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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
APPEAL PANEL MEETING

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

May 6, 2024

MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE: Adam Strachan, Esteban Nunez, Matthew Day:
EX OFFICIO: Rebecca Ward, Planning Director; Spencer Cawley, Planner. Il; Jaron Ehlers,

Planning Technician; Todd Godfrey, Attorney; Mark Harrington, Senior City Attorney; Jacob
Klopfenstein, Planning Administrative Assistant

1. ROLL CALL

Chair Adam Strachan called the Appeal Panel Meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.
2. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

There were no public communications.

3. STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Mr. Nunez reported that he and the appellantwere at the same brokerage a few years ago. They
are no longer at the same brokerage. *This will not impact his decision on the appeal.

4. REGULAR AGENDA

A. Appeal /of 2685 Meadow Creek Drive Final Action — The Appeal Panel will
Review an Appeal of the Final Action Taken by the Planning Commission on
March,13, 2024, Approving the Smith Subdivision Parcel B Amended Plat (PL-24-
06003) Amending the Smith Subdivision to Shift the Existing Building Pads Out of
the Wetlands to Maintain the Sensitive Land Overlay and Amend the Driveway
Easement to be Entirely on Parcel B Within the Estate Zoning District and Sensitive
Land'Overlay. PL-24-06078

Chair_Strachan reported that the only item on the Appeal Panel Meeting agenda is an appeal of
the Final Action for 2685 Meadow Creek Drive. The Appellant, Bob Theobold, asked that the
record include information about the Planning Commission Meeting. The Chair recused herself
without explanation. The Chair Pro Tempore also disclosed during that meeting. He questioned
some of the decisions made at that time. Mr. Theobold explained that he is in the middle of a
lawsuit with the City and with the Chair of the Planning Commission for failure to comply and
failure to enforce. Mr. Theobold clarified that this appeal is not part of the lawsuit. After hearing
the disclosure, the Appeal Panel felt it was possible to remain fair and impartial.
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Planner II, Spencer Cawley, reported that on March 13, 2024, the Planning Commission held a
public hearing and unanimously approved the Smith Subdivision First Amended Plat to:

¢ Shift the house and barn building pads on 2685 Meadow Creek Drive (Parcel B), a vacant
lot, to reflect an updated wetland determination;

e Relocate a driveway easement that crossed 2647 Meadow Creek Drive to access 2685
Meadow Creek Drive entirely to 2685 Meadow Creek Drive.

The Planning Commission’s standard of review during the Plat Amendment process includes
consideration of compliance with the zoning district and any underlying approvals.| It also requires
a finding of good cause and a finding that no public street, right-of-way, or easement has been
vacated or amended. Planner Cawley shared the good cause definition from Land:Management
Code (“LMC”) 8§ 15-15-1. The Appeal Panel has the authority to determineithe correctness of the
Planning Commission's interpretation and application of the plain meaning of the land use
regulations and to interpret and apply a land use regulation to favor a land use application unless
the land use regulation plainly restricts the land use application.«The appellant has the burden of
proof to demonstrate that the Commission erred in approving/the Smith Subdivision First
Amended Plat. Planning Technician, Jaron Ehlers, shareds-aumap with Parcel A and Parcel B.

The existing Smith Subdivision was reviewed. Technician Ehlers explained that the yellow
represents Parcel B while the green and purple represent Parcel A. He clarified that the purple
portion was originally in Lot 6 of the Willow Ranch Subdivision and remains zoned Estate, like
Parcel B. The green area is zoned Single Family., The utilities and site plan submitted by the
applicant shows the old driveway easement and the newly proposed driveway easement. The
green section shows the wetlands that were found in the preliminary delineation. A hatched area
was placed around it to show the 50-foot setback*under the Sensitive Land Overlay regulations.
It also shows the shifting of the house and,barn building pad. On March 13, 2024, the Planning
Commission approved the Smith Subdivision:First Amended Plat. Technician Ehlers stated:

The house and barn building pads were relocated as well as the driveway easement;

e The Planning Commission imposed nine Conditions of Approval;

¢ The Planning Commissien found there was good cause as it “resolves existing issues and
non-conformities, specifically by moving the building pads out of the wetlands setbacks
and by moving the Parcel B driveway easement exclusively onto Parcel B as well as
bringing a potential driveway into compliance with PCFD requirements.”

e |t was determined that there were no public easements or right-of-ways vacated.

Chair Strachan asked what happens if the Army Corps comes back and the wetland delineation
is greater.in scope and size than the Sensitive Land Overlay compared to what was originally
proposed. Technician Ehlers explained that in that case, there would need to be a return to the
Planning Commission for approval to shift the building pads. Chair Strachan believed there needs
to be compliance with both the Army Corps delineation and the Sensitive Land Overlay. This was
confirmed. It was explained that the 50-foot setbacks associated with the Sensitive Land Overlay
are determined by that delineation report. Chair Strachan turned the time over to the appellant.

Mr. Theobold stated that he was here because there were several violations and
misinterpretations of the code. He noted that references were made to the building pad, but it is
not just the building pad. Mr. Theobold explained that the limits of disturbance are being moved.
He added that within the limits of disturbance, there is a building pad area. All of the lots were
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dictated by the Army Corps of Engineers. That property was 81% wetlands, and the Army Corps
of Engineers dictated the building pads in conjunction with the City and issued permits to fill
impound wetlands for Lots 1 and 2. All of the other lots were built on uplands. He agrees with
the applicant that it appears that was a mistake from the Army Corps of Engineers initially and it
needs to be moved, but he reiterated that this is not just a building pad. The language being used
is important.

Chair Strachan asked if Mr. Theobold wanted the building pad to remain in the currently platted
location. This was denied. Mr. Theobold understands that it needs to be moved, butit needs\to
be identified that the limits of disturbance are being moved, not a building pad. There is a
difference between the LMC and the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions«(*CC&Rs")¢* Chair
Strachan wanted to understand whether he wanted what is now referred to as the building pad to
be different or if it should simply be called the limit of disturbance area. MrxTheobold felt it should
be identified as the limits of disturbance. There has been no mention (of that language in any of
the documentation or planning efforts. It is important to use correct and accurate language.

Mr. Theobold shared a document he wrote, titled, “Response to Planning Department’s “Opinion”
of Rationale for Sauna Building Permit, November 9, 2021.”, He explained that this is nearly an
identical situation to the current appeal. The red text in the document indicates his responses to
the opinions expressed by the Planning Department. Appeal Panel Members took a moment to
read the document. Mr. Theobold stated that the sauna is on‘ot 4. He took time to discuss the
Willow Ranch Subdivision. All of the lots have limits ofdisturbance delineated on them. This was
a case where the Homeowner’s Association (“‘HOAY) illegally voted to allow one of the owners to
build a sauna outside the limits of disturbance, which ismnot permitted. He appealed that decision
and won. Mr. Theobold stated that this is a similar Situation, which is the reason he shared it.

