
1. ROLL CALL

2. MINUTES APPROVAL

2.A Consideration to Approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from June
14, 2023

2.B Consideration to Approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from June
21, 2023

3. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

4. STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

4.A Pursuant to Land Management Code Section 15-12-6, the Planning
Commission Will Elect One of Its Members to Serve as Chair for a Term of One
Year. 

5. REGULAR AGENDA

5.A 958 Woodside Avenue - Plat Amendment - The Applicant Proposes to Create
Two Lots in the Historic Residential - 1 Zoning District. PL-23-05561 (30 min.)

PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
July 26, 2023

The Planning Commission of Park City, Utah, will hold its regular meeting in person at the Marsac
Municipal Building, Council Chambers, at 445 Marsac Avenue, Park City, Utah 84060. Meetings will also
be available online with options to listen, watch, or participate virtually. Click here for more information.

SITE VISIT AT 4:00 PM

The Planning Commission Will Meet at City Hall at 4:00 PM and will then Walk
Along Ontario Avenue and Empire Avenue to Observe and Discuss
Development on Steep Slopes. 

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30 PM.

 

 

 PC 06.14.2023 Minutes

 PC 06.21.2023 Minutes

 

 

 
CONTINUATIONS

544 Deer Valley Loop Road - Condominium Plat Amendment -  The
Applicant Proposes to Increase the Private Area Square Footage of Each Unit,
and to Expand Unit A and Unit B. PL-23-05695 (1 min.) 
(A) Public Hearing; (B)  Continuation to August 9, 2023 
Staff Report 544 Deer Valley Loop Continuation Report
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https://www.parkcity.org/government/city-council/city-council-meetings/current-public-meeting-info-listen-live
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2072532/PC_06.14.2023_Minutes_PENDING.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2072517/PC_06.21.2023_Minutes_PENDING.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2078485/Staff_Report_544_Deer_Valley_Loop_Continuation_Report.pdf


(A) Public Hearing; (B) Possible Recommendation for City Council
Consideration on August 22, 2023

5.B 2346 Park Avenue - Conditional Use Permit - The Peaks Hotel Proposes
Changes to an Existing Conditional Use Permit to Install a Tent in the Hotel's
Rear Courtyard for Private Events and Hotel Guests. PL-23-05669 (40 mins.)
(A) Public Hearing; (B) Action

5.C 395 Deer Valley Drive - Plat Amendment  - The Applicant Proposes to Remove
Internal lot Lines to Create One Lot in the Residential - 1 Zoning District. PL-22-
05370 (30 mins.)
(A) Public Hearing; (B) Possible Recommendation to City Council on August 22,
2023

5.D Land Management Code Amendments – Lot Combinations – The Planning
Commission Will Review a Pending Ordinance on Lot Combinations for
Residential Development in the Historic Residential – 1, Historic Residential – 2,
Historic Residential Low – Density, and Historic Residential Medium Zoning
Districts. PL-23-05655 (60 mins.)
(A) Public Hearing; (B) Continuation to August 23, 2023

6. ADJOURN

 958 Woodside Avenue Staff Report
Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance and Proposed Plat
Exhibit B: 958 Woodside Avenue Survey
Exhibit C: Woodside Avenue Streetscape Visual
Exhibit D: Lot Ownership Map
Exhibit E: Project Description
Exhibit F: Letter from Synderville Basin Water Reclamation District

 2346 Park Avenue Staff Report
Exhibit A: Draft Final Action Letter
Exhibit B: 1984 Parkview Subdivision
Exhibit C: June 15, 2022, Final Action Letter
Exhibit D: Applicant Statement and Tent Plans
Exhibit E: July 2022 Parking Study
Exhibit F: Site Pictures
Exhibit G: Peaks Hotel Guest Contract

 395 Deer Valley Drive Staff Report
Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance and Proposed Plat
Exhibit B: Applicant Statement
Exhibit C: Licensed Engineer's Survey
Exhibit D: Property Photos

 Lot Combination Staff Report
Exhibit A: Draft Pending Ordinance
Exhibit B: Public Input

 
Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the
meeting should notify the Planning Department at 435-615-5060 or planning@parkcity.org at least 24
hours prior to the meeting. 

*Parking is available at no charge for Council meeting attendees who park in the China Bridge
parking structure.
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2074125/958_Woodside_Avenue_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2074152/Exhibit_A_Draft_Ordinance_and_Proposed_Plat.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2065761/Exhibit_B_958_Survey.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2065762/Exhibit_C_Woodside_Avenue_Streetscape_Visual.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2065757/Exhibit_D_Lot_Ownership_Map.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2065758/Exhibit_E_Project_Description.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2065759/Exhibit_F_Letter_from_Synderville_Basin_Water_Reclamation_District.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2072779/2346_Park_Avenue_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2072792/Exhibit_A_Draft_Final_Action_Letter.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2054799/Exhibit_B_1984_Parkview_Subdivision.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2054801/Exhibit_C_June_15__2022__Final_Action_Letter.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2054802/Exhibit_D_Applicant_Statement_and_Tent_Plans.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2054803/Exhibit_E_Parking_Study.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2054804/Exhibit_F_Site_Pictures.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2054806/Exhibit_G_Peaks_Hotel_Guest_Contract.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2072653/395_Deer_Valley_Drive_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2072655/Exhibit_A_Draft_Ordinance_and_Proposed_Plat.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2050660/Exhibit_B_Applicant_Statement.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2050666/Exhibit_C_Licensed_Engineer_s_Survey.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2050668/Exhibit_D_Property_Photos.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2082029/July_26__2023_Lot_Combination_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2082032/Exhibit_A_Draft_Pending_Ordinance_7.26.23.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2082034/Exhibit_B_Public_Input.pdf
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
JUNE 14, 2023 

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Chair Laura Suesser, John Kenworthy, Vice Chair 
Sarah Hall, Bill Johnson, Christin Van Dine, John Frontero, Henry Sigg 

EX OFFICIO:  Rebecca Ward, Assistant Planning Director; Alexandra Ananth, Senior City 
Planner; Virgil Lund, City Planner; Charles Pearlman, City Attorney’s Office; Mark Harrington, 
City Attorney 

1. ROLL CALL

Chair Laura Suesser called the meeting to order at approximately 5:30 p.m.  She reported that 
all Commissioners were present.   

2. MINUTES APPROVAL

A. Consideration to Approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from
May 10, 2023.

MOTION:  Commissioner Van Dine moved to APPROVE the Planning Commission Meeting 
Minutes from May 10, 2023.  Commissioner Kenworthy seconded the motion.   

VOTE:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission. 

B. Consideration to Approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from
May 24, 2023.

MOTION:  Commissioner Sigg moved to APPROVE the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
from May 24, 2023.  Commissioner Kenworthy seconded the motion.   

VOTE:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission. 

3. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

There were no public communications. 

4. STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

There were no Staff communications. 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL
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Park City Municipal Corporation 
Planning Commission Meeting 
June 14, 2023 
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Commissioner Kenworthy thanked the Commissioners and Staff and stated that it had been a 
pleasure working with them and serving on the Planning Commission.  In reflecting on the 
Liaison position he held on Transportation, there had not been a lot over the last couple of 
years, especially with COVID-19.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy wished to nominate Commissioner Frontero to take over his Liaison 
position for Transportation to serve with Chair Suesser.  After some discussion regarding the 
timing of a vote on the nomination, Commissioner Kenworthy announced that he would resign 
today as Transportation Liaison and nominate Commissioner Frontero.  City Attorney, Mark 
Harrington reported that Staff would put the matter on the agenda for the next meeting at which 
time the Commission could vote on Commissioner Kenworthy’s nomination.  
 
Commissioner Hall disclosed that concerning the HOPA Affordable Master Planned 
Development (“AMPD”), she serves on the Board of the Community Foundation, which held a 
regular Board Meeting the day prior where there was a presentation about HOPA.  She noted 
that the Community Foundation is affiliated with affordable housing.  Commissioner Hall 
reported that she left the meeting during the presentation.   
 
Chair Suesser asked City Attorney Harrington to indicate whether it would have been 
appropriate for Commissioner Hall to attend that presentation.  City Attorney Harrington stated 
that this is a small community and they all wear many hats, with non-profits in particular.  He 
stated that the Commissioners should try to avoid one-on-one ex parte communications on 
administrative matters; however, oftentimes a Commissioner cannot avoid discussions or 
presentations made as part of a group setting.  It would be on those occasions where a 
disclosure should be made at the meeting where the item was back before the Commission.  He 
stated that the substance of the disclosure was to ensure that all parties have a fair opportunity 
to hear everything heard by a Commissioner before a decision is made.    
 
5. CONTINUATIONS 
 

A. 729 Rossie Hill Drive - Conditional Use Permit - The Applicant is 
Requesting a Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permit in the Historic 
Residential Low-Density (HRL) Zoning District. PL-23-05604. 

 
Assistant Planning Director, Rebecca Ward, reported that the applicant requested additional 
time.  Staff recommended continuing the item to June 28, 2023.  
 
Chair Suesser opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  The public hearing 
was closed.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Van Dine moved to CONTINUE 729 Rossie Hill Drive – Conditional 
Use Permit, and the public hearing thereon to June 28, 2023.  Commissioner Hall seconded the 
motion.  
 
VOTE:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.   
 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL
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Park City Municipal Corporation 
Planning Commission Meeting 
June 14, 2023 
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B. 755 Rossie Hill Drive - Conditional Use Permit - The Applicant is 
Requesting a Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permit in the Historic 
Residential Low-Density (HRL) Zoning District. PL-23-05605. 

 
Chair Suesser opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  The public hearing 
was closed. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sigg moved to CONTINUE 755 Rossie Hill Drive – Conditional Use 
Permit, and the public hearing thereon to June 28, 2023.  Commissioner Hall seconded the 
motion.  
 
VOTE:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.   
 
6. REGULAR AGENDA 

 
A. 741 Rossie Hill Drive - Conditional Use Permit - The Applicant is 

Requesting a Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permit in the Historic 
Residential Low-Density (HRL) Zoning District. PL-23-05603 

 
Chair Suesser reported that the above item was withdrawn.  

 
B. 3267 West Deer Hollow Road - Condominium Plat - The Applicant Proposes 

19 Market Rate Residential Units and One Affordable Unit as Part of the 
Phase II of the Founders Place Condominium Project. PL-23-05597. 

 
City Planner, Virgil Lund reported that the above item was a Condominium Plat for Founders 
Place, Phase II at 3267 West Deer Hollow Road.  The project is located in Wasatch County and 
the Founders Place Phase II Plat was subject to the Master Planned Development (“MPD”) and 
Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) approved on January 12, 2022.  He added that the Phase II Plat 
was also subject to the 1995 Settlement Agreement and the Wasatch County Density 
Determinations. 
 
Planner Lund reported that the Phase II Plat includes 19 market-rate residential units totaling 
49,374 square feet, along with one affordable housing unit.  A screenshot from the applicant’s 
website was shown to the Commission.  Planner Lund indicated that it illustrates the Founders 
Place project in relation to the Deer Valley area.  The proposed Plat Amendment will occur on 
Lot 2.  He stated that the Founders Place Project as a whole was approved for 78 residential 
units for all three phases.  The setbacks for the project were determined according to the 
Wasatch County Density Determination.  The Density Determination requires a 40-foot setback 
from Deer Hollow Road and a 25-foot rear setback.  Additionally, a Party-Wall Agreement was 
submitted for the side setback with Lot 1 because the buildings will be adjoining.   
 
Planner Lund stated that the Founders Place Phase II Plat complies with the requirements of 
the Housing Mitigation Plan, modifications to the MPD, and the Multi-Unit Dwelling CUP with 
regard to Density, Open Space, and Affordable Housing obligations.  The Park City Municipal 
Development Review Committee reviewed the application and did not require any Conditions of 
Approval.  The Wasatch County Development Review Committee also reviewed the application 
and required the submission of a Storm Water Runoff Protection Plan.  
 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL
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Staff recommended the Planning Commission review the proposed Condominium Plat for 
Phase II, open a public hearing, and consider forwarding a positive recommendation for City 
Council’s consideration on July 6, 2023  He noted that the applicant prepared a brief 
presentation and left it to the discretion of the Commission if more information is required.  The 
Commissioners asked to hear the applicant’s presentation. 
 
The applicant’s representative, Bill Fiveash from East West Partners, stated that they are very 
excited about moving on to Phase II of the project.  He reported that Carder Lamb, Project 
Manager from East West Partners, had a 12-page presentation for the Commission that was 
recently shared with Mayor Nann Worell.  The presentation focused on the status of Phase I, 
the plans for Phase II, and specifically the applicant’s employee housing efforts. 
 
A rendering of Phase I was presented to the Commission and it was noted that this project is 
below the St. Regis, which is a 13-story building at the top of the hill.  Applicant Fiveash stated 
they began Phase I in October and it had been nothing but a nightmare given the weather this 
winter.  He noted that while they had approximately 600 inches of snow on-site, they were able 
to stay on track and were only 30 to 45 days behind schedule.  He lauded the General 
Contractor, SMC Construction, and noted that the applicant worked with Deer Valley for 20 
years and was able to keep people skiing during construction.  
 
