, which is located
approximately 750 feet to the west / southwest along Rossie Hill Drive.

6. The size of the proposed rezoning area is approximately 15% of the total size of
the entire existing HRL Zone District along McHenry Road.

7. The access to the sites is from Rossie Hill Drive and Coalition Court.
8. The ROS District lists Conservation Activity as the only allowed use.

9. The requested Zoning Map Amendment from RM to HRL and ROS is appropriate
in that the zone change will meet City Council’'s goals of preserving the hillside

and promoting redevelopment of the historic houses and is consistent with the
General Plan.

10. This zone change proposes rezoning parcel PC-537-X from RM to HRL. The RD
zone only allows up to 8 single family units of development; under the RM zone,

the density is roughly 24 units of development consisting of a mix of multi-unit
dwellings over four units.

11. This zone change proposes rezoning the remainder of PC-537-X and the other
parcels to Recreation Open Space (ROS) which encourages preserving and
enhancing environmentally sensitive lands, encouraging sustainability,
conservation, and renewable energy.

12. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment directs complimentary development into
an existing neighborhood and protects the historic properties along Deer Valley
Drive through the HRL zoning regulations, meeting the goals of the General Plan.

Conclusions of Law — Zoning Map Amendment

1. There is Good Cause for this Zoning Map Amendment.

2. The Zoning Map Amendment request is consistent with the Park City General
Plan and the Park City Land Management Code.

3. The Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with applicable State law.

4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
Zoning Map Amendment.

5. Approval of the Zoning Map Amendment does not adversely affect the health,
safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.