Chair Strachan asked if there are any limits of disturbance identified on the applicant lot.
Mr. Theobold explained that every lot'has limits of disturbance identified. There was testimony
from the developer during the saunaease:to confirm that the limits of disturbance were provided
on every lot. This was dictated by the City. Back in 1993, the City stated that there will be limits
of disturbance because the Army Corps said there will be since there is 81% wetlands in the area.

Mr. Day asked about the'different sections shown on the map. He wanted to know if Mr. Theobold
believed those are limits of disturbance rather than building pads. Mr. Theobold asked those
present to review the plat==The limits of disturbance are located in the bottom left portion of the
plat. There areslimits of disturbance for Lots 1, 2, 6, and 7. As for Lots 3, 4, and 5, those are
smaller lots, but they also have limits of disturbance. This was a point of contention previously.
Staff thoughtithatylots 3, 4, and 5 were just setbacks, but those are limits of disturbance. That
information can be found in the CC&Rs, which are referenced in the Conditions of Approval.

Mr.'Nunezbelieved he was saying that the Planning Commission erred in its decision because of
what is in the CC&Rs. Mr. Theobold stated that it is because of what is in the Conditions of
Approval. He is often told that the City will not enforce CC&Rs, but that is true unless the CC&Rs
are specifically referenced by a Condition of Approval or by a plat. At that point, the City is
enforcing the plat or Conditions of Approval and not the CC&Rs. Mr. Nunez believed the issue
Mr. Theobold has is that what was approved is outside the current limit of disturbance and
therefore should have gone through the CC&Rs. Mr. Theobold denied this. He clarified that the
Planning Commission did not call it limits of disturbance and it is an important distinction.
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Mr. Day wondered whether Mr. Theobold would have an issue with the area being moved over if
it was referred to as a limit of disturbance rather than a building plat. Mr. Theobold reiterated the
importance of using the correct terminology, because how something is identified matters.
Mr. Day asked about the size of the building pad within the limit of disturbance. Mr. Theobold
explained that more specific information is included in the submitted materials. The red outline
shown is 4,000 square feet, which is the building pad. It needs to fit within the limits of disturbance.

Mr. Day believed the appellant was stating that the plat does not lay out where the building, pad
is located and only lays out the limits of disturbance. Mr. Theobold confirmed this. .Mr, Day noted
that there is a 4,000-square-foot pad. Mr. Theobold explained that the rest (of the limits of
disturbance can contain a swimming pool, tennis court, and so on. However, outside of that; there
cannot be anything added. Mr. Day understood that and asked about the other large neighboring
pads. He wanted to know if those building pads have historically all beendlimited to under 4,000
square feet or if those are larger. Mr. Theobold noted that the information is on the plat. He
reported that in the 1990s, the owner of Lot 2 wanted to build a larger house, s@'there was a Plat
Amendment to increase the limits of disturbance. That owner, went to the Army Corps of
Engineers and received approval for that in 1999. There is documentation to confirm this.

If the Staff and Appeal Panel agree that this is a building pad only, itwill impact every other lot in
the subdivision and will set a precedent. Mr. Theobold expressed concerns about how this will
impact future development. It is critical to make a distinction between a building pad and the limits
of disturbance. He continued to review the “Response, to Planning Department’s “Opinion” of
Rationale for Sauna Building Permit, November 9, 2021,” document with those present. The
black text is from Staff and the red text is his response. He reviewed some of the responses.
Mr. Theobold discussed the importance of surveying the area. The Army Corps was very serious
about the wetlands and so was the City.in 1993w==Mr. Theobold referenced equestrian lots and
setbacks. He stressed the importance. oflooking at Exhibit F of the CC&Rs, as referenced in the
Conditions of Approval. Staff at that time was not diligent and focused on expedience instead.

Chair Strachan suggested that the‘appellant focus on the lot in question as there is a limited
amount of time to present informations“"He understands the reasoning behind the sauna document
that has been shared but“neted that the current appeal relates to the Planning Commission
decision on 2685 Meadow Creek Drive. Mr. Theobold argued that the Planning Commission
erred on the decision, because of the references to a building pad rather than to limits of
disturbance. Chair‘Strachan confirmed that he understood the argument made by the appellant

Mr. Theobold‘shared the Notice of Final Action for the Willow Ranch Subdivision. It stated that
action wasttakenby'the Planning Commission on January 27, 1993, and action was taken by the
City Council on January 28, 1993. He read the following language from the document:

e _nformation shall be included on the plat regarding the following:
o House and barn building pads, sizes, and heights;
o Wildlife corridors;
o Fire sprinkling.

e Prior to plat recordation, the City Council, City Attorney, and City Engineer shall have
reviewed and approved the plat and accompanying Animal Management Plan. The
Animal Management Plan shall include restrictions on the number of horses, grazing,
fencing, and uses within the wildlife corridor.
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e Prior to plat recordation, the Community Development Department and City Attorney shall
have reviewed and approved the CC&Rs, which shall include restrictions on architecture
and use.

Mr. Theobold explained that this is not a typical subdivision with typical CC&Rs. It is recognized
to have wetlands. It cannot be defined by the LMC. There have to be special considerations in
this case, and there are. Unfortunately, the applicant deleted the CC&Rs in their entirety. It is
impossible to look at the internal documents submitted and know what is going on. The City:says
that they do not enforce CC&Rs, but the Conditions of Approval need to be enforced.« The
planners need to at least look at the CC&Rs. He asked whether the information that he submitted
to the Appeal Panel was reviewed. Chair Strachan confirmed that all of the doeuments were read.

Mr. Theobold read definitions from one of the documents submitted. Thewreference to “barn limits
of disturbance area” is only included in the CC&Rs. He believed the City should review the
CC&Rs since it is part of the Conditions of Approval. Another definition included in the document
was for “floor area.” The CC&Rs changed the floor area and it.issnow referenced as living area
as opposed to the previously referenced floor area. He read the followingilanguage:

e Limits of Disturbance Area shall mean the area within each"lot which is the outer limit of
the area which may be disturbed by construction activity. The maximum size of the Limits
of Disturbance Area for each lot is shownvin Exhibit'F of this declaration. For an
equestrian lot, the lawful creation and maintenance of ponds, diversions, canals, and
other irrigation structures and their appearances shall not be subjected to the Limits of
Disturbance Area calculations. For a lot, the Barn Limits of Disturbance Area shall mean
the area designated as such on the plat, and as shown on Exhibit F hereof. Each lot
owner will be required to comply:with the terms and conditions of the permit issued by the
Army Corps of Engineers relating'to wetlands mitigation and restoration. A copy of the
permit is attached as Exhibit H to this.declaration.

Mr. Theobold stated that the applicant and the Chair of the Planning Commission deleted the
CC&Rs and deleted this provision.“Mr. Nunez wondered whether Mr. Theobold was suggesting
that the existence of the wetlands would not be known because the HOA deleted something.
Mr. Theobold confirmed'thiss, Mr. Nunez pointed out that in the report from Staff, it stated that the
approval could not go through unless there was another survey. Mr. Theobold stated that the
Planning Staff did not recognize wetlands until he brought up the issue two years ago. Mr. Nunez
noted that the presentation from Staff mentioned that the wetlands are on record and there will
be a survey by the Army Corps of Engineers. He is confused about the assertion that there is no
record. Mr. Theobold explained that this area does not show up on the wetland maps in the City.
Mr. Nunez pointed out that the Appeal Panel is only here to consider the applicant lot.