Applicant Fiveash indicated that they still expect substantial completion in September of 2024 
on this Phase, and presented a photograph taken in January.  Phase I is comprised of three 
components including Edgar East and Edgar West, which are the two residential buildings, and 
the Polly, which is the amenity building.  In mid-January, they were still going down into the 
ground on Edgar and were starting to pour concrete on Edgar West. 
 
Applicant Fiveash presented an image that showed the status in May when there was still a lot 
of snow on the mountain.  He commented that they were proud of SMC Construction and the 
work they were able to do with Deer Valley to keep the site and the community clean.  He noted 
that it was remarkable that they had 600 inches of snow on site, and they were able to contain 
the mud.  In Phase I, there are 32 residences, all of which are under contract with binding 
agreements with new homeowners.  He estimated that they will close in October 2024.  He 
added that Phase I included four one-bedroom employee housing units that are approximately 
850 square feet each.  These would be delivered at the same time in October 2024.   
 
Applicant Fiveash offered up a Transfer Fee that would go toward the City’s employee-housing 
effort and shared that when they close the residences in October 2024, the applicant would 
transfer a check for $835,413 to the City Housing Fund.  With regard to Phase II, Applicant 
Fiveash advised that the design was completed and they were ready to move forward.  Phase II 
will have 19 residences that will go on the market this summer.  They hoped to break ground by 
the end of the summer if they were able to get the Plat in place, as well as the sales.  In the 
State of Utah, in order to have binding contracts they must have the Plat recorded, which also 
dictates when they can begin construction.  Applicant Fiveash stated they hoped to have the 
Plat approved by the Planning Commission tonight and approved by the City Council at the end 
of the month.   
 
If Phase II moves forward, he expected those residences to close in March 2025 and generate 
an additional $540,000 in benefit to the Community Housing Trust, as well as a Phase II two-
bedroom employee housing unit for a total of five employee housing residences in Phases I 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL
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and II.  When Founders Place is complete, it will have 78 residences in three different Phases.  
There will be a total of six employee-housing units.   
 
Applicant Fiveash shared that the cost of the six employee housing units in today’s market 
numbers is $7.3 million.  He noted that it was something they want to do but added that it was a 
scary number as they move forward into the future and try to deliver additional employee 
housing.  He clarified that the $7.3 million was just the hard construction costs.  He further 
explained that there was a 13% increase in the hard cost numbers for Phase I, received in July 
2022, and the Phase II numbers received in February.  They were well in the $700 per square 
foot range to build these structures in Deer Valley.   
 
It was noted by Applicant Fiveash that the good news was they would expect the Transfer Fee 
that would go into the Housing Fund through 2040 would generate approximately $3.2 million.  
In addition, because the applicant only pledged half of the Transfer Fee on the original sale, the 
full Transfer Fee would go to the City.  On all subsequent sales, half of it through 2040 would go 
to the City.  He added that the remainder of the money would stay within the Founders Place 
Community Foundation and would be spent within the community.  One of their goals was to 
engage the new homeowners at the same level they were all engaged in looking after the 
community.  One of the ways to do that would be to encourage participation in charities.  The 
Transfer Fee would fund the Community Foundation made up of those homeowners, and the 
Charter of the Community Foundation would be to benefit the community. 
 
Applicant Fiveash stated that in total, he felt they would generate $12.476 million in value 
through 2040 with the Transfer Fee and employee housing units.  He stressed that it was 
important that they stay on track because if they get the project done, these benefits would 
happen.   
 
In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Kenworthy, the applicant advised that the second 
homeowner percentage of the 32 units was 100%.  Applicant Fiveash added that they were 
seeing a little change at Argent, which is a project that came before the Commission a few 
years ago.  Two homeowners were spending a lot more time in their homes.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy recalled discussions regarding the Sunset Clause and noted that the 
applicant did not seem worried about that.  Applicant Fiveash stated he was concerned since 
they still had 27 more units after this Phase.  He mentioned that the lending environment in this 
community was very scary.  The Phase I project was financed through Western Alliance Bank, 
which was a great lender; however, he wished they were not in the news.  
 
Applicant Fiveash commented that the number of banks who want to lend on projects in the 
resort communities was down to virtually zero, and without their 40 years of experience and 
relationships they likely could not get banks to respond at this time.  Project Manager Lamb 
added that this had broadened beyond the resort communities and was occurring across the 
entire nation.  The banks have no money to lend because no one was paying off loans.  He 
stressed this was a unique environment.  Applicant Fiveash offered that they were lucky to be in 
a great community where with the 19 residences that would be brought into the market this 
summer, and the pre-sales in place.   
 
Chair Suesser opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  Chair Suesser 
closed the public hearing. 
 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL
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Commissioner Hall asked about the timing for the recordation of the Party Wall Agreement.  
Planner Lund explained that was a Condition of Approval as part of Phase I, and the applicant 
submitted the Party Wall Agreement, which would be reviewed by the City Departments.  He felt 
that the Party Wall Agreement would be submitted for recordation with the County just before 
the Mylar was to be submitted.  Commissioner Hall asked if the plat notes for Phase I would be 
copied over to this proposed Plat.  Planner Lund explained that Phase II would have separate 
plat notes, and that would essentially mirror the Phase I plat notes.  Project Manager Lamb 
confirmed that the requirements of the Phase I Plat were copied onto the Phase II Plat.  
 
Commissioner Frontero asked if the plat notes would be a part of the recording with the County.  
Project Manager Lamb confirmed that they would be part of the recorded document.      
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Kenworthy moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation for the 
City Council’s consideration on July 6, 2023, for 3267 West Deer Hollow – Founders Place 
Phase II Condominium Plat, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions 
of Approval as follows:  
 
Findings of Fact  
 
Background:  
 

1. The Founders Place Phase I Condominium Plat was approved by the Park City 
Council on January 27, 2022, and recorded with the Wasatch County Recorder 
on July 5, 2022.  
 

2. The Founders Place Phase II Condominium Plat includes 19 market-rate 
condominium units and one affordable unit.  

 
3. The Founders Place Phase II Condominium Plat complies with the Recreation 

Commercial Zoning District requirements.  
 

a. The Founders Place Phase II Condominium Plat complies with the Front, 
Rear, and Side Setback Requirements. 
 

b. The Founders Place Phase II Condominium Plat complies with Open 
Space requirements established in the Master Planned Development 
Review.  

 
4. The Founders Place Phase II Plat complies with the requirements of the Land 

Management Code, Housing Mitigation Plan approved by the City Council on 
June 28, 2022, modifications to the Master Planned Development, and the Multi-
Unit Dwelling Conditional Use Permit which were approved by the Planning 
Commission on January 12, 2023.  

 
Conclusions of Law  
 

1. There is Good Cause for the Founders Place Condominium Phase II Plat 
because it complies with the requirements of the Master Planned Development 
Modification and Multi-Unit Dwelling Conditional Use Permit.  

PENDIN
G APPROVAL
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2. The Condominium Plat is consistent with the Land Management Code, including 
Chapter 15-2.16 Recreation Commercial Zoning District, and § 15-7.1-6 Final 
Subdivision Plat.  
 

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat 
Amendment.  
 

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

 
Conditions of Approval  
 

1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the 
final form and content of the Plat for compliance with State law, the Land 
Management Code, and the Conditions of Approval, prior to recordation of the 
Plat.  
 

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

 
3. The plat shall note that fire sprinklers are required for all new construction.  
 
4. The City Engineer shall review and approve all Lot grading, utility installation, 

public improvement, and drainage plans for compliance with City standards prior 
to issuance of any building permits.  

 
5. The Applicant shall submit draft deed restrictions in compliance with the 

approved Housing Mitigation Plan for review and approval by the Planning, 
Housing, and Legal Departments prior to submitting a condominium Mylar for the 
one affordable unit within Phase II. The deed restrictions shall be approved, 
executed, and recorded simultaneously with the condominium Mylar.  

 
6. No Certificate of Occupancy for any market-rate unit for Phase II shall be issued 

by the City until the affordable unit required for Phase II is complete and deed 
restrictions, in a form approved by the City Attorney’s Office, are recorded.  

 
7. Site plans and Building Design must resolve snow release issues to the 

satisfaction of the Chief Building Official prior to issuance of a Building Permit.  
 
8. The submitted Storm Water runoff protection plan must be approved by Wasatch 

County prior to building permit issuance. 
  
Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.  
 
VOTE:   The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.    
 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL
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C. Huntsman Estates – Plat Amendment – The Applicant Proposes to Amend 
Plat Note 3 to Clarify the Building Envelope and Limits of Disturbance 
Shown on the Huntsman Estates Plat. PL 23-05540. 

 
Senior City Planner, Alexandra Ananth, reported that the applicant was attending remotely, and 
would offer a presentation after Planner Ananth’s report to the Commission.  She advised that 
Huntsman Estates is a 15 Lot Subdivision approved by the City Council in July 2020.  It consists 
of a 40-acre site located off of Royal Street up towards the Silver Lake community.  The 
property is zoned Residential Development (“RD”) and is located within the Deer Valley MPD.   
 
Planner Ananth presented an image of the recorded original Subdivision, which includes 15 Lots 
and a Common Area parcel. The original Huntsman House remained on Lot 12, which is larger 
than the rest of the Lots.  Two additional lands might be developed in a future phase.  She 
reported that Limits of Disturbance (“LOD”), Maximum House Size, Significant Vegetation, and 
Neighborhood Compatibility were all topics of discussion at both Planning Commission and City 
Council meetings held on this project.  At the time of application, the applicant strongly opposed 
a Maximum House Size limit, and noted there were no limits in the Deer Valley MPD. 
 
Planner Ananth advised the Plat was originally approved with Building Envelope (“BE”) LODs, 
which were the area within which a house could be built.  She noted that it was somewhat 
unusual that the Building Envelopes and the LODs were combined on the Plat, and it placed the 
responsibility on the applicant or eventual homeowner to build within the LOD.  She noted that it 
was more typical that the Plat would show either the Building Envelope or the LOD, and they 
were not usually combined.  The combination of the Building Envelope and the LOD had caused 
some confusion for the buyers and architects of these Lots.  She explained that LODs were 
typically larger and extended out from the Building Pad and Building Envelope, to allow for 
temporary construction disturbance beyond the Building Envelope that would be re-vegetated 
after construction. 
 
Planner Ananth stated that Condition of Approval 7 of the original application read as follows:  
“A plat note shall indicate that all Buildings must be within the LOD area shown on the Exhibit 
dated 4/15/20.  Minor adjustments to the LOD are allowed by the Planning Director so long as 
the size of the LOD area on the Lot remains the same.”  She explained that when this plat note 
was transferred onto the Mylar, it was written down as BE/LOD, and that was how the Plat was 
recorded.   
 
In response to an inquiry from Chair Suesser, Planner Ananth stated the reference to BE/LOD 
was not in the Conditions of Approval; however, the Plat Note that was transferred to the Mylar 
and recorded stated that all buildings must be within the Building Envelope’s Limits of 
Disturbance shown on the Plat.  She presented an exhibit that was submitted as part of the 
original approval, which addressed Lot Area and the LOD.  She calculated the BE/LOD in terms 
of square footage and noted that LODs ranged from 9,148 square feet to just over 25,000 
square feet depending on the Lot Size. 
 
Planner Ananth advised that the applicant has proposed to modify Plat Note 3 to exclude 
driveways from counting toward the Building Envelope LODs.  She explained that because the 
Plat did not show driveways, Staff had been interpreting it as applicants were allowed a certain 
amount of disturbance, and the driveway had to come out of the LOD.  She reiterated that the 
applicant’s proposal was to clarify that driveways be excluded.  She reported that the applicant 
also proposed that the BE/LOD would become the Building Envelope, and allow for temporary 
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construction disturbance for 10 feet beyond the Building Envelopes.  As a concession, the 
applicant proposed to limit Maximum Home Size to 12,000 square feet.  She noted the applicant 
was not originally inclined to limit the Maximum House Size.   
 
Planner Ananth presented to the Commission an illustration to show the impact of the 
applicant’s proposal.  She noted that the black outline on the graphic was the BE/LOD on the 
recorded Plat.  In order to build a house within the BE/LOD, the Building Footprint would 
typically have to be smaller.  She outlined the typical Building Pad in green on the graphic.  She 
explained that the applicant proposed that the black outline on the graphic become the new 
Building Envelope, and therefore they would be allowed to expand beyond that with temporary 
construction disturbance ten feet out from the Building Envelope.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that the applicant noted the original LODs were fairly restrictive and were 
more restrictive than the standard RD Side Setbacks of 12 feet.  She advised that they kept the 
Building Envelopes towards the front of the Lots to prevent long driveways and more site 
disturbance.  Staff spent a lot of time with the applicant on this application trying to arrive at a 
compromise. With regards to the original proposal, Staff had concerns that the House Size was 
limited to 12,000 square feet rather than the Lot being limited to 12,000 square feet of total 
construction.  She explained that even if limited to 12,000 square feet, the Gross Residential 
Floor Area would exclude things such as unenclosed areas like patios and decks, 600 square 
feet of the garage area, and all basements below grade.  Accessory Buildings are not limited in 
number, and it was not clear if they would count against the Gross Residential Floor Area. 
 