Mr. Theobold believed that if the CC&Rs do not state that there are wetlands, any new buyer on
any lot will not be aware of this issue. Chair Strachan pointed out that there would be clarity about
that based on the zoning map, as it is in the Sensitive Land Overlay. Additionally, there are the
Army Corps of Engineers determinations to consider as well. Mr. Theobold stated that the Army
Corps put the wetlands notification in the CC&Rs for a reason and that information was deleted.

Chair Strachan asked about the newly proposed area for the limits of disturbance. If thatis placed
where the applicant desires, he wants to understand whether the appellant would consider that
inside or outside of the wetlands area. Mr. Theobold was not certain. He explained that he does
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not have a problem with moving it, since it is in wetlands, but it should be called limits of
disturbance instead of building pad and there should be clarity about the meaning of the definition.

Mr. Nunez referenced the CC&Rs that were rescinded or deleted. It seems that Mr. Theobold
wants the Appeal Panel to make a decision based on what is outlined in the CC&Rs, but the
Planning Commission made a determination based on the LMC. Mr. Nunez asked for a specific
legal case where there is a precedent to illustrate that originally recorded CC&RSs, would
supersede the decision of the Planning Commission that was based on the LMC. He did not see
that in the documentation provided and believed a point of clarification was needed,to make, a
decision. Mr. Theobold explained that he has spoken with the Ombudsman about this matter.
He reported that there is precedent in Park City, but it is for plat notes and not:CC&Rs.

Mr. Theobold stated that he is willing to file for an Ombudsman review._for.the, issue of CC&Rs.
Mr. Day pointed out that the Ombudsman normally takes four or five months to issue an opinion.
Mr. Theobold explained that the Ombudsman is aware of the issue and has an‘interest because
it could impact a lot of cases. He is not sure how long it will takesfer the review to be done.

Charles Pearlman introduced himself as counsel for the.sapplicant. | He stated that the Staff
presentation was clear. Nothing the appellant has brought up points to how the LMC was not
complied with. Additionally, nothing that was shared pointed out how the decision was arbitrary,
capricious, or illegal, which is the standard for overturning a‘land use decision. The Planning
Commission record provided plenty of substantial evidence for the decision made. The appellant
has failed to make the proper argument against,that decision. Ultimately, what was disclosed by
the appellant at the beginning of the meeting seems,to'be"'what this appeal is about. Mr. Theobold
does not care whether the plat is amended to.move the building pad or limit of disturbance from
one location to another. In fact, the appellant stated that there is good cause if the environmental
study shows that it should be moved. ~The real reason for this appeal is because the appellant
wants the Appeal Panel to issue a decision that states the City should have enforced the CC&Rs
so that determination can be used«nhis lawsuit against the City and Planning Commission Chair.

Chair Strachan asked that the'arguments made remain specific to the appeal and whether the
LMC was inappropriately orsincorrectly applied by the Planning Commission. Mr. Pearlman
shared the plat the Appeal.Panel looked at earlier. He pointed out the references to house
building pad, which is very straightforward. The Planning Commission relied on this record and
it provides substantial evidence that this is a building pad. The characterization of a building pad
the appellant made,was inaccurate. The building pad is an area in which building can occur. The
house may be limited to a 4,000-square-foot floor plan, but it can be built anywhere within the
building padywhichsis much larger. There was a mischaracterization of what a building pad is.

Mr. ‘Peariman<shared the plat that was amended and pointed out that it also references the
building pad. “Throughout the documents and materials, there are references to the building pad.
The ‘appellant continues to reference a previous Board of Adjustment decision that was granted
a few'years ago, but that decision is actually why the Appeal Panel was created. The City decided
that it was necessary to have a panel with more expertise because the view was that the decision
made was inappropriate. Chair Strachan asked that the discussions focus on the appeal.

Mr. Day asked for clarification about the limits of disturbance versus house building pad and the
various other terms used. Mr. Pearlman explained that limits of disturbance is the area that can
be disturbed during construction. A building pad is the area in which someone can actually
construct something. When there is a platted building pad, there is a 10-foot area around it that
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constitutes the limits of disturbance. Regarding the statement from the appellant that the CC&Rs
are relevant here and that there was a special approach taken, that statement is baseless.
Mr. Pearlman noted that he has represented developers in the past and has done CC&Rs for
developers. The City always wants to see the CC&Rs before the plat is approved. However,
every single one of the CC&Rs allows for amendments. He has never seen CC&Rs that state it
is not possible to amend them. Referencing a document does not mean it cannot be amended.

Chair Strachan asked Staff to respond to the comments made by the applicant and appellant.
Planner Cawley explained that the question before the Appeal Panel is whethersthe Planning
Commission incorrectly applied the standards in the LMC to this application for a Plat
Amendment. For an application within the Sensitive Land Overlay, there is.asrequirement that
there be a map delineating all wetlands established by using the 1987 (Federal Manual for
Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands, as amended. Any ather Plat Amendment in
the subdivision would have to go through this process. Discussions were had aboutthe setbacks.

Attorney, Todd Godfrey, explained that the land remains within the Sensitive‘Land Overlay. Any
land use application has to go through the full Sensitive Land Overlay review. Once that has
been done, if a Building Permit comes in and it is outside of the setback for the wetland
delineation, there is no further Sensitive Land Overlay process required other than what was
required for the original platting of the lot. Planner Cawley confirmed the information shared.

Planner Cawley reported that the Willow Ranch Subdivision contains four equestrian lots and
three single-family lots. There is also a 10.29-acre open space lot, which is Lot A and is subject
to a conservation easement and owned by the City. There are eight lots total in the subdivision.
That is immaterial to whether the Commission_erred in approving the Plat Amendment for the
Smith Subdivision and does not implicate the standard of review as it relates to good cause.

The Planning Commission also correctly ‘applied the Sensitive Land Overlay requirements
regarding wetlands, requiring anrupdated wetlands determination to evaluate the proposed
changes to platted elements. _.Amending building pads for the single-family dwelling and barn,
and evaluating the relocated driveway based on a 1993 Army Corps wetland determination, as
the appellant argues, would“be ‘contrary to the LMC. The appellant fails to allege an incorrect
application of the LMC.+The Planning Commission followed the Sensitive Land Overlay process.

The following information'was shared by Staff with the Appeal Panel:

e The Army Corps Preliminary Jurisdiction Determinations and Aquatic Resources
Determinations do not determine whether any specific governmental body has authority
over those wetlands;

e, Thedetermination has a limited lifespan of five to ten years;

The appellant claims the City must be bound to the 1993 CC&Rs regarding wetlands.
However, wetlands shift, which the updated determination confirms. The Planning
Commission did not err in approving the Plat Amendment to shift the building pads in
compliance with the Sensitive Land Overlay requirements;

e The Planning Commission correctly established the regulations for the Smith Subdivision
First Amended Plat;

e The appellant fails to allege an incorrect application of the LMC and appears to be
concerned with future permits and applications;
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e The Planning Commission approved amendments to the existing restrictions on the
existing plat - no more, no less;

e Single-Family Dwelling and Barn Building Pads carry forward and add relevant Willow
Ranch Subdivision plat notes.

The appellant argues there is not a distinction between building pad and limits of disturbance, but
that is not the case. The misunderstanding of the appellant is evident, as they incerrectly
associate the Willow Ranch Subdivision equestrian lots with the single-family lots. The Willow
Ranch Subdivision equestrian lots, including Lot 6, have a building pad for a single-family dwelling
and a building pad for a barn. Regarding limits of disturbance and building pads, the following
information was shared:

e The 1992 LMC and current LMC provide different definitions fordimits of disturbance and

building pads;

e On both the Willow Ranch and Smith Subdivision plats, it is plainly stated that they are
building pads;

¢ The Willow Ranch limits of disturbance table are not tied to.a’geographic area beyond the
specific lot;

e The 2022 Board of Adjustment decision applies to a different type of lot with different
regulations specified on the plat.

The Board of Adjustment determination of Lot 5 (Single-Family lot) does not apply to Lot 6
(Equestrian lot). The Board of Adjustmentwdoes not have the authority to review Plat
Amendments. It was clarified that The Board'of Adjustment only reviews Final Action to determine
whether the Land Use Authority erred. . The Board of Adjustment determination is not relevant to
the Planning Commission or Appeal Panel review. Additionally, the Planning Commission is not
tasked with reviewing CC&Rs. The LMC states: “The City does not enforce private restrictive
covenants, nor shall any such covenant have the effect of modifying the regulations herein.”

The appellant argues the CC&Rsare City business because of the 1993 Final Action Letter
language:

e Prior to plat recardation, the Community Development Department and City Attorney shall
have reviewed and approved the CC&Rs, which shall include restrictions on architecture
and use;

o Staff shall revise the language in the CC&Rs regarding accessory apartments to limit the
unit_square footage so as to preclude the construction of duplexes, ensure adequate
parking; restrict nightly rentals, and require entrance from the main structure.

These conditions required City review of the CC&Rs prior to the original plat recordation. No
conditions require the City to re-review the CC&Rs at any future date, nor does it prohibit the HOA
fromamending the CC&Rs pursuant to Utah Code. The appellant fails to argue that the CC&Rs
are relevant to the Planning Commission's review of the proposal to shift the single-family dwelling
building pad and barn building pad. There was no allegation that the Plat Amendment application
violates some provision of the LMC, as applicable to the good cause standard. The Planning
Commission found the Plat Amendment complied with the LMC and there was good cause for
the Plat Amendment. It was noted that the Planning Commission found compliance with the
Estate, Sensitive Land Overlay, and Subdivision Procedure Chapter of the LMC.
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Staff recommends that the Appeal Panel review the appeal of the Planning Commission's
approval of the Smith Subdivision First Amended Plat, conduct a public hearing, and consider
denying the appeal and affirming the Planning Commission's decision based on the Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law in the Draft Final Action Letter.

Planning Director, Rebecca Ward, shared the Willow Ranch Subdivision map and pointed out the
legend. As outlined by Planner Cawley and Technician Ehlers, this is a very restrictive and
detailed plat, with 18 plat notes. The legend clearly shows what is a building pad for a house and
what is a building pad for a barn. Additionally, there is a table that shows the limits ofdisturbance.
Within the barn building pad and the house building pad, there is maximum square footage for
the home and the barn. Depending on where that is constructed within the building ‘pad; there
are further limits of disturbance. The Commission found good cause to take what is clearly platted
as a house and barn building pad and shift it to comply with the updated.wetlands delineation.

Chair Strachan noted that the appellant now has an opportunity to rebut any of the new issues
raised. Mr. Theobold clarified that he did not state that there is_adimitation'of 4,000 square feet,
but that is the footprint if there are two stories. He asked for| clarification about the comments
made by Mr. Pearlman related to the Appeal Panel being,formed because of the Board of
Adjustment decision. Chair Strachan stated that it is not relevant torthe current appeal.

Mr. Theobold asked what the limits of disturbanceschart meant on the plat. Chair Strachan
clarified that this is not a question-and-answer sessionw, This is the time when there is a rebuttal
of the points raised. Mr. Theobold stated that.there has not been a declaration of what it means
or where the definition can be found. He reiterated hissearlier arguments about the term limits of
disturbance and noted that the Conditions of Approval state that the CC&Rs are included.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.

Gerry Hall explained that he is one“of the‘other owners of the Willow Ranch Subdivision. He
wanted to rebut some of the comments made by Mr. Theobold. The CC&Rs have not been
deleted but have been amended. The limits of disturbance references in the CC&Rs have also
not been deleted, but amendments were made. An amendment of CC&Rs that are 30 years old
is normal and that was doneia handful of years ago. The wetlands notification requirements have
not been deleted from the CC&Rs and the notification requirement exists within the 1992 Army
Corps permit itself: Future"owners need to be notified of the wetlands. Mr. Hall discussed the
limits of disturbance. “In the original 1993 CC&Rs, there were a number of allowed uses outside
of the building'pads, such as ponds, irrigation ditches, and irrigation structures. The definition of
building pad“and limits of disturbance in 1993 is different than the definition and application now.

When,the Smith Subdivision was resubdivided in the late 1990s, the limits of disturbance area
reference ‘wasidropped. Lot 2 was also re-platted in 1999. The limits of disturbance reference
was ‘changed from “limits of disturbance” to “impacted area,” and specifically references building
footprints. Mr. Hall pointed out the different lots on a map of the area. He acknowledged that
there was some confusion. In the plat that the Planning Commission approved, there is no real
reference to the Willow Ranch HOA. It says Smith Subdivision. That could be an issue in the
future.

Paul Caraher stated that he is the owner of Lot 6. A lot of time has been spent ensuring that the
Sensitive Land Overlay requirements are met. He appreciates the Appeal Panel for taking the
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time to address this appeal. He also wanted to thank the Planning Commission for their thorough
review of the application. Mr. Caraher hoped the Appeal Panel will uphold the decision.

Will Lang informed the Appeal Panel that he owns Lot 7 and shared a 1,000-foot boundary with
Lot 6 to the south. He asked that the Appeal Panel rule in favor of the applicant.

There were no further comments. The public hearing was closed.

The Appeal Panel discussed the information that was shared. Mr. Day has notsseen enough
compelling evidence that the Planning Commission erred in the decision. He has not been
swayed by the argument about limits of disturbance versus building pad. It seemed clear‘on the
plat that it is a house-building pad, so he is inclined to deny the appeal. Mr. Nunez stated that
based on what was presented, he is also inclined to deny the appeal. The burden of proof was
not met, which is something that the appellant is required to do in any appeal. “Chair Strachan
agreed with the other Appeal Panel members. The standard for a Plat Amendment is good cause
and moving out of the wetlands area is good cause to move the.place of construction. He noted
that Staff prepared a Draft Final Action Letter. He looked it oversearlier and thought it was
accurate, but noted that it could be reviewed in more detail and returned to Staff if desired.
Mr. Day thought it was appropriate to review what was drafted aftef:the decision was made.