Planner Ananth reported that the Planning Department’s general consensus was that the LODs 
gave ample opportunity for reasonable-sized houses, and the applicant had shown that the 
average house size in the surrounding neighborhood was approximately 7,000 square feet.  
Therefore, a 12,000-square-foot house was larger than the average house size in the area.  She 
noted that the Planning Commission tried to limit home sizes initially, and 10,000 square-foot 
limits were considered in order to be consistent with Red Cloud.  Because the Commission 
discussed protecting Significant Vegetation at length, expanding beyond the LOD would 
increase Site and vegetation disturbance. 
 
In order to try and deal with some of these issues, Planner Ananth stated that they 
compromised on Plat Note 3, and proposed the following:   
 

All Lots shall be limited to a Maximum Gross Residential Floor Area of 12,000 
square feet, including all Accessory Buildings/Uses, and all development must 
occur within the Building Envelope.  Limits of Disturbance may not extend 
beyond 10 feet from the Building Envelope.  Driveways, utility corridors, paths, 
and drainage features are exceptions to this restriction.  Driveways shall not 
exceed 20 feet in width.  The LOD must be re-vegetated prior to the Certificate of 
Occupancy.  The Gross Residential Floor Area shall be defined per the Land 
Management Code, except that no more than one basement level shall be 
allowed on any Lot.  Basement shall also be defined by the LMC. Residential 
Development Lot and Site requirements, including Setbacks and Building 
Heights, shall continue to apply to all Lots.  Lot 12 would be excluded from the 
Maximum Gross Residential Floor Area. 

 
Planner Ananth stated that the proposal to modify Plat Note 3 complied with the LMC 
requirements for the RD District, and the Planning Commission should discuss if they could find 
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good cause for the proposed Plat Amendment.  She concluded her presentation to allow the 
applicant’s team present to the Commission.   
 
Benjamin Wu advised that he was appearing on behalf of the developer.  He introduced Michael 
Demkowicz, Alliance Engineering, Paul Huntsman, and Greg Gendrin, Stein Eriksen Lodge.  He 
mentioned that the property was branded and run by a Stein Eriksen team, and was known as 
Stein Eriksen Estates.  The architectural team for Lot 2 was also present to answer any 
questions.   
 
Applicant Wu felt that Planner Ananth’s presentation was a fair representation of what they had 
been working through.  He stressed that they were coming into this as a clarification of the Plat 
Note, and he felt it was something that did not come to light until the Lot owners were looking to 
build their homes.  There was a difference of opinion as to how to interpret certain Plat Notes, 
which ultimately led to this point of trying to find a clear guideline as to how to design and build a 
home. 
 
Applicant Wu also stressed that this was not an attempt to try and build larger homes.  It was 
not the applicant’s intent to have big homes on the property, and they had also approached this 
by recognizing there were no limits in the neighboring areas such as American Flag.  They 
would like to keep that approach, but at the same time, they do not want a neighborhood of 
fifteen 12,000 square-foot homes.  When they ultimately set up this Plat with that intention in 
mind, he explained that they intentionally set their Building Envelopes to be more restrictive on 
the length of the LODs. They did not want to take the approach of setting the typical 12-foot 
Setback; rather, they extended it to 20 feet because they did not want homes right next to each 
other.  He explained that they approached it as though it was the Building Envelope and not 
necessarily the LOD, which is where the confusion started. As homes were being designed, 
owners were finding it harder to build within those guidelines without a clear definition of what 
those lines were. 
 
Applicant Wu stated that ultimately, they were creating larger Setbacks to ensure that the 
homes would not be so large.  He also pointed out that the Lots were fairly slanted, so despite 
the LOD being larger than in neighboring areas, the actual buildable space was not quite as 
large as the Envelope would indicate.  He reiterated that this would provide a good clarification 
for the neighborhood, but at the same time, they were willing to set a Maximum House Size limit 
to ensure that homes would not get out of control and there would be no gamesmanship with 
the language.   
 
Applicant Wu expressed appreciation for Planner Ananth’s work and collaboration on this 
application and felt it would be a fair amendment to be considered. 
 
Engineer Demkowicz advised that the slides he prepared were presented by Planner Ananth.  
He added that they had a 3-D model available. 
 
Chair Suesser asked to see the recorded Subdivision Plat, and specifically the Plat Notes.  
Planner Ananth read Plat Note 3 on the recorded Subdivision Plat as follows:  “All Lots are 
limited to single-family dwellings and accessory units.  All buildings must be within the Building 
Envelope/Limit of Disturbance shown on the Plat.  Minor adjustments shall be allowed by the 
Planning Director so long as the size of the Building Envelope/LOD remains the same.”   
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Planner Ananth advised that when they permitted one house in the Subdivision, they made a 
small adjustment that reduced the size of the Building Envelope/LOD.  The owner was also 
required to subtract the driveway area from the Building Envelope/LOD.  She added that the 
other Lots that were getting closer to permitting had essentially asked for this Plat Amendment. 
 
Chair Suesser asked if the Lot sizes and Building Pads shown on the recorded Plat were the 
same as Exhibit C submitted by the applicant that showed the Open Space calculation.  Planner 
Ananth answered in the affirmative.  She reported that she picked up on that issue and believed 
that the requirement was that the development maintain 88% Open Space.  Planner Ananth 
explained that because Lot 12 was so large, the applicant was able to maintain the required 
percentage. 
 
Chair Suesser asked if expanded LODs would allow the applicant to maintain 88% Open Space.  
Planner Ananth advised that the LOD would be re-vegetated and would not count against Open 
Space; rather, only the Building Envelopes would count against Open Space.  With total 
Building Envelopes of 183,000 square feet worth of Site Disturbance, the applicant would still 
maintain 88% of the total 40-acre site.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy asked if that calculation included the two Lots.  Planner Ananth 
responded that the two Lots were counted as 100% Open Space now because there was an 
adjacent parcel owned by the Huntsmans that could potentially be donated.  Applicant Wu 
commented that the Site only has 15 density units, and the Huntsmans own the 20 acres to the 
north that border Marsac.  He stated that at the right time, they would like to have the 
conversation about putting that land into some sort of Conservation Easement with the City.  
Currently, there was a private trail across that land.  He stated that Land A and Land B were not 
entitled or platted as buildable Lots.  He noted that an Accessory Unit on Land A was part of 
Lot 12. 
 
Chair Suesser referenced the 4x4 trail mentioned in the applicant’s Exhibit C and noted she did 
not see that trail in the original Subdivision Plat.  Applicant Wu advised that on Lot 3, they 
planned to install the trail that goes across Lot 3.  Currently, the trail drops people off at the end 
of Marsac Avenue and follows Marsac Avenue down to Old Town.  The trail splits off onto the 
20-acre Huntsman property, and they do not maintain it.  They would like to connect that trail so 
that it would go from Old Town to Royal Street. 
 
Chair Suesser expressed surprise that this was not part of the initial approval.  Planner Ananth 
noted there was a dirt road running through the Subdivision that follows the Snyderville Basin 
sewer line.  She stressed this was not an active trail.  Chair Suesser referenced a note on 
Exhibit C that noted a relocated 4x4 road.  Applicant Wu explained that the trail seen on the 
map used to be the trail they used to maintain the property.  Because the Lots go over that trail, 
they placed the trail on the side in the new drawing.  
 
Planner Ananth noted there was an active hiking/biking trail that crosses the applicant’s property 
for which they granted an easement in Phase I.  That trail was dedicated to the City prior to 
recording the Phase I Plat, along with a $25,000 contribution for the City to maintain that trail.  
She confirmed there was an active recreation trail on the side, and then a private trail seen in 
the aerial image.   
  
Chair Suesser wondered when the trail was put in and for what purpose.  Planner Ananth 
recalled that the trail had existed for a long period of time.  Applicant Wu explained that the 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL

13



Park City Municipal Corporation 
Planning Commission Meeting 
June 14, 2023 
 

12 
 

thought process was that they were thinking of putting in a 4x4 trail, as there was no easement 
in place for that trail. 
 
Chair Suesser wanted to know how the relocated 4x4 trail outside the Subdivision came about, 
and whether the applicant would construct the building sites using the 4x4 trail rather than 
Legacy Road.  Applicant Wu did not feel that the 4x4 trail would be built.  Planner Ananth 
understood that was access to the sewer line, and it was not proposed to remain.  
 
Applicant Huntsman agreed with Planner Ananth and added that the trail seen on Google Maps 
was not going to be used for construction.  He described it as an old trail that went back to the 
early to mid-1980s. 
 
Commissioner Van Dine understood that the Plat Amendment would restrict the House Size to 
12,000 square feet on all subsequent Lots, but there would be no restriction on the Lot 12 home 
expansion.  Planner Ananth stated that as written, Commissioner Van Dine’s understanding was 
accurate.  Commissioner Van Dine wanted to address this issue.  
 
Commissioner Sigg asked if the definition of Basement included everything below grade and not 
opening out.  He specifically referenced downhill Lots and wondered if they were referencing 
basements that were truly subterranean or basements that had three subterranean walls and 
periscope windows looking out to find the grade at a lower elevation on the site. 
 
Planner Ananth explained that if it met the definition of a Basement, it would not be counted.  
She read the definition of Basement as follows:  “Any floor level below the first story in a 
building.  Those floor levels in buildings having only one-floor level shall be classified as a 
Basement unless that floor level qualifies as a first story.  Basement Area below Final Grade is 
the area located under a ceiling that it below Final Grade.”  Therefore, she advised that if a 
Basement were below Final Grade it would not count; if it a Basement was partially above Final 
Grade, she believed a portion of it would count towards square footage.   
 
In response to Chair Suesser’s inquiry regarding the driveway, Planner Ananth explained that a 
driveway that was located inside the Building Envelope would not count; only the area 
connecting the Building Envelope to the Right-of-Way would count.  She confirmed that it would 
be only that section that would be subject to the 20-foot limit.  Planner Ananth added that if an 
owner wanted to use a portion of their Building Envelope as a carport area that would be 
allowed within the LOD, but it would not count as part of the Building’s square footage.  Chair 
Suesser observed that currently, the driveway would count, and noted the distinction was that 
they wanted to exclude driveways.  
 
With respect to driveways, Commissioner Frontero asked where the confusion was in Plat Note 
3, which excluded driveways.  Planner Ananth offered that there was no confusion with regard 
to the driveway area; rather, the confusion was that architects were looking at the BE/LOD as 
the BE and designing houses to the BE, thinking they could have LODs outside of the BE.  
Planner Ananth stated that they had been clear that the connection of the driveway would not 
count against the total allowed LOD.  She agreed there was no confusion that way it was 
currently written that the driveways were not excluded. 
 
Commissioner Frontero observed that the applicant was now asking for exclusion of the 
driveways.  Planner Ananth mentioned that in other Subdivisions, it was more typical that the 
Plat Note discussed whether driveways were counted or excluded from LOD.  Commissioner 
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Frontero responded that other Subdivisions also have Maximum Square Footages in place, and 
he did not necessarily see any consistency with that argument. 
 
Applicant Wu commented that the Note did not address driveways. The only neighborhood in 
the area with a Maximum House Size was Red Cloud.  Huntsman Estates was closer to 
American Flag than Red Cloud, and every neighborhood in the periphery was the same way. 
 
Chair Suesser found it interesting that they went to the trouble of noting the driveway 
easements necessary for the three southern Lots.  It was noted by Engineer Demkowicz that 
those three Lots were on the hillside above Legacy Way, and the road in front of those Lots was 
lower than the terrain where the building would be ideally placed. Therefore, on the original Plat, 
they created driveway easements, which they wanted to maintain in this Plat Amendment.  The 
idea was that Lot 15 could start a little higher on Legacy Way across the Open Space parcel, 
which would allow the driveway at an elevation that would have been less accessible if they did 
not have the driveway easements.  He added that also spoke to the reason they wanted to be 
careful about having too much of the driveway area count towards the Building Envelope.  He 
reasoned that Lots 13, 14, and 15 would need a slightly longer driveway to get to the ideal 
position on the Lot.  Some of the Lots off the cul-de-sac on the other side of the Subdivision 
would require some minor modifications to allow them to be away from each other.  If they have 
a longer driveway to allow for this situation, they would not want an excessive amount of the 
driveway to be counted towards the Building Envelope size. 
 