It was determined that the Appeal Panel will reviewsthe DraftsFinal Action Letter. Discussions
were had about whether or not there should be a motion. made for the record. Attorney Godfrey
preferred that there be a motion on the record.te,state that the appeal is denied and that the letter
will be reviewed by the Appeal Panel before being returned to Staff for finalization.

MOTION: Matthew Day moved to DENY the appeal of 2685 Meadow Creek Drive Final Action.
Mr. Nunez seconded the motion.

VOTE: Adam Strachan-Aye; Matthew Day-Aye; Esteban Nunez-Aye. The motion passed with
the unanimous consent of the Appeal Panel.

Following the vote to deny the,appeal, Chair Strachan reiterated that the Draft Final Action Letter
will be reviewed and reyised\by Appeal Panel members before being sent back to Staff.

5. ADJOURNMENT
MOTION: Adam Strachan moved to adjourn.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:28 p.m.
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OWNER’S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

KNOW ‘ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that the undersigned owners of the herein described tract of land, to be
known nhereafter as the LOT 2 WILLOW RANCH REPLAT, do hereby certify that we have caused this Lot Line

Amendment Plat to be prepared, and we, John T
tenants, hereby consent to the recordation of thi

hompson and Diana J. Thompson, husband and wife as joint
s Lot Line Amendment Plat.

ALSO, the owners or their representative, hereby irrevocably offer for dedication to the City of Park City all
the streets, land for local government uses, easements, parks, and required utilities and easements shown on the
plat and construction drawings in accordance with an irrevocable offer of dedication.

In witness whereof, the undersigned set their hands this .?Z.?_)_‘_kday of

(Dobober , 1999,

Diana J. Thgpso};ﬂz

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

State of Utah:
County of Summit:

On this 2.2_7.:( day of QM , 1999, John Thompson and Diana J. Thompson personally

appeared before me, the undersigned Notary Public, in and for said state and county. Having been duly sworn,
John Thompson and Diana J. Thompson acknowledged to me that they are the owners of the herein described tract
of land and that they signed the above Owner’s Dedication and Consent to Record freely and voluntarily.

e o e e e (D
0 NOTARY PUBLIC
WW / /M &4 /AP ARY L. PEACOCK

7 : \oS% b Si. . B 2654 )
Notary PGblic "5 Lt .

Sxalsmutah )
My commission expires: é -2E-2e02

SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE

I, John Demkowicz, certify that | om a Registered Land Surveyor and that | hold Certificate No. 163931, as prescribed by the laws of the State of

Utah, and that by authority of the owner(s), | have prepared this Record of Survey map of LOT 2, WILLOW RANCH SUBDIVISION and that the same has
been or will be monumented on the ground as shown on this plat.

_Mn_ 10-21-59
John Demkowi2z Date

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

PARCEL #1

LOT 2, WILLOW RANCH SUBDIVISION, ‘according’ to the official plat thereof on file and of record in the Summit County Recorder’s Office.
Less and excepting the following described parcels: (Parcel A)

Owner A part of Lot 2 of Willow Ranch Subdivision, being, located in Section 5, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Park City, Summit
County, Utah, and being 'more particularly described "as follows:
PARK MEADOWS SUBDIVISION NO. 2 Beginning ot’ o”point which is_ South 89°'57'38" West 2?8.7”1 feet from the northeast corner of :’soid” Lot 2; thence South 00°17°50” West 36.72 feet; thence
South 8957 38" West 119.00 feet;, thence North 00°17 50" East 36.72 feet; thence North 89'57°38" East 119.00 feet to the point of beginning.
EAST 1/4 CORNER, SECTION 5, FOUND & ACCEPTED Also excepting: (Parcel, B) f
(Roio $EKE 5 oprrser w _OTMAS 87821 00°17'50" E 680.66' iy Y |
36.72° - - - -~ - - = -= - == o == LT ==y S - - -—- - - - OTM./LS 187821 A part of Lot 2 of Willow \Ranch Subdivision, being located in Section 5, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Park City, Summit
] - U NS NN \ X County, Utah, and being moreparticularly described as follows:
o : _ — . -
_..L..‘y
‘ 2 |, ; s 10O ERLUSIVE RATMAGE EASEENT \ \ Beginning at the northeast corner of said Lot 2; thence South 00°17'50” West 36.72 feet; thence South 89'57°38” West 95.77 feet; thence North 00°17°50”
= | " 2 \ \ East 36.72 feet; thence North 89°57°38” East 95.77 feet to the point of beginning.
< - L
,}E i o S \ \ Also excepting: (Parcel C)
1@ O =t 1 1] AnE 71 & '
E | =T 'l ’;/ \ \;7; A part of Lot 2 of Willow Ranch Subdivision, being located in Section 5, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Sait Lake Base and Meridian, Park City, Summit
L i y ] : ~ 20 NON-EXCLUSTVE UTILITY EASE”E’? County, Utch, and being more particularly described as follows:
£ %
| L = . 4 n__\_‘ \'-_"‘_‘ Beginning at'a point which is South 89'57°38” West 95.77 feet from the northeast corner of said Lot 2; thence South 00°17°50” West 36.72 feet; thence
l | @ ]_', E\\ : \ o260 \ \® South \89'57°38” West 162.94 feet; thence North 00'17'50” East 36.72 feet; thence North 89'57°38” East 162.94 feet to the point of beginning.
S 0017'50" W_| o +H- | ¢ - . ‘ e
%7 Y ":]?‘I*'f G 8y, 60.00 \ " Also excepting: (Parcel D)
l X & ; | Jicuons <— PROPOSED DRIVEWAY \ \03 |
| | o A \ b 52~ : :’ o A part of Lot 2 of Willow Ranch Subdivision, being located in Section 5, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Park City, Summit
| | ) ¥ | -I8 o8 \ oy County, Utah, and being more particularly described as follows:
- Z | Nlo ) 8 \
' I g s \ N~ z z \ Beginning at a point which is South 89°57°38” West 377.71 feet from the northeast corner of said Lot 2; thence South 00°17°50” West 36. %2 feet; thence
1 T P /,//" I 120 1 South 89'57°38” West 123.61 feet; thence North 00°02°22” West 36.72 feet to the northwest corner of said Lot 2; thence North 89°57°38” East 123.83 feet
: o I §_ y i‘l' 7 HE = ///’/ = ~«.\\\\ BN R — Y < \ \ to the point of beginning.
L_J I 8 ;f'i i i Vs //,/ \\ \\ 60.00 ) i // —_— - \ \
S I i /T ¥ s AN y \_‘ J——— | \ ~.
’ & P Rdma 77 - N S~ —— 7 -{ ~~a \ FOUND & ACCEPTED
& < H £ .Y e | ~ __J,,.— - i 5/8” IRON ROD W/CAP
o 0. VS et Y l L S T m——— = =" 0.1.M./LS 187821
F ozt £ £ 6 AN e —— e p— \\
) 4 v E4 -
= l : A ;jy ! \ ! PLATTED DRIVEWAY TO BE REMOVED \% \\%G
LJ T T m N | NG ——
o | i i\ (_/ /, 18] 40’ NON-EXCLUSIVE UTILITY EAS/EMENT S 0%\‘\% . BEARiNG c /L ME ADOW CREEK DRIVE _ — e = — WL & waseR RNE
| (A /£ (117 \ g86%$ / 3 N _ ASIS OF . ME AS . ADJACENT 10 LOT §
| [ L A % | N m| yd \ _ ———-——T T 5 0312 32" E 418, 8.37 PLAT (418 40 ) Audice eyt N{‘é"aga&mm
il [ 14 i | 'oi / ; NAL & WASHER
Q Y e 2 4"0 | 3 ) T 1o OMMEIER WAL & WASHER
7} 3 5 o : ~1/2
> 5 4 & | 3 _ O A e ALLIANCE ENGR/LS 163931
8 ‘“I A ._i____./é =z / // 0.T.M./LS 187821
wh s 002713 l_!_ : &
3 W 157 » -~ / e
= S A s A1V | — PROPOSED BULDING PAD / 7
oV CONTAINS 1 0 SQUARE FEET
— n _'_.. = ! /
g z'lL -‘u\): B 1 = PLATTED BUILDING PAD TO BE REMOVED | 4 /
2 < 3 | o ! % R
o ' — T s g ' s0" £ 174.00° J/ /
O = —_——
g1 @ I - L/ / P
o & | ' . / 7
| BN /
= 5 pd i
e |
= | 11 y 4 NOTES
S | /
l L]
: 0 l : / N G‘b 1. | 2750 | Street address on Meadow Creek Drive [
Y :
| I[ O a 2 %%71 ﬁ % O §/§f RA l \ C H R E P LA E / /‘\ 2. The total impacted area on Lot 2, including building footprint and additional fili, shall not exceed 17,000 square feet.
= e _:_ PR b i
| 602’57:“29 . A 3. The home square footage on Lot 2 will be limited to a maximum of 9,300 square feet.
LT | CONTAINS 7.08 ACRES 4_,945 WILLOW RANCH SUBDIVISION
nEu l - —3 -5 / /4 4. The barn square footage on Lot 2 is limited to S00 square feet with no human occupancy. i
LY I 275 l !
(] ! // 7 5. The building height of the home on Lot 2 is limited to 23 feet to the midpoint of the roof and 28 feet to the péak of the roof
{ d | ), / and the building height of the bam on Lot 2 is limited to 18 feet to the peak of the roof. The bam shall not hove a flat roof.
] &) / // 6. Property corners were set under a separate survey: Recorded #S—3466, Summit County, Utah ‘
5 < ” i
:_q_ o "f’;l - 20 NON-EXCLUSIVE UTILITY & DRAINAGE EASEMENT / / 7. None of the exception parcels shown hereon are rendered seporately buildable by virtue of this repiat. ;
l:—J—— S | o —\ / // 8. All notes and easements on The Willow Ranch Subdivision plat remain in effect and apply to this replat.
= i
RS | . 7 CURVE | _ARC LENGTH DELTA | __ RADIUS
...... & 11 S , ci 62.97 653605 | 55.00°
X / .
| s /
1
i | / s LEGEND
- - At-+-t4+4 <.<L-‘ -“- = -
Bafnencrassanansnsuasusnananssunts! MY A © Founs t
36.72" “FOUND & ACCEPTED N 00°02°22" W 380.1% ound survey monumen

5/8" IRON ROD W/CAP
O.T.M./LS 187821

LOT

FOUND & ACCEPTED
5/8" IRON ROD W/CAP
R PQHL/LS 173736

LOT LINE AMENDMENT PLAT

WILLOW RANCH REPILAT

© Found iron rod & cap

LOCATED IN SECTION 5
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST SALT LAKE BASE
AND MERIDIAN, PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

JOB NO.: 14-5-98 FILE: Z:\ Wil\dwg\srv\piat98\ 140598p.dwg

(435) 649-9467

CONSULTING ENGINEERS [AND PLANNERS SURVEYORS
323 Main Street P.O. Box 2664 Park City, Utah 84060-2664

SNYDERVILLE BASIN SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE BASIN_&EWER
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS _ _

DAY OF 1999 A.D.

PLANNING COMMISSION ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATE APPROVAL AS TO FORM

{v]
APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY,, ORI 10 P N N | APPROVED AS TO FORM THis A™___
PLANNING COMMISSION THIS _/ ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION ON
DAY OF Novense 1999 A.D. FILE IN_MY, OFFICE THIS 22 ___ DAY OF Novemosa . 1999 AD
Hevenner Z:V\ ' DAY OF om”o&eP 77?\ 1999 A.D. : -0
BY 2 . _Cnd~ S
CHAIRMAN BY UM W)bﬂ')g

PARK CITY ENGINEER

PARK CITY ATTORNEY

CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE 11:53‘/97? RECORDED
| CERTIFY THIS RECORD OF SURVEY

APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
MAP c\gﬁicﬁ PTRH?;/EE BEY ngiYC'TY COUNCIL THIS _ F‘_ DAY OF _SUNE U

BOOK PAGE =

AT THE REQUEST OF
ZSJQA& @}Q\‘ DATE //-3-92 mve &'

= B UI\ ;Z/ﬂ/a Q(&zh_ p
FEE RECORDE% o

OF _DONE ) 1999 A.D.
( ;! ;Z BY
ARK CITY RECORDER




e R WILLOW RANCH sSUBDIVISION
' i 305.00° 106.40 105.86° N 09'S9'38" W 19°59'16"