Engineer Demkowicz stressed that this was why they wanted a clear distinction for these homes 
to build driveways, and for Lots 6 – 11 it would be difficult to build extravagant driveways and be 
able to build the house they want to build.  He felt that the Lots on the hill would have longer 
driveways to allow for them to be positioned above the neighbors’ homes.  Additionally, longer 
driveways would be needed at Lots 2 and 3 to get more separation between those homes.  For 
a majority of the homes, however, driveway lengths or areas were not too much of a concern or 
would be too excessive because it would take away from the owners’ ability to put in a house 
and landscape features.  
 
Commissioner Hall asked if they were proposing to draw LODs around the Building Envelopes, 
or whether they were just amending Plat Note 3 to clarify the Building construction activity.  
Planner Ananth explained that they would adjust Plat Note 3 to clarify that what was shown on 
the Plat was Building Envelopes rather than BE/LODs and that the LOD would be allowed 10 
feet beyond the Building Envelope.   
 
Commissioner Johnson sought clarification that they would add a 10-foot buffer around the 
existing BE/LOD that would be the LOD and the existing depiction on the Plat would be the 
Building Envelope.  Planner Ananth confirmed.  In terms of the 12,000-square-foot limit, 
Commissioner Johnson asked how it would affect the chart included in the Staff Report.  He 
observed that at face value, half of the homes would be allowed to go above 12,000 square 
feet.  Planner Ananth explained that the additional column depicted the square footage of what 
would be classified as BE; therefore, Lot 2 would have a very extensive Building Envelope of 
25,000 square feet.  A 12,000-square-foot house could easily fit within that existing BE; 
however, on some of the smaller Lots where the LOD was limited to 9,000 square feet, the 
footprint of the house would push the envelope in terms of the Building Envelope.   
 
Planner Ananth reiterated that all Lots would be limited to 12,000 square feet, with the exception 
of Lot 12.  The applicant added that this chart reflects the smaller Lots where an owner would 
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not realistically build up to the 12,000 square foot maximum because it would not fit.  The 
reason the applicant wanted to keep it at 12,000 square feet was there were only a couple of 
Lots where they could build to that size. 
 
Commissioner Johnson expressed comments that were largely inaudible. 
 
Commissioner Hall sought confirmation that the new language for Plat Note 3 would state that 
the outline was the Building Envelope on the existing Plat.  Planner Ananth agreed and stated 
further that the footprint of the house would be required to be contained within that outline.  With 
regard to Footnote 13 on the existing map, Commissioner Hall noted that it also referenced the 
Building Envelope/LOD.  For consistency, she suggested removing reference to BE/LOD in the 
future and felt it was confusing to have BE/LOD.  She wondered if there was a way to clarify that 
it was the Building Envelope that was around it.  In the second sentence, she would change the 
language from “this restriction” to “exceptions to this LOD” to clarify that the restrictions were in 
reference to the LOD.  
 
Commissioner Hall supported maintaining the language in prior Plat Note 3 that allowed the 
Planning Director the authority to not change the limit but could approve minor tweaks.  She 
would also be in favor of not allowing Lot 12 to increase its square footage over what currently 
existed.  Commissioner Van Dine added that would include outbuildings.  Chair Suesser noted 
there was an existing garage on Lot A.  Commissioner Hall felt that a 12,000-square-foot home 
was pretty intense for a majority of the Lots that are on a half-acre.  She would be in favor of at 
least limiting it to 12,000 square feet, as proposed.  She felt that even with the Setbacks, 12,000 
square feet seemed like a massive house.  She commented that it was an error to not include 
the driveways in the Plat Note, especially since it was also an error to include BE/LOD.  She 
would like to correct this.  
 
Chair Suesser agreed with Commissioner Hall’s comments about the 12,000-square-foot limit 
and did not view it as a concession.  Commissioner Sigg interjected that he was still concerned 
about the definition of a Basement, and the habitability of what might be defined as a Basement.  
He stated that every diagram in the Code shows exactly the scenario and makes a distinction 
between a first floor and a Basement.  If Basements were excluded, and a Basement had a 
5,000 square foot footprint, an owner could add 5,000 square feet to the 12,000 square foot 
maximum.  He added that could be 50% of the 5,000 depending on the slope of the hill and how 
much was below grade.  
 
Chair Suesser asked Commissioner Sigg if he would be amenable to a 12,000-square-foot 
Maximum House Size inclusive of Basement.  Commissioner Sigg stated he was not as 
concerned with the 12,000 square foot limit as he was about how a Basement could be 
construed as adding square footage, especially on a downhill Lot.  
 
Chair Suesser noted that the Planning Commission would need to make a finding of Good 
Cause, and she requested the Commission to think about if the developer made the public trail 
connection as a public benefit that would help them get to the Good Cause needed for this 
application. 
 
Commissioner Frontero reviewed the notes from 2020 to familiarize himself with that process. 
He noted there were a lot of discussions before the Planning Commission and City Council 
about protecting Significant Vegetation.  He sought clarification that the amended Plat Note 3 
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would add an additional ten feet to the LODs on each of the Lots.  Planner Ananth confirmed 
that was correct. 
 
Commissioner Frontero felt this was counter to the 2020 discussions regarding limitations to 
help protect Significant Vegetation.  He understood the applicant proposed re-vegetation; 
however, he observed that was not the same thing.  He considered this to be a major 
disturbance and offered to add up the square footage of that extra 10 feet over 14 Lots.  
Commissioner Frontero stated this would be a new disturbance that was not granted in 2020.  
He expressed concern about allowing an additional 10 feet around each Lot’s LOD. 
 
Applicant Wu stated it would come down to an interpretation; from the applicant’s perspective, 
they viewed this as a Building Envelope, therefore whether it was 10’ or 15’ outside the Building 
Envelope, that was contemplated when they initially recorded the Plat.  He felt it was difficult to 
state that this was new land they were planning to disturb when the applicant felt that this was 
land that was already agreed to be disturbed.  This illustrated the disagreement of whether this 
was the Building Envelope or the LOD.   
 
Engineer Demkowicz stated they would not be adding 10 feet to the entire perimeter of the 
rectangular shapes on the drawing; rather, the 10 feet were to allow for the construction of the 
house.  They needed to be able to place the building lines at the Building Envelope and build 
the house.  Without a temporary construction disturbance, they would have to build the house 
from the inside.  They would therefore have to move the building lines in even further than 
intended, and by setting those additional Side Setbacks of 20 feet, they were already trying to 
place the buildings further away from each other.  He stated that it would not be a 10’ 
disturbance around the perimeter of the entire Building Envelope, other than the disturbance 
necessary to build the structure.  Where they have landscape features, site features, and patios, 
there would not be a need to disturb significantly beyond those areas because those areas 
could be built with less disturbance.  He stressed that a house needs to be built with access 
around the perimeter, and that was the intent of the 10-foot disturbance.  
 
Commissioner Van Dine observed that the 10 feet of disturbance might be required on the 
smaller Lots; however, Lots 2 – 5, and 13 have pretty large Building Envelopes.  To grant these 
Lots 10 feet more on the already large Building Envelopes seemed excessive.   
 
She acknowledged the applicant’s intent in this regard but noted that the applicant would not be 
limited by the 10-foot disturbance around the entire perimeter.  Commissioner Sigg asked if 
there were owners who had already designed their houses. He opined that it likely was these 
designs that dictated the need for the 10 feet.  If they changed the design, they might not need 
the 10 feet.  
 
Commissioner Sigg agreed that 10 feet around the house would be needed for construction 
activities; however, they were looking at houses that were already designed, and now the 
applicant had requested the additional 10 feet to conform to the designs, rather than designing 
to the criteria of the Lot.  
 
Chair Suesser commented that this led her to believe that these were LODs and not Building 
Envelopes, because the homes had not yet been designed.  Initially, the developer wanted a 
Plat in place, yet they had not designed the homes.  She felt this meant that they were LODs, 
not Building Envelopes.   
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Planner Ananth offered her belief that there was a misunderstanding between the applicant and 
Staff.  She always interpreted those as LODs, but it was fair to say the applicant interpreted 
them as Building Envelopes or Building Footprint Pads.   
 
Applicant Wu highlighted that was the reason they set the Setbacks longer than those required 
in the RD zone.  Engineer Demkowicz agreed and stated that if they had anticipated this 
discussion, they probably would not have set a Building Envelope at 20 feet and/or potentially 
would not have created Building Envelopes, to begin with, and keep these as 15 Single Family 
Lots.  He added that the idea of the Building Envelope was to create a little more space 
between the Lots and position the homes more appropriately, but not at the detriment of an 
architect designing a house that the owner liked.  He noted the houses would have to continue 
to decrease in size because they would have to account for the track hoe being operated on the 
BE/LOD.  If they were to call it an LOD, they would have likely asked for more area definitely on 
some of the smaller Lots.   
 
Applicant Huntsman stated that the smaller Lots would have their houses significantly impeded 
by not having a new Plat Note 3 that would bring more clarity to the Plat.  
 
Commissioner Kenworthy referenced Commissioner Sigg’s comments about the 12,000 square 
feet being inclusive of the Basement, especially on the very small Lots.  He stated that if he 
were an owner of one of the small Lots, he would want to keep the Significant Vegetation 
between the Lots.  He noted that some of those Lots had some very nice views, and there was 
some older Significant Vegetation towards the back of Lots 5  - 11.  Commissioner Kenworthy 
wanted assurances that this Significant Vegetation would not be disturbed, and he would not 
want to see an extra 10 feet of disturbance, especially on the back of those Lots.  He 
understood and appreciated that the applicant provided 20-foot Side Setbacks.  He imagined 
the contractors and designers would try and keep the Vegetation on the back of those Lots.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy felt that the discussions referenced by Commissioner Frontero related 
to the Significant Vegetation at the back of these smaller Lots.  The 12,000 square feet was a 
trade-off, especially on the bigger Lots; he noted that an enormous house could be built on 
Lot 3.  Commissioner Kenworthy would like some definition of these issues and echoed 
Commissioner Hall’s statement that we do not want to keep coming back on this issue.   
 
Chair Suesser recalled that a visual analysis was done due to the concern that they would see 
these homes looming over Old Town.  She noted that the Maximum House Size in the visual 
analysis was 10,000 square feet, which was consistent with the Maximum House Size at Red 
Cloud.  She felt the Commission should consider this when considering the applicant’s request 
for a Maximum House Size of 12,000 square feet.  
 
Engineer Demkowicz understood Chair Suesser’s point, and noted that this development was 
not seen from all of the vantage points listed in the LMC, including the bottom of Main Street.  
He stated that was the vantage point they spent some time on in the Sensitive Land Overlay 
Analysis for the original Plat.  He stated that in 2020, they did modeling when they used 100’ x 
100’ rectangles as a footprint.  With an increase to 12,000 square feet, the houses would still 
not be seen from the Vantage Points in the LMC.  In general, he noted that this Site is very 
isolated from adjoining areas, and not too many would be impacted by an increase from 10,000 
to 12,000 square feet.  The neighboring communities largely would look down on this 
neighborhood, as opposed to being within their view.  
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Engineer Demkowicz stressed that these homes would not be in a location to be seen regularly 
by everyone in town.  He felt that no one would know the difference between a slightly larger 
house on this particular Site due to its location. 
 
Chair Suesser asked if the Vantage Points in the LMC changed since 2020.  Planner Ananth 
stated that they had not; however, the Visual Analysis from 2020 showed there was very limited 
visibility of the Site.  Commissioner Frontero observed those conclusions were based on 10,000 
square foot homes.   
 
Commissioner Hall referenced Commissioner Kenworthy’s comments regarding the north end of 
the property in terms of the Building Envelope and LOD.  Engineer Demkowicz showed a 
graphic to the Commission, and noted that the west side Lots looked down into Old Town.  The 
graphic showed where the applicant set the Building Envelope and the additional area given by 
the applicant on the Side Setbacks.  He stated there were only a handful of trees that were 
directly outside the Building Envelope line, and they likely would not see a significant number of 
trees removed.  He noted that if there were sensitive trees, they would likely be on the edge of 
the Lot and therefore maintained.   
 
With regard to the side yards, Engineer Demkowicz stated that part of the reason they set the 
20-foot Side Setbacks was to allow them to keep some of the large, mature trees between the 
homes.  If the Side Setbacks were at the zoning requirement of 12 feet, he expressed concern 
that homes would have to be built at the Lot line, and the trees on the Lot line would have to be 
removed.  By having a 20-foot Setback, the intent was to provide space to maintain some of the 
mature trees.   
 
Commissioner Sigg asked if there was an exhibit prepared that identified the Significant 
Vegetation.  The applicant understood that would be handled at the Building Permit stage.  
Each Lot would identify each Significant tree, and which trees would be removed.  It would be 
difficult to do this at the time of the original Plat, and today, to anticipate the various creative 
architectural floor plans. 
 