6
6 c2 625.00" 192.77 191.95° S 11°08'16" E 17°39'59* _ .
c3 625.00' 66.49’ 66.46° S 004335 W 06'0543" '
; C4 %s.oo’ 22.39° 21.65 N 21’53’06 W 5119°04" A PART OF THE NORTH HA LF OF SOUTHEAS T QUARTER f_
7 cS 55.00' ___ 60.50 57.49° S 16'02°01" E 630114 '
1 cé 55.00° 62.96’ 59.58" S 4816'19° W 65°35'25" 0 F S E C T[ O N 5 , T . 2 S s R 4 E , !
2 c7 55.00’ 62.96' 59.58° N 66°08'16° W 65°3525" . , ‘
3 c8 55.00 84,69’ 7671 N 105229" € 8826104" SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN |
: 3 C9 25.00 22.39° 21.65 S 29°25'59" W 51119'04" , o . 1
— 3 4 C10 575.00 182.74° 181.97° S 0519'50" E 18412'33" NPT . t
wpofe_ 4 10 T, 8274 COCEHMEACR e PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH SCALE: 1 = 100 |
5 C12 355.00' 123.84° 123.21°7 N 095938 W 19°59"6" :
6 C13 305.00° 90.37 89.98° N 08728°56" W 16’57 53" . . e 3
1 Cla 55.00 24.32" 24.12 S 280833 W 2519'54" Ridgeview Subdivision F’g\g ?;4358'};‘3&';‘5 R — %
2 a5 55.00° 31.48 31.05 N 49°44°25" W 324743 OF SECTION 5, T. 2 S
1 R - 55.00' 24.87 24.60° S 68'08'36" W 25'50'51" 3800 NON-EXCLUSIVE R 4E. SLB.AM AP S 2
N 89'57'38" E § (STONE) ; ;
.
LINE [ DIRECTION [  DISTANCE \ o
L1 S 00°00°00" E 6.09' i
L2 N 19'59'16" W 7.29° NOTES:
L3 S 19'59'16" E 7.29’
L4 N_00°00'00" E 6.10° 1. BUILDINGS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED WITHIN THE LIMITS OF SHOWN
BUILDING PADS.
2. ON LOTS 1 AND 2, THE TOTAL IMPACTED AREA, INCLUDING BUILDING
e e 1) A N Xk T FOOTPRINT AND ADDITIONAL FiLL, SHALL NOT EXCEED 14,000 SQUARE FEET.
- Ao P X 19517
: i i i 3. A 5 FOOT NON—EXCLUSIVE UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENT IS
Ko heren described tract of land. and hereby eauses the same 1o be N = HERERBY DEDICATED ALONG BOTH SDES OF ALL LOT LINES.
divided Into a public street and lots, together with easements as set forth < s >SS e :
on the attached plat, hereafter to be known as Willow Ranch Subdivision. ; NON—EXCLUSIVE E'; g 4. ':L?NEOIP}JOR'?T_BEFXEI'N%S&NE UTILITY EASEMENT IS HEREBY DEDICATED
UTILTY & ORAINAGE el NG ’
EASEMENT R I
Also the owner hereby dedicates to Summit County, Snyderville Basin Sewer - i. S. /E%\JLGIiJggggG AND FQUNDATION DESIGNS SHALL BE APPROVED BY GEOTECHNICAL
improvement District, Park City Fire Protection District, and Park City ¥ S eo.ou’E ’
Municipal Corporation a non-exclusive easement over the utility and drainage 936 ~ NON—EXCLUSIVE
easements shown on this plat for the purpose of providing access for s sg0227" _ e \<gfgg&f=,w'"m 750 Acres - i ™~ 6. IRRIGATION IN ALL LOTS BY SPRINKLER ONLY. i
utility installation, maintenance, use and eventual replacement. - E  185.69 o i Wzl 0, ;
. y L. |2750| : g g 7. ON LOTS 1, 2, 8, AND 7 A MAXIMUM OF THREE HORSES WILL BE ALLOWED AND NO
. . s GRAZING OF HORSES IN THE WILDLIFE CORRIDORS.
Executed this /. Z " day £BRUARY | 1993. ¢ 5\\ - N 431646" E 5 88194 ‘-w 9 c - i
Richard Dudley — President i o R 330" E ,;69.33.1\0.7{"' 852“ 1% o0 5 8. OWNERS OF LOTS 1, 2, 6, AND 7 ARE REQUIRED TO INSTALL AND MAINTAIN LOT
< . : S P | MBS b BTSN S 2% LINE FENCING IN ACCORDANCE WITH 'THE C.C.&R.s AND DESIGN GUIDELINES OF
ol P o ; > WILLOW RANCH.
h : - '-% \(\\ \‘\ 7) Z 'EE %
Willow Ranch Development Inc., a_litah_corpdration g 8.26 Acres O 8= =18 . 9 9. HOME SQUARE FOOTAGES WILL BE LIMITED TO A MAXIMUM OF 8,000 SQUARE FEET
g N N ol g 073 ON LOTS 1, 2, 6, AND 7 AND 4400 SQUARE FEET ON LOTS 3, 4, AND 5.
; [2743) . g 3 s
. . i 2 10. BARN SQUARE FOOTAGES WILL BE LIMITED TO A MAXIMUM OF 1,800 SQUARE FEET
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT . Y A YN A7 W Rt o] WITH NO HUMAN OCCUPANCY.
< R VY -
: N 89330 E|[| 11.  BUILDING HEIGHTS OF HOMES AND BARNS WILL. BE LIMITED TO 23 FEET TO MIDPOINT
State of Utah ) - : 8000 USVE e OF ROOF AND 28 FEET TO PEAK OF ROOF.
County of S ’Ammit ) ey % w UTILITY & DRAINAGE . r
On the /#7 day of rsbracarm. 1993 personally appeared ol & 2 EASEMENT i o ! 12. HOMES ON LOTS 1, 2, 6, AND 7 WILL BE REQUIRED TO INSTALL MODIFIED 13-D FIRE
before me, Richard Dudley, who, belng by me duly sworn, did say Sk § o= ostear ! m’,ﬁgg-%L ;"x.‘msm SPRINKLER SYSTEMS AS DIRECTED BY THE PARK CITY FIRE MARSHALL.
that he is the President of Willow Ranch Development Inc., a - ] - *s . ! Sig- - BRAINAGE EASEMENT »
Utah Corporation and that within and forgoing Owner’s Dediccation s gy 78 N s 0:1;2032; E_/"'r_, gg R : 13. LOTS 1, 2, 6, AND 7 ARE SUBJECT TO AN ANIMAL MANAGEMENT PLAN AND
and Consent to Record, was signed on behalf of said Carporation ‘_______i i - : (W %Iq =] . EQUESTRIAN LOT OPEN SPACE COVENANT EXECUTED WI'TH THE PARK CITY MUNICIPAL
and said Rlchr:)}d Dudiey acknowledged to me that said Corporation PR = o — ! (‘ N s:g:?!) 3 19 CORPORATION.
' | . 1
oxgcuted the ooy PR 12.00' j ‘ ! ! 14. NO BASEMENTS ARE ALLOWED.
NOTARY PUBLIC 7 A = 05°05'05 : o wesT Ri3 N r" 1200
: MIKTBRINGHURST o R = 855.00° LOT A S e meAT 1B A bz 4,,/" BT 15. PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY OF ANY HOUSE, ITS DRIVEWAY MUST BE PAVED.
; - My commission expires: //é /’6 d&ag«,@mﬂ L = 75.88' ': R = 190.00 N 34'58 47 EJ/L - 6561'  20.00° &)
otary Public ' My Comvisshon Expiros 10.29 Acres : ST €y Loma SN i NON-EXCLUSIVE < 16. PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION DOES NOT NORMALLY PLOW SNOW WITHIN A
Sur 5. 1998 Cios e A S T L s TN ST € €ASEMENT _ Y | EE SUBDIVISION UNIT.. 50% OF THE LOTS HAVE BEEN .BUILT UPON.
STATE OF UTAK - vas JiIN sty ST A
. 1987 s ot ‘N/If g—l’ 17. NO BUILDING PERMITS WILL BE ISSUED UNITL MEADOW CREEK DRIVE HAS BEEN
O3~ W~ =197, 5 ” 4 PAVED. EXCAVATION AND FOOTING/FOUNDATION PERMITS WILL BE ISSUED PRIOR TO
RSy \g13 | LOL PAVING OF MEADOW CREEK DRIVE
’ 7Y~ | L
8 PRIVATE TRAL EASEMENT Y Le ) 4000 -1 v 18. LOTS 1, 2, 6, AND 7 ARE ALLOWED AN ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT SUBJECT TO THE
FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE AEEMER ® R . B ) APPROVAL OF PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORFORATION AND RESTRICTIONS AS OU'FLINED
OF THE RESIDENTS OF 7 me w N b 7)) IN THE WILLOW RANCH CC&Rs.
WILLOW RANCH SUBDIVISION Be 2 L M
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 5.31 Acres Sy e niE e s mE FR {:5 4 !N m
£ o, - | =
--------- . A = 584503 3
Beginning at the East Quarter Corner of Section 5, Township 2 2727 X‘ gy e e i R = 10750 . : : JE 2
South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; thence along the N0 . / L = 110.23 H d 0.95 Acres i | uO_]
East line of the North half of the Southeast Quarter of said <8 i : 2732 ;. S 1
Section 5, South 00117'50" West 1338.83 feet to the Southeast w e ! 00f =
Corner of the North haif of the Southeast Quarter of sald Section ¥ ot ALTASURNN . NS B P R L [ ! o
S, sald point also being the Northeast Corner of Mci.eod Creek ;',’,? '82 12.00' b ; o
Subdivision as recorded; thence along the South line of the North g Q¥ { I ‘u).oo'S g5-34'44" W w
half of the Southeast Quarter of said Section 5, said South line 2L s0.00° . =" ____;:<‘ﬁ= 2723 33" =
also being the North line of said McLeod Creek Subdivision, North S 880128 B~ R = 207.50° s * 206.76 i
89°58'59" West 1258.05 feet to a point on the Easterly most line I L = 99.20' A = 27735'03" ' : i 45.00" I
of a 50 foot wide railroad right—of—way; thence along said railroad hn N 90°00°00° W R = 107.5¢° ' f I : LEGEND i
right—of—way the foliowing two (2) calls: 1) North 2816'38" S 60.48' | BIGTL - ! S pemmem T N S
West 694.96 feet to a point of g 855.00 foot radius curve to the Tt ol N e o oy dmmm —n R -0 ¢ M ~s : ! 35.00° —nd 40 od» [
left; thence 2) along the. arc of said curve 75.88 feet thru a g!”““"*‘ ________________________________________ ; g { : ?‘?
central angle of 05°05'05"; thence North, 387.86 feet; thence (e f ) 1 1z '
South 79'53'25" East 262.94 feet; thence North 82'51'53" East 23 2000 e 0.88 Aores 1 o _ ;
140.99 feet; thence South 88°02'27" East 185.69 feet; thence L 2704 ¥R A T .
North 60°24'25" East 345.20 feet; thence North 26°38'08" East UDBTY LA7esENT 2704] | (pT -------- , HOUSE BUILDING PAD
153.78 feet to a point on the center section line of said Section e e L C ’I ___________________
5, said point also being on the south line of Ridgeview Subdivision 3 , N T
as recorded; thence North 89°57'38" East along sdid center Z fo s89445° Wl 0 b esaeen e
section line and said subdivision line 679.64 feet to the POINT OF 3 6 v -  lsmgsmes s
BEGINNING. L ‘ ) : so0s  18822° ¢y Lo
/7 6.80 Acres K L \ e tr o s e e o e s
Contains: 41.48 acres of land, more or less. 1o 2685 : [ ) Z ..........
5 : ; v 5 . -
o £ 2 5 - 1 -y 40.00' p— , .
al! DRIVEWAY EASEMENT (TYP.) ¢ oo Y e BARN BUILDING PAD (60° x 60")
i~ , 0.70 Acres i 5
o AN\ 12.00 : L
- a=900000" /Mmoo o IS T ] 28/6) v L
1 ¥ D S By i v Ve e 4
! = A = 185753 ] :
’ P RIS 20000 50.00' , SE. CORNER OF THE
LIMITS "OF DISTURBANCE ) 1032.83" : | 4688 | N. 1/2 OF THE SE. 1/4
SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE i = - — OF SECTION 5, T. 25, WILDLIFE CORRIDOR
N 88°58'59" W 1258.05 R. 4E, S.L.B.& M.
LOT BUIL(D]NG )AREA BAQRN A)REA (TOTA% T (FOUND 5/8" REBAR W/ CAP)
q. ft. q. ft. sq ft.
I, JACK J. JOHNSON, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR AND THAT | HOLD -
CERTIFICATE NO. 4496 AS PRESCRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH. | FURTHER CERiIFY THAT LOT 1 14,000 3600 17,600
A SURVEY HAS BEEN MADE OF THE LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND DESCRIBED HEREON. McLeod Creek Subdivision
| FURTHER CERTIFY THAT JHIS PLAT IS A CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF THE LAND SURVEYED torizy 14000 3600 (Rt 0 T ADDRESS
AND HAS BEEN pERPAREH ONFORMITY WI1 MINIMUM STANDARDS AND UIREMENTS OF THE LAW. T | I
EEN BH g::»gN Y WITH THE MINIM A D REQUIREMEN IH o7 & 14403 Tood 18,000 82
: O C
LOT 7 14,400 3600 18,000 ® o
=G & STREET MONUMENT
QSQUQ\)/”-; 1993 TOTAL 71,200 o>
; 5
DA'E: O .Q
. Uj‘}
PLOTTED: JANUARY 22, 1993 /
¥SENTED TO THE BOARD OF PARK APPROVED AND ACCEPTED BY THE APPROVED AND ACCEPTED BY THE PARK APPRQVED AS TO FORM 3THIS __Q; . . N°. 32469% .
3 COUNCIL THIS 28TH DAY OF PARK CITY ENGINEERING DEPART-—- CITY PLANNING COMMISSION ON THIS 2= =~ DA A.D. 19 STATE OF UTAH. J 0 H N S 0 N
1993 AT WHICH TIME THIS MENT ON THIS _22T DAY OF.@AQ’: DAY OFM_ A.D. 192= COUNTY OF SUMMIT.
A.D. 1993 g RECORDED AND FILED AT THE REQUEST OF: ( M P A N Y
— - - CoaliTiown Ti1T7e ,
4( ' Dale: AA-26-93
ﬁ.% Z | _ Tme ! 1S AM w o o0 ¢ - I
_ 7 ) / ' _  $22.% - : rospector Avenue * Park City, Uta
EE e CITY ENGINEER \ CHAIRMAN \ CITY ATTORNEY / K Fee! COUNTY RECORDER J 801) 645-9000 * fax (801) 649-1620
CITY RECORDER % | / \_ (801) (801)

| i \_/ g.1e-73 *F
= - 3 - see 8, IE &/

3

s < SUARE . . T Ll
M A E R~ j}»bﬁl:
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