Commissioner Sigg would like to see some sort of identification of Significant trees.  He 
suggested a site visit to see what was present and commented that if they knew what was 
there, they could see the true impact of granting the applicant’s request.  He stated that 
everyone would be required to re-vegetate; however, many of the evergreens were big trees.  
He was not that opposed if there was a really good plan, but he wanted to see what major trees 
would be removed and what the giveback for those might be.  He also would like to see what 
Lots might be excluded from the expansion of the LOD because of those trees.  He reiterated 
that it would be helpful to his decision to know how the expansion of the LOD beyond the 
Building Footprint would impact the Significant Vegetation.  Chair Suesser commented that this 
was all contemplated in the Visual Analysis from 2020, and the restrictions on the LODs so the 
Significant Vegetation would be maintained.  She observed that the applicant’s request would 
change a lot of what was already determined about this Subdivision.                                          
 
Commissioner Hall asked if the Commission wanted to include language that Significant 
Vegetation could not be removed outside of the Building Envelope.  She asked if the 
Commission agreed that the large trees on the north end of Lot 10 should be preserved.  She 
then commented that Lot 2 had scrub Oak. 
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Commissioner Sigg felt the context was the number of trees.  He recognized that they had to do 
what they needed to do for construction, but if they were talking about 100 trees that were 50 – 
60 feet tall that was a different story.  He noted that they were already losing many of those 
trees at a rapid rate. 
 
Commissioner Hall asked if there was interest in a Condition of Approval stating that No 
Significant Vegetation could be removed outside of the Building Envelope, even if the builder 
could have construction activity within the 10-foot extension.  Commissioner Van Dine was 
agreeable with that language. 
 
Commissioner Sigg noted the builder could boom crane materials into the Building Envelope.   
 
Chair Suesser opened the public hearing.   
 
Josh Arrington stated that he works with Upwall Design, and was one of the architects that went 
through the planning process and was surprised by the limitations on these Lots.  He opined 
that applicant’s proposal was a good way to clarify the Building Envelope versus the LOD 
because when they see Lots on the Plat that do not connect to the road, they initially determine 
that a driveway would require an exclusion.  He reported that the current Plat Note reads as 
though the Planning Director would have to approve every single Lot because there would be a 
Building Envelope adjustment for each Lot.  Speaker Arrington did not believe that was the 
intent.  He added that his client owned Lots 7 and 8, and wanted to ensure that there would not 
be any other surprises moving forward.  Speaker Arrington noted the addition of requiring re-
vegetation before issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy.  He agreed there needed to be 
some sort of contingency on re-vegetation, but the concern was if the house was completed in 
January, re-vegetation could not occur until May or June.  He wondered if there was a way to 
add a note that would provide a 6-month grace period and would allow for the recording of a 
bond to ensure that re-vegetation occurs within that time period.  
 
Speaker Arrington added that the Plat required that each Lot obtain their own Arborist Report to 
label and indicate which trees were Significant, and which trees needed to be saved.  He also 
mentioned a Note regarding the fire safety of having a certain distance from the Building 
Envelope.  He reiterated that his primary concern was making sure there was a means for re-
vegetation if a project was completed during the winter season.   
 
There was no further public comment.  Chair Suesser closed the public hearing. 
 
Chair Suesser asked Planner Ananth if Staff ever suggested that they just exclude the driveway 
connection to Legacy Road.  She observed that would get the applicant to where they needed 
to be.  Planner Ananth indicated that Staff proposed the applicant exclude the driveway 
connection.  Applicant Wu stated that would be the applicant’s more pressing issue.  He stated 
that if there was a possibility to do that first while they focus on the other issues, that would 
address the Lot owners’ concerns that there be an exclusion for the driveways so they could 
proceed with their building plans.  
 
Commissioner Kenworthy did not have an issue with that and felt that Speaker Arrington made 
a good point about the Certificate of Occupancy for homes completed in the winter.  He 
suggested a Condition of Approval that would allow an owner who completed their home during 
the winter to get a Certificate of Occupancy and bond something over until spring.  
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Commissioners Hall and Van Dine agreed.  Chair Suesser added that she would require a Re-
Vegetation Plan along with the bond.   
 
Commissioner Frontero asked if a six-month time frame would be sufficient.  Applicant Wu felt 
that would be acceptable.  
 
Commissioner Hall referenced Water Wise Landscaping and recalled that five-feet outside the 
house was required to be a clear area that would not be re-vegetated from a fire safety 
standpoint.   
 
Assistant Director Ward explained that with any Significant Vegetation impacted by the 
requirements of the Wildland Urban Interface Code, the owner would be required to come up 
with a replacement plan that would be reviewed by the Forestry Board.  There would be a 
distance required between the structure and some of the Significant Vegetation.  She confirmed 
that there would be reasonable flexibility for when owners re-vegetate.   
 
Chair Suesser observed that the Commission was moving in the direction to amend the 
proposal.  She mentioned the discussion regarding the inclusion of any Basement square 
footage within the 12,000 square-foot Maximum Home Size.  There was consensus for this, as 
long as they could define Basement.   
 
Commissioner Frontero asked Planner Ananth to re-read the definition of Basement.  Planner 
Ananth stated that a Basement was any floor level below the first story.  Those floor levels in 
buildings having only one-floor level are classified as a Basement unless it qualifies as a first 
story.  Commissioner Frontero understood there was a consensus to include Basement 
included in the 12,000 square feet, and accepted Planner Ananth’s suggestion that the 12,000 
square feet Maximum would be on the Lot, not just the Building.  Planner Ananth confirmed that 
if additional Accessory Structures were built, they would count toward the total square footage. 
 
Commissioner Van Dine also mentioned discussions regarding limitations on the house size on 
Lot 12 to its current square footage and outbuildings, with no expansion.  Chair Suesser 
expressed disagreement with that, given the size of the Lot.  Commissioner Van Dine stated 
that it was already a 22,000-square-foot house.   
 
Chair Suesser noted the house on Lot 12 was very isolated, and she did not see the need to 
include that restriction.  She asked the Commissioners if there was a consensus on putting a 
limit on the home size on Lot 12.  Commissioner Hall and Commissioner Frontero supported 
limiting the home size to its current square footage. 
 
Chair Suesser asked if the proposal was to add up the square footage of the existing home and 
any Accessory Buildings and limit the Lot to that number.  Commissioner Frontero agreed. 
 
Commissioner Sigg was also in agreement with the limitation on Lot 12.  Commissioner 
Kenworthy agreed and would be okay if the applicant would come back and move the 
Accessory square footage over to the other Lot, especially if they would make a deal with the 
City to trade for the two additional Lots in exchange for the 20 acres to the City. 
 
Chair Suesser clarified that any development on the east and west Lot would require additional 
approval.  Planner Ananth confirmed that it would.  Commissioner Kenworthy suggested that he 
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would move the building on Lot A over to the 22,000-square-foot home if the applicant was 
willing to make the trade.  
 
Planner Ananth explained that currently, Lot 12 included that land, and would be reduced in 
size.  Commissioner Kenworthy understood and would give the applicant the square footage 
from that Accessory Building to the reduced Lot 12 if the applicant wanted to make a trade.  
Chair Suesser felt that was consistent with the discussions about limiting the square footage on 
Lot 12.   
 
Commissioner Frontero raised the issue of Good Cause, and Chair Suesser’s suggestion of 
continuing the trail as a community benefit that would go towards Good Cause.  He asked if 
there was consensus about conditioning the approval with something like that. 
 
Planner Ananth asked if they were referencing the trail on the adjacent property.  Chair Suesser 
clarified that they were referencing the trail that went over Lot 3.  Planner Ananth advised that 
was not a real trail and was not open to the public.  She added that there was a bike trail on the 
adjacent property, which was the one they discussed getting an easement on when and if the 
applicant returned for the additional Lots.   
 
Planner Ananth explained that the Deer Valley MPD would have to be amended to allow for that 
to happen, which was the real reason it had not happened to date.  She stated there had not 
been a real appetite to amend the MPD to allow for two additional units.   
 
Chair Suesser referenced the original Subdivision Plat and the zigzagging trail.  Applicant Wu 
advised that the trail shown on the Plat did not exist today and the applicant would be putting it 
in.  He added that it connects down Marsac Avenue, where a user could go along the side of the 
road to get back to Old Town or continue up Marsac Avenue.   
 
Planner Ananth acknowledged she had been looking at the wrong trail.  She stated that the trail 
just described was conditioned on the Plat to be dedicated with an easement to the City, and 
that had occurred.  She confirmed that the trail that zigzags along Lot 3 was public, and added 
that it went into the applicant’s 20 acres and connected through.  Applicant Wu confirmed there 
were two connections to that trail.   
 
In response to an inquiry, Planner Ananth advised that the Deer Valley MPD would need to be 
amended to bring the additional parcel into the MPD and get the additional units of density. 
 
Chair Suesser asked if the applicant could make that connection now, given that it owns the 
land.  Planner Ananth believed it was prohibited because that parcel was not currently in the 
Deer Valley MPD and there was no density associated with it.  
 
Chair Suesser noted the Commission was looking for Good Cause to approve this application, 
and she felt that it would be reasonable to request the developer to make that trail connection.  
She noted the developer was already required to dedicate the trail shown on the map, but the 
connection did not continue.  Applicant Wu stated the trail did connect, and noted that two trails 
connect to this one trail.  One trail goes through the applicant’s 20 acres, and the other was 
currently a public trail that followed Marsac.  He commented that the drawing on the Plat looked 
like it was not finished, but that was only because the drawing stops at the applicant’s property 
line.  He confirmed that the trail continued down.   
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Chair Suesser invited the applicant to express the good public benefit that would allow the 
Commission to approve this Plat.  She suggested it might be related to trails in this area. 
 
Applicant Wu stated the applicant was amenable to everything discussed, but he felt it was a 
broader conversation that would take some time.  He stated that the pressing issue now was 
excluding the driveways so that owners could build something that would connect their Building 
Envelopes.  He recognized that all of these issues were getting tied together, but the applicant 
would like to separate the issues because those other issues would take time.  He felt there was 
a lot of work the applicant could do to show the Planning Commission the different options, and 
he was not prepared at this meeting to discuss those.  Applicant Wu reiterated that the focal 
point was to get some sort of exclusion of the driveway so that owners could start designing 
their homes.   
 
Chair Suesser queried why they could not just exclude from the square footage any driveway 
that falls outside the LOD.  Planner Ananth stated that could be accomplished with the Plat 
Amendment, and noted that was what the applicant proposed.  
 
Chair Suesser commented that the applicant proposed extending 10 feet beyond the current 
Building Footprint on all sides.  Just excluding the driveway outside of those diagrams was less 
than 10 feet beyond the footprints shown on the diagrams.   
 
Planner Ananth understood that Chair Suesser was asking if the applicant could live without 
expanding the LOD if the Planning Commission gave them the driveway.  Chair Suesser stated 
it would exclude any driveway that would fall outside of the LOD from the square footage.  That 
would allow owners to connect to Legacy Road. 
 
Applicant Wu expressed that in the interest of moving forward, he would be inclined to accept 
that; however, he wanted to check with his team and partners to ensure that it would work.  He 
reiterated that was the more pressing issue, and believed it would work to allow owners to 
connect their Building Envelopes.  
 
Planner Ananth asked if the applicant was suggesting this item be continued to a date certain.  
Chair Suesser suggested the Commission could pass a motion excluding driveways from the 
square footage, and then if the applicant needed the LOD area, they could come back.  
Applicant Wu was agreeable to that process.  
 
City Attorney Harrington asked Planner Ananth to prepare a redline to the proposed Condition 
of Approval 3 to address the Commission’s direction on Basements.  Chair Suesser asked the 
Commissioners if they would prefer limiting this approval to the driveway exclusion, rather than 
including the other issues such as LODs and Significant Vegetation.  Commissioner Frontero 
was agreeable and offered that he was most concerned about the LODs 
 
Chair Suesser clarified that any driveway within the LOD would count towards the square 
footage; it would be the driveway outside the LOD that would not count towards the square 
footage. 
 
Engineer Demkowicz did not feel that gave the applicant much as it would be a small amount of 
area, and would not help them with Lots 13, 14, and 15 which would need a longer driveway.  
To include the rest of the driveway as part of the Building Size was a restriction they would not 
want to accept.  He went back to the issue of the 20-foot Side Setback and stated that if they 
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knew the driveways inside of the Building Envelope would be part of the total square footage, 
they would not have restricted themselves by virtue of agreeing to the 20-foot Setbacks.  He 
understood the sensitivity of allowing a 10-foot disturbance and commented that it represented 
a reasonable amount of space to construct the buildings and to allow for clearance for fire 
safety.   
 
Commissioner Frontero understood the applicant’s comments but stressed that the Commission 
was having an issue with the fact that the applicant’s misunderstanding of this language was not 
the Commission’s problem.  He emphasized that the applicant misunderstood how this was 
written, and now the applicant realized the problem after these homes were designed.  He 
commented that Planner Ananth has stated her belief that there was never a misunderstanding.  
Planner Ananth corrected this and stated her belief that there was a misunderstanding; she also 
assumed those were LODs and believed the applicant when they represented that they felt they 
were Building Envelopes.  
 
Commissioner Frontero stated that Planner Ananth never thought it was an issue because she 
thought it was an LOD, and noted that he felt it looked like an LOD.  The applicant now thinks 
there was confusion, and he was unsure that the applicant’s confusion now that the plans have 
been prepared was something that the Planning Commission was required to solve.  He stated 
the Commission was trying to work with the applicant, who stated the pressing issue was the 
driveway, yet the applicant objected to Chair Suesser’s solution to this issue.  Applicant Wu felt 
that getting a connection to the Building Envelope sounded reasonable; however, he stated that 
he needed to speak with his team to determine if he had a different opinion.  
 
Engineer Demkowicz stated that it was not that they were confused; rather, as the architects 
were proceeding through the Building Permit process, the interpretation they received from the 
City was taking more and more area from what was intended to be site development.  He felt 
the response was to still call these LODs, and then require the walls inside of that area; in that 
case, they would not have set up a 20-foot Side Setback.  Applicant Wu felt this was a 
conversation they applicant team would need to have.  For the purposes of this meeting, he 
would like to make sure they could connect the driveways from the BE/LOD to Legacy Way.  He 
stated that they could revisit these other issues during the next meeting.  He did not feel they 
would get to the BE/LOD answer during this meeting, and out of respect for everyone’s time 
suggested they come back in a couple of weeks.  
 
Chair Suesser asked Planner Ananth to revise Note 3 to just reflect that the driveway 
connection to Legacy Way would be excluded.  Planner Ananth stated she would work on the 
proposed draft with the Legal Department prior to this going to City Council, and she would 
email it to the Commission.  She acknowledged that it would essentially add language stating 
that the driveway connection to Legacy Way shall not be included in the LOD.  
 
Commissioner Johnson asked if they wanted to include the utility corridors as well.  Chair 
Suesser felt Planner Ananth understood, but did not state it correctly.  Commissioner Hall 
suggested a short break to allow Planner Ananth to work on the language.  Following a short 
recess, Chair Suesser called the meeting back to order.   
 
Planner Ananth reported that they would return to the existing Plat Note 3, with a few 
adjustments to clarify that all Footprints must be within the LOD. She, therefore, struck all 
references to Building Envelopes.  She stated that the Planning Director would still allow minor 
adjustments to the LOD so long as the LOD remained the same.  Driveway connections 
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between the LOD and the Right-of-Way shall not count against the LOD.  Driveways outside the 
LOD shall not exceed 20 feet in width but could be widened once into the LOD.  
 
Chair Suesser felt that driveway connections between the LOD and the Right-of-Way should not 
count against the square footage, and was not sure what was meant by “count against the 
LOD.”   Commissioner Hall offered that it was an exception to the LOD because it would allow 
disturbance of land outside the LOD.  Chair Suesser confirmed that this would only apply to the 
driveway outside of the LOD.  Planner Ananth stated they had the total square footage of the 
allowed LOD, so they could state that the driveway connections between the LOD and the 
Right-of-Way shall not count against the total LOD square footage allowed.   
 
Commissioner Johnson asked if they wanted to include utility corridors.  Commissioner Hall felt 
this was a very valid point. Planner Ananth stated that they really would want the utility corridors 
in the driveway.  Commissioner Johnson understood that, but noted that sometimes the utility 
companies pigeonhole property owners.   
 
Chair Suesser wanted confirmation that the reference to the total LOD square footage was 
clear, and suggested referencing the chart.  She added that there was consensus to add an 
additional Note requiring the re-vegetation prior to the Certificate of Occupancy.   
 
Commissioner Hall believed that only applied to disturbances outside the 10-foot increased 
LOD.  Applicant Wu felt there was already re-vegetation language within the current LOD.   
 
Chair Suesser mentioned that Staff said they would remove all references to Building 
Envelopes, yet there were still a lot of references to Building Envelopes on the Plat.  Planner 
Ananth stated she could strike all references in Building Envelopes in the other Plat Notes and 
specifically mentioned Plat Note 13 and the table in the upper right-hand corner. 
 
Chair Suesser referenced discussions during the break.  City Attorney Harrington did not 
recommend references to items submitted by an applicant on a Plat that was not containing a 
citation to anything specific.  He felt it was fine as is, and thought they were going in the wrong 
direction.  Chair Suesser asked if the total LOD square footage allowed was clear in the second 
to last sentence of Note 3. 
 
City Attorney Harrington felt all of these were qualifications for the first sentence, which just 
referenced LOD.  Adding more verbiage to what they had in the first sentence could just allow 
someone to argue something else.  Chair Suesser suggested ending with “against the LOD” 
and removing the word “total.”  
 
Planner Ananth asked if the Commission wanted a Condition that any references to Building 
Envelopes would be stricken. Chair Suesser suggested they could state that all Building 
Envelopes must be within the LOD.  
 
Commissioner Hall felt the confusion came from use of the term Building Envelope.  She 
understood the applicant’s confusion and would like to do what they could to correct the 
language.  She felt that striking Building Envelope everywhere would clarify the provision.  
 
Chair Suesser asked if anyone wanted to include the Maximum House Size in the amended 
language.  Commissioner Frontero wanted it included in the concession on the driveway.  
Commissioner Van Dine agreed.  There was a consensus to impose a Maximum House Size of 
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12,000 square feet, inclusive of the Basement.  Commissioner Johnson expressed indifference 
but was comfortable moving forward with that restriction.  
 
Applicant Wu stated that the applicant would not be agreeable to that restriction at this point.  
He felt that putting a restriction on Home Size in conjunction with the BE/LOD issue was 
separate.  The practical issue they were dealing with was the driveways.  Owners were having a 
difficult time just building within the Building Envelope and LOD because of the driveway issue.  
He wanted to just fix the driveway issue and noted that they were all aware of the intent when 
they did this two years ago, and he did not feel the driveways should be the controversial issue.  
He would be happy to have further discussions on the BE/LOD issue but stated that owners 
could not build homes right now.  Applicant Wu expressed disappointment as he felt they were 
at a place where owners could get going with their projects.   
 
Chair Suesser asked the Commission if there was a consensus to remove the Maximum House 
Size from the Conditions to enable the change to allow the driveways to be put into place.  
Commissioner Sigg questioned the implications of removing the Maximum House Size 
restriction.  Commissioner Hall was agreeable, as she felt it was an error by the Commission to 
not address the driveways in the first place.   
 
Commissioner Frontero was agreeable to removing the square footage in granting the exclusion 
for the driveway.  Commissioner Kenworthy agreed.  Commissioner Van Dine did not like it but 
was willing to agree.  Commissioner Johnson supported removing the Maximum House Size 
amendment. 
 
Chair Suesser stated that the applicant that the Commission was willing to move forward with 
giving the applicant the exclusion of the driveway as discussed.  Applicant Wu expressed his 
appreciation.    
    
MOTION:  Commissioner Kenworthy moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation for City 
Council’s consideration on July 13, 2023, on Huntsman Estates – Plat Amendment, amended 
as follows:  
 
Findings of Fact:  
 

1. The Huntsman Estates Subdivision contains 40.69 acres, is zoned Residential 
Development, and is located within the Deer Valley MPD Overlay (RD-MPD).  
 

2. The Parcel was originally known as the Westview Parcel located in the North 
Silver Lake Community of Deer Valley and is assigned 15 Units of Density in 
Exhibit 1 of the Twelfth Amendment and Restated Deer Valley MPD, with one 
Unit already developed.  

 
3. The Subdivision is classified as a Major Subdivision according to LMC Section 

15- 7.1-3(A)(2) as it contains four (4) or more lots. The subdivision contains 16 
lots including one common parcel.  

 
4. On July 9, 2020, City Council approved Ordinance 2020-31 and vacated the 

previous Westview MPD.  
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5. Building Height is limited to 28 feet with an exception for the existing residence 
on Lot 12, which was granted in 1987 as part of the Conceptual MPD approval 
for the Westview MPD.  

 
6. The proposed Plat Amendment was reviewed for compliance with all Sections of 

LMC Chapter 15-7, Subdivision General Provisions.  
 
7. Single-Family Dwellings are an allowed Use within the RD District.  
 
8. Lockout Units require a CUP.  
 
9. Accessory Apartments require an Administrative Permit.  
 
10. Nightly Rentals are allowed subject to an active business license and compliance 

with Municipal Code Section 4-5-3 unless Homeowner Association rules prohibit 
them.  

 
11. All future buildings shall be reviewed for compliance with the Architectural Design 

Guidelines of LMC Chapter 15-5.  
 
12. The Applicant submitted a Forrest Assessment from a certified arborist with their 

original Subdivision Application that evaluated the health and viability of the site 
and makes recommendations on thinning and removing dead standing trees to 
balance the need for tree removal for forest health, build-out, and wildfire 
prevention with the visibility of the site. 

 
13. Care shall be taken in the siting of houses, accessory buildings/uses, and 

driveways to limit long driveways and the removal of Significant Vegetation.  
 
14. The Applicant submitted BE/LOD Areas for each of the individual lots in a file 

titled Lot Exhibit dated 4/15/20. The Applicant is now proposing that the BE/LODs 
be considered Building Envelopes, as noted in new Plat Note 3.  

 
15. The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of 

Soil Cover Ordinance.  
 
16. This Plat Amendment seeks to clarify Plat Note 3 and to add a Snyderville Basin 

Water Reclamation District easement to the Plat.  
 
Conclusions of Law:  
 

1. There is Good Cause for the Plat Amendment. The proposed Amendment 
complies with the Land Management Code requirements and the Deer Valley 
MPD and is within the Density approved for the parcel in 1987. 
 

2. The Amendment is consistent with the 2014 Park City General Plan and the Park 
City Land Management Code including Sections 15-7.1-3(C) and 15-12-15(B)(4) 
and (9) and applicable State Law regarding Subdivisions.  
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3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 
Amendment.  

 
4. Approval of this Amendment does not adversely affect the health, safety, and 

welfare of the citizens of Park City.  
 
Conditions of Approval:  
 

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

 
3. All Plat Notes on the Huntsman Estates Subdivision Plat shall be carried forward 

except for Plat Note 3, which shall be modified as noted below. All Lots shall be 
limited to a maximum Gross Residential Floor Area of 12,000 square feet 
including all Accessory Buildings/Uses, and all development must occur within 
the Building Envelope. Limits of Disturbance (LOD) may not extend beyond 10 
feet from the Building Envelope. Driveways connections outside the LOD, utility 
corridors, paths, and drainage features are exceptions to this restriction and will 
be excluded from the calculation of LOD square footage.  Driveways shall not 
exceed 20 feet in width. The LOD must be re-vegetated prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy. Gross Residential Floor Area shall be defined per the 
Land Management Code in place at the time of application for building permits. 
No more than one basement level shall be allowed on any Lot. Basement shall 
be defined per the Land Management Code in place at the time of application for 
building permits and will count toward the total square footage. Residential 
Development (RD) Lot and Site Requirements including Setbacks and Building 
Height shall apply to all Lots. Lot 12 is excluded from the Maximum Gross 
Residential Floor Area limit.  
 

4. Prior to the issuance of a building permit for individual Lots, the Applicant or 
owner of the Lot shall submit a certified arborists assessment of the Lot that 
analyzes the health and viability of all Significant Vegetation on the property 
within 100 feet of the principal dwelling and any accessory buildings/uses, 
including a tree preservation plan that indicates trees proposed for removal, how 
trees will be protected during construction, and a tree replacement plan. The plan 
shall indicate that trees shall be limited within a 15-foot radius of any structure, 
and that diseased or dead trees within 100 feet of any structure will be removed, 
consistent with the Forest Assessment dated March 28, 2020. This includes 
vegetation that is no longer standing. A 30-foot vegetation protection area will be 
required around dwellings with limited existing or new tree landscaping as 
approved by Park City Municipal Corporation and the Park City Fire District.  
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5. Should the Applicant move forward with Phase 2 of this project (Additional Land 

A and B), a Condition of Approval shall be placed on the Plat Amendment that 
the Applicant shall deed adjacent parcel PC-S-46-B-1 to the City as natural 
Recreational Open Space.  

 
6. A Construction Management Plan that explicitly prohibits parking on Royal Street 

during construction will be required prior to the issuance of any Building Permits.  
 
7. The Huntsman Estates Subdivision development exceeds one (1) acre and shall 

meet the requirements of the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) 
stormwater program. A plat note shall indicate that each lot within this common 
development shall be required to obtain an MS4 stormwater permit prior to any 
construction activity.  

 
8. A Plat Note shall indicate that the Subdivision shall be served by an on-call van 

shuttle service that will transport owners/guests to the Silver Lake or Snow Park 
area as well as the Main Street core and the surrounding resorts during peak 
vacation/holiday weeks to minimize the traffic impact from this subdivision. At a 
minimum, this shall include holiday weeks and three-day weekends in perpetuity. 
The shuttle van shall utilize Royal Street and shall not utilize Hillside Avenue.  

 
9. A Plat Note shall indicate that the Plat is subject to Ordinance 2023-XX. 

 
Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.   
 
VOTE:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.  
 

D. Land Management Code Amendments – Appeals – The Planning 
Commission Will Review Amendments to Sections 15-1-8 Review 
Procedure Under the Code and 15-1-18 Appeals and Reconsideration 
Process to Remove the City Council as an Appeal Authority. PL-23-05689. 

 
City Attorney Harrington introduced Charles Pearlman, a Law Clerk with the City Attorney’s 
office.  He advised that Mr. Pearlman came to Park City from Notre Dame and the University of 
Southern California, was recently married, passed the Bar, and was now making his first 
presentation before the Commission.  Clerk Pearlman appeared to discuss alternatives to City 
Council acting as the City’s appeal authority for MPDs and CUPs.  He explained that the 
proposed changes were occasioned by changes to State law, compatibility between Legislative 
and quasi-judicial roles, the complexity of legal issues, evidence issues, and limits on ex parte 
communications. 
 
With regard to changes in State law, Clerk Pearlman advised that Utah’s Land Use, 
Development, and Management Act (“LUDMA”) was amended to encourage municipalities to 
change their appeal authority away from their Legislative bodies.  These changes occurred over 
the past 20 years, and most municipalities have moved away from using their Legislative bodies 
for appellate processes.  Park City was one of the few municipalities remaining that had not 
made that change.   
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In terms of compatibility between Legislative and quasi-judicial roles, he explained that a quasi-
judicial action required an objective determination based on evidence and law; whereas, a 
legislative action was discretionary, and involved the establishment of policy.  This put City 
Council in a difficult position wherein the law in place might be contradictory to public opinion; in 
order to faithfully apply the law, they sometimes have to go against public opinion.  He noted 
that City Council serves as representatives of the citizens, and not everyone might understand 
the distinction when they have to make an objective legal determination that might go against 
the will of the citizens. 
 
Third, the complexity of legal issues in the appeals had increased over time.  Clerk Pearlman 
noted that many applicants were using attorneys for these appeals; as a result, more legal and 
land use expertise on the part of the appellate body was required to make correct 
determinations.  This would also lead to decreased litigation and reduce the likelihood of 
appellate decisions being overturned in court.  Clerk Pearlman commented that evidence issues 
raised similar concerns as the complexity of legal issues.  He noted that many cases turned on 
difficult evidence issues that might be difficult for City Council members to understand without a 
background in land use or law.   
 
The final reason supporting this change was limits on ex-parte communications.  He stated that 
City Council members were in a difficult situation if they violate the rules on ex parte 
communications because the decision would likely be overturned as a due process violation.  
On the other hand, if they follow the rules, that would limit their communication with the public 
on important development issues.  He commented that the public expected to be able to 
communicate with their Council Members on what is going on in the City. 
 
Clerk Pearlman stated that the City Code already contained provisions regarding qualifications 
for an appeal panel.  Currently, City Council only appoints an appeal panel when there is a 
conflict of interest on a particular appeal.  The proposed changes would appoint an appeal 
panel for three-year terms, as opposed to on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Clerk Pearlman reported that Staff recommended the Commission review and consider the 
proposed amendments, conduct a public hearing, and recommend one of the two appeal 
authority alternatives for the Council’s consideration on July 13, 2023.  The other alternative 
was an individual Appeal Hearing Officer.   
 
With regard to qualifications for the panel, Chair Suesser asked if they should have a provision 
that required the individuals to not have any conflict of interest with respect to the issue.  City 
Attorney Harrington stated that was already included, and noted Chair Suesser’s assistance 
when they addressed this issue for Treasure.  He noted there was a section stating that “absent 
any conflict of interest” the appeals officer retained the ability to impartially render a decision.  
He added that conflicts of interest would be subject to the ethics code just like anyone else.  
There were also due process limitations with an affirmative obligation to disclose.   
 
Chair Suesser understood it was not a recusal situation; rather, an individual would not be 
appointed if they had a conflict of interest.  City Attorney Harrington explained that it applied to 
appointments, particular matters, and issues that would arise during a hearing.  
 
Commissioner Hall lauded the presentation.  She felt that the points raised in the Staff Report 
and during the presentation were valid, and she would support the notion of recommending a 
three-person panel.  She assumed there would be a cost, but it would be relatively nominal, as it 
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would likely operate like the Planning Commission.  City Attorney Harrington stated that most 
communities use a Hearing Officer, which is more efficient but more expensive because a 
Hearing Officer would typically be a higher qualified individual such as an Administrative Law 
Judge or lawyer who tends to charge significantly more per hour.  He reiterated that under the 
prior Planning Commission’s consideration during Treasure, they felt that a more community-
based panel would have better accountability to the community and would be more cost-
effective.   
 
Commissioner Hall stated she supported this for MPDs and CUPs, and wondered if more issues 
should go before the appellate panel.  City Attorney Harrington stated the Commission could 
have the same discussion with regard to those other issues. 
 
Commissioner Frontero supported a three-person panel.  He asked how many appeals they 
received each year.  City Attorney Harrington advised that it varied widely, but they typically saw 
3 – 4 appeals in a year.   
 
Commissioner Sigg and Chair Suesser both supported the idea of a panel.  
 
Chair Suesser opened the public hearing. 
 
Deb Rentfrow agreed with a three-person panel and noted that the Planning Commission had 
spent a lot of time just getting to this item on the Agenda.  She appreciated the Commission’s 
time and effort in the service that they provide to the community.  
 
There were no further public comments.  Chair Suesser closed the public hearing.      
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Van Dine moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation for the City 
Council’s consideration on July 13, 2023, for Land Management Code Amendments – Appeals, 
per Planning Staff’s recommendation to create a Permanent Appeal Panel with members 
serving terms of three years to hear appeals for MPDs and CUPs.  Commissioner Sigg 
seconded the motion.  
 
VOTE:    The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.  
 
7. WORK SESSION 
 

A. Land Management Code Amendments – The Planning Commission Will 
Conduct a Work Session to Review the Vibrancy Ordinances Outlined in 
Land Management Code Chapters 15-2.5 Historic Recreation Commercial 
and 15-2.6 Historic Commercial Business and Section 15-15-1 Definitions to 
Determine Whether Additional Amendments are Recommended. PL-23-
05564. 

 
Assistant Director Ward reported that in the fall of 2022, the Planning Commission asked for a 
summary of the regulations enacted over the years to help protect the Historic character, 
vibrancy, and unique character of Main Street.  Staff communication was provided in December 
2022, and as part of the LMC Amendment priorities, the Commission requested a Work Session 
to evaluate whether there were opportunities or issues within the Code the Planning 
Commission might want to explore.  She explained that all of the Codes enacted over the years 
were outlined as Goals and Recommended Strategies in the General Plan.  The first one 
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enacted addressed vertical zoning, wherein the Code was amended to put active uses at the 
street level.  This would include restaurants, bars, and businesses open to the public.  Uses 
such as office space and private clubs would be directed towards those areas not along the 
streetscape.   
 
Assistant Director Ward noted some uses were vested and have continued; however, as those 
use change over time, more active public uses would be required for those spaces.  She next 
addressed the Vibrant Commercial Storefront Incentives.  Assistant Director Ward explained 
that Code amendments were enacted that required vibrancy and required businesses to be 
open and activated during the year.  The businesses are required to be active for at least 60 
days per quarter. The Finance, Planning, Building, and Economic Development Departments 
conduct a quarterly walk on Main Street to ensure that these requirements were being met.  
 
Assistant Director Ward reported that to date this year, five businesses were non-vibrant, and 
notifications were sent to the owners.  She noted there were some exceptions in the Code, such 
as an active Building Permit for renovations.  If the properties are not vibrant, they do not qualify 
for a one-time liquor or temporary sign installation.  She noted this program had worked well 
overall.   
 
Assistant Director Ward next addressed regulations on Conventional Chain Businesses to 
regulate the number in two Commercial Historic zones.  Conventional Chain Businesses are 
businesses that have more than 10 locations and have standardized menus or products.  She 
stated that currently, the Conventional Chain Businesses south of Heber were full at seventeen.  
North of Heber, five of seven Conventional Chain Businesses were full.  These apply to the 
storefront properties that have a presence along the street front. 
 
With regard to Storefront Enhancement Zoning, Assistant Director Ward advised that this 
sought to ensure that new development or re-development of properties that were not 
designated Historic had limitations on width, as well as similar street presence as Historic 
structures.  The purpose was to maintain the rhythm and scale of the Commercial Historic 
Districts.   
 
Assistant Director Ward explained that these Code Amendments started in 2007, and extended 
through 2017.  She noted there was a lot of community outreach, partnership with the Historic 
Park City Alliance (“HPCA”), and studies.  In 2022, Staff moved forward with some clarifications 
to help make connections between these different regulations in the LMC.  She noted there 
were no substantive changes to the Code at that time.  She stated that Staff had been in contact 
with HPCA to obtain a sense from business owners within these areas of their experience and 
whether they had any issues or concerns they wanted to be identified through Code 
Amendments.  At this time, the HPCA had an overall consensus to keep the Code as is.  They 
had a policy question that would be unrelated to Code Amendments, wherein they would like 
some consideration of opening some of the regulations during Sundance for a temporary 
allowance.  As far as the land use regulations, at this time the HPCA had no recommendations.   
 
Assistant Director Ward explained that this Work Session was scheduled to allow the 
Commission to identify issues they would like Staff to look into, coordinate with HPCA, and 
perform community outreach for potential Amendments.  Commissioner Kenworthy queried 
whether they would address the Sundance issue and the 17 Conventional Chain Businesses 
that were full during this Work Session.  Assistant Director Ward understood that would not be a 
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Code Amendment, but more of a policy discussion with those under the Sundance umbrella.  
She believed that would occur under the Special Event Permit process rather than the Code. 
 
City Attorney Harrington offered that to the degree the Commission wanted to provide feedback 
during this Work Session on that issue, it would be appropriate.  He felt it was within the realm 
of discussion on this Work Session topic.  
 
Commissioner Kenworthy stated that many people were surprised about the 17 Conventional 
Chain Businesses and their limitations.  He recommended they lift that limitation for the 
Sundance Film Festival.  Many of the tenants make a lot of money during Sundance, and he felt 
it would give Sundance more vibrancy on Main Street.  He added that he spoke with 
Sundance’s new Director who was looking to bring it back to Main Street.  Commissioner 
Kenworthy mentioned that the Director stated that he wants to bring it back to the level of the 
mid-1990s when the vibrancy was incredible along Main Street.  Commissioner Kenworthy felt 
this would help him do that and would help many of the businesses that sell along Main Street.  
He stated that he had never rented out along Main Street, but he would support his neighbors 
that do that during Sundance, and the efforts from Sundance to increase that vibrancy. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy commended City Attorney Harrington and stated that the numbers 
were perfect for the balance they were looking for.  He asked if the City was ever challenged.   
 
City Attorney Harrington responded they had not been challenged yet.  He added that the 
Commission and City Council spend a lot of time on whether to have a Sundance exception.  
He reminded the Commission of the two components of the Sundance exception and stressed 
there was a balance.  One of the reasons they did not extend the exceptions was that as with 
any regulation, the more exceptions there are the more vulnerable they become to challenges.  
He felt they had a good methodology for the math behind the original recommendation, and one 
of the considerations was that an exception during Sundance lessened the argument.  If they do 
not allow them, then they might have to deal with Equal Protection or some other discriminatory 
claim.   
 
City Attorney Harrington stated it was a fine balance and this Ordinance was cutting edge in 
terms of its successful implementation.  He advised caution if they wanted to open the 
exceptions more broadly.  Staff could provide the pros and cons when the Ordinance came 
back before the Commission, or if they look at it through the Special Event licensing process.  
He stated they do not get to pick and choose on this type of regulation, and it still required the 
same rational basis, good reasons, and data to support the decision.  
 
Chair Suesser asked if it were possible that someone involved in another event in town would 
challenge the Sundance-only exclusion.  City Attorney Harrington responded there would be 
that possibility, but noted that they do not just regulate Sundance; rather, they regulate certain 
types of permits that are pragmatically only available during Sundance.  If other events qualify, 
they might be able to take advantage of the exclusions as well.  With regard to the vertical 
zoning issue, Chair Suesser wanted to see something in the amendments that would encourage 
the expansion of retail on the second floor of Main Street establishments.  She felt that these 
types of businesses would help with vibrancy. 
 
Commissioner Hall agreed with Chair Suesser and stated she would like to see more upper-
level businesses that were open to the public.  She asked how they would classify that, as she 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL

33



Park City Municipal Corporation 
Planning Commission Meeting 
June 14, 2023 
 

32 
 

felt there was an error with the area north of Grappa, which created an exception to the 
requirement of public storefront businesses. 
 
Assistant Director Ward stated they would look into the history of that, but the way it was 
currently drafted, residential uses on the street level were prohibited. Commissioner Hall 
referenced the exception for uses 6 inches or 6 steps below street level. She would like to tweak 
the language, and would be in favor of incentivizing either second-story or basement-level uses.  
 
Chair Suesser referenced the private club on Lower Main Street that somehow avoided this 
restriction because they had to take one step up, so it was not considered street level.  
 
Commissioner Hall felt that what they had was a great starting point, but there were potential 
tweaks to enhance the intent.  She understood they might not want to touch an ordinance, as 
tweaking it might expose them to potential adversaries.  In terms of adding clarity to prevent 
problems they have seen in an existing implementation, City Attorney Harrington felt that would 
be a good reason to revisit the Ordinance. It was the expansion and/or further restriction that 
they should be cautious of moving forward.  
 
Commissioner Kenworthy asked about the definition of Street Level.  Assistant Director Ward 
stated that while Street Level was not defined, the term Storefront Property formed the basis for 
how these regulations were applied.  She advised that a Storefront Property was defined as a 
“separately enclosed space, floor area, tenant space or unit that has a Storefront window or 
Storefront entrance that fronts on a public street.”  She added that the definition “includes a 
Storefront window and/or a Storefront entrance that is not more than 8 feet above or below the 
grade of the adjacent public street.”  She noted there was an exception if there were service or 
emergency entrances.  Assistant Director Ward stated the definition was triggered by having the 
presence on the street within 8 feet above or below.  She stated that Staff could look into the 
properties referenced to see when those were constructed. 
 
Commissioner Sigg asked about buildings like the Galleria where the storefronts are in the 
breezeway, but not on the street front.  Assistant Director Ward advised that Staff has 
interpreted that as whatever had the presence on the street front that same presence was not 
on the Swede Alley side of the building. Commissioner Sigg asked about the businesses in 
between, while Chair Suesser stated that they should include Heber. 
 
Assistant Director Ward stated that Heber was included.  She explained this applied within 
Historic Commercial and Historic Recreation zones, which would include Main Street, Swede 
Alley, and Heber.  When these ordinances were enacted, there were carve-outs in the footnotes 
of the Code.  She provided the example of the interior plazas to the MPDs on Lower Main Street 
and stated that if a business were interior to the plaza, they would be carved out as an 
exception.  She added there were also some residential properties along Park Avenue that were 
excluded as well.  Commissioner Kenworthy observed that Burton was not counted as one of 
the five because it was set back. 
 
Chair Suesser inquired about the realty offices on the Lower Main Plaza.  Assistant Director 
Ward stated there was a list of properties that were real estate offices when the Code 
Amendments were enacted.  Some of those remain vested as long as the business use 
remained.   
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Commissioner Hall recognized the consensus that the Commission would like to upgrade the 
Code without causing vulnerabilities.  She sought input as to the best mechanism to do this.  
Chair Suesser suggested eliminating the grandfather clause to prohibit passing on a business 
that was grandfathered in.  
 
City Attorney Harrington stated that they could not change the non-conforming rules that were 
established by State Code.  He again cautioned the Commission against looking to prohibit 
things as a matter of course and advised them to stick to the justifications that supported the 
Ordinance.  The Main Street vibrancy was the soundest rationale, and the more they get away 
from those corridors, they would need to articulate another reason to regulate.  
 
City Attorney Harrington added that Staff could define the picture in terms of existing non-
conforming businesses.  If they identified others that took advantage of a definition that could be 
tighter, or expand the boundary of an application, Staff could bring that back before the 
Commission.  
 
Commissioner Hall asked if there was a way to incentivize the conversion of a business that 
was grandfathered in.  City Attorney Harrington suggested they could have someone from the 
Economic Development Department to provide a snapshot of what had been done in terms of 
vibrancy.  They could also have a cultural component as to whether it was the right type of 
vibrancy that would be sustainable with the General Plan.  He noted that although money was 
not the only part of it, it was the easiest to measure. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy touched on the issue of newer private restaurant clubs.  He 
understood that business on the street level had to be open to the public, but upstairs or 
downstairs could be members only.  He mentioned the Marcella Club.  He noted the street level, 
which could include steps going down.  Assistant Director Ward stated that vertical zoning 
would fall under the Storefront property; therefore, if it fell within the definition of that Storefront 
property, then those uses would be prohibited.  
 
City Attorney Harrington stated that they had the original measurement exhibits from the first 
Ordinance that looked at Lower Main very extensively.  He stated they could bring those back 
next time to show the Commission which ones were in and which were out.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy suggested transparency with the community and the HPCA as to 
what direction the Historic buildings would be going.  
 
Commissioner Sigg mentioned multiple points of access in different planes of the building.  In 
the Zoom, one could walk in off the big patio on the south side, or walk in on the west side 
which could be argued was street level.  He asked which entry would apply.  
 
Commissioner Hall wanted to know what tools they had to incentivize businesses to enhance 
and ensure that Main Street was not just residential or office on second floors.  Her biggest 
deterrent in coming to Main Street was the absence of places to go in the middle of the day.  
 
Commissioner Sigg asked what would happen if an occupant used both the first and second 
floors.  He inquired whether they could have a private club upstairs and a public facility 
downstairs. 
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Assistant Director Ward stated they could return with the exhibits.  She added that they had 
been working on updated maps that show the properties that have different entrances that were 
currently excluded in the Code for the plaza access.  She stated it might be helpful to conduct a 
walking tour as well.  They could also provide the Commission with information on what 
businesses were vested and approved prior to the vertical zoning and what had been 
constructed since then.  
 
Chair Suesser referenced the following language: “If vested, non-conforming uses terminate, 
the new use will be required to comply with vertical zoning.”  She would consider a real estate 
office as “office space.”   She asked why this would not apply if a realtor left a vested site and 
another realtor stepped in.   
 
City Attorney Harrington explained that the Code focused on the use.  He confirmed that if the 
lease of a vested realtor expired, another realtor could lease the space and occupy the office 
space on a Storefront.  He stressed that the keyword was the use, not the tenant.  Use is 
defined by year-to-year business licenses and was not individual specific; rather, use was 
property specific.  
 
Commissioner Frontero observed that if a realtor terminated its use, and a clothing shop moved 
in, that would be a termination of the use, and then it could not go back.  
 
Commissioner Kenworthy spoke off the microphone.  He mentioned the 7-11 store, which was a 
nice amenity for workers; however, ideally, they want to keep these types of businesses to a 
minimum. 
 
Commissioner Hall noted the parking spot trade for outside dining and queried whether that was 
a policy decision versus an LMC issue.  She felt that something like wider sidewalks would add 
to the vibrancy, but it would have nothing to do with the LMC.   
 
City Attorney Harrington stated they could bifurcate a broader discussion during the General 
Plan discussions because they involved broader policy considerations.  He stated there could 
be Code overlap in terms of allowing it, but it would be appropriate to have a broader 
discussion.  Given the Commission’s prioritization of LMC Amendments, he suggested they 
might want to stay focused on those and compartmentalize these other policy discussions.  
 
Commissioner Johnson asked about incorporating the public Right-of-Way into the Vibrancy 
Ordinances and understood that would more likely be a General Plan discussion.  He was 
referring to utility infrastructure and Historic public Right-of-Way and wondered if they could add 
an additional layer of review or regulation.  He assumed that State and Federal regulations 
would supersede them from adding anything to the LMC.  He specifically referenced small cell 
infrastructure on Main Street, and how utility infrastructure could be placed in front of the 
vibrancy they want to promote.  He inquired whether there was a way to regulate that 
infrastructure.  
 
City Attorney Harrington recalled that when the small cell applications came through, it was 
explained what the limitations were.  Staff would have to bring that back in terms of whether the 
City could be more restrictive on that placement.  He noted it was a Historic District, so they had 
a bit more leeway than other jurisdictions.  They looked to strike a balance with the providers as 
they came in with their proposals.  He did not think it made sense to address that issue as part 
of the vibrancy discussions.  
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Commissioner Sigg asked if there was a contingency plan for events such as the creation of 
pedestrian-only areas.  City Attorney Harrington advised that most of the larger festivals had 
annual supplemental plan requirements, so they were not carved in stone and could be adjusted 
to different factors.  He felt they had partnered with these events to create the same sense of 
gathering that the General Plan has encouraged.  He noted that there was balance, and it was 
not as easy from a security and a functional perspective as it might appear; he added there was 
a deliberate efficiency in the way Park Avenue and Swede Alley support Main Street, and there 
were logistical challenges presented by a pedestrian-only configuration.  
 
Commissioner Kenworthy mentioned equity and stated that the events on Lower Main Street 
hurt Upper Main Street.  He felt they learned a lot in COVID-19, so they could balance things 
better during these events.  
 
Assistant Director Ward thanked the Commission Members for their input.  
              
8. ADJOURN 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Kenworthy moved to adjourn.   
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:20 p.m.   
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
JUNE 21, 2023 

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Chair Laura Suesser, John Kenworthy, Vice Chair 
Sarah Hall, Christin Van Dine, John Frontero, Henry Sigg 

EX OFFICIO:  Rebecca Ward, Assistant Planning Director; Dave Thacker, Chief Building 
Official; John Robertson, City Engineer; Rebecca Gutknecth, City Public Improvements 
Engineer; Mark Harrington, City Attorney 

1. CALL TO ORDER

Chair Laura Suesser called the meeting to order at approximately 5:30 p.m.  She noted that all 
Commissioners were present, with the exception of Commissioner Bill Johnson, who was 
excused.   

2. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

There were no public communications. 

3. STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

There were no Staff communications. 

Commissioner John Kenworthy offered his good wishes to Commissioner Johnson. 

MOTION:  Commissioner Kenworthy moved to nominate Commissioner John Frontero to the 
Transportation Board as the Planning Commission Liaison.  Commissioner Henry Sigg 
seconded the motion. 

VOTE:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission. 

There were no additional Commissioner comments or disclosures. PENDIN
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4. WORK SESSION 
 

A. Land Management Code Amendments – Steep Slope and Excavation 
Standards – The Planning Commission Will Review Steep Slope and 
Excavation Standards for the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit, 
Conditional Use Permit, Sensitive Land Overlay, and Master Planned 
Development Reviews. PL-23-05657. 

 
Assistant Planning Director Rebecca Ward stated that Chief Building Official, Dave Thacker was 
present for this meeting remotely.  City Engineer, John Robertson and City Public 
Improvements Engineer, Rebecca Gutknecht were also present in chambers. 
 
Assistant Director Ward stated they would go over the current review process, including the 
Building Permit review and the Land Use Regulations currently in place.  They would also 
outline opportunities to amend the Code. 
 
With regard to Building Permit review, Steep Slopes Conditional Use Permits (“CUPs”) or 
construction on a Steep Slope within the Sensitive Land Overlay were conditioned to require 
additional materials at the Building Permit phase.  She advised that it was at this stage that a 
geotechnical report would be submitted to address the soil type and soil-bearing pressure. 
 
She stated that this geotechnical report would be provided to a structural engineer that designs 
the retaining and foundation walls to align with the requirements of the soil type and soil bearing 
pressure.  This information would be reviewed as part of the Building Permit.   
 
Assistant Director Ward added that the Building Department also reviewed the plans to confirm 
that they matched the requirements of the geotechnical report.  The geotechnical and structural 
engineers were responsible for verifying the site conditions and that they met the design 
assumptions.  As the applicant excavates, the Building Department inspects throughout 
construction. 
 
She invited Chief Building Official Thacker to address the Building Permit review process.  Chief 
Building Official Thacker explained that his department would not necessarily begin the process 
by looking at whether it was a Steep Slope; rather, they looked at the soil bearing pressure 
requirements in addition to any slope conditions.  He confirmed that the Building Department 
would look at soil-bearing pressure and how the Steep Slope itself might affect the foundation 
design.  He explained that in some of the Steep Slope areas and the deeper cut areas, they 
looked at whether the walls were designed appropriately to ensure that they would retain the 
earth and not cause any life safety concerns with the home as it was being constructed.   
 
Chief Building Official Thacker added that they also would look at the steeper cuts.  He stated 
that for a typical home on a flat ground with a basement, they would see a soil cut of 
approximately 6 – 7 feet in order to get the foundation into the earth.  Sometimes in Old Town 
and in the steeper sloped areas, they would see cuts up to and sometimes exceeding 15 – 20 
feet.  He indicated that they want to make sure that as those cuts are made in the steeper slope 
areas they are engineered and have proper soil retention.  The proper soil retention could either 
be specific soil mills and gunite, or it could be soldier pile walls.  He stated that they work with 
the geotechnical engineer and directly with a slope stability or temporary slope engineer to 
determine the best way to ensure that the slope or the shoring was sturdy and in place long 
enough to maintain the earth until the foundation could be completed and backfilled.   
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Chief Building Official Thacker added that throughout the inspection phase, his Department 
looks at the footings and foundation walls, and then towards the end of the project they would 
look at any retaining walls that need to go in place to ensure that they were retaining a slope in 
place.  They typically require that anything greater than four feet in height be engineered so they 
can verify and ensure that the walls were being built properly.  They also look at the stability of 
the slope to determine whether a wall that might be less than 48 inches in height would be 
retaining any additional surcharge, and they would require design at that point as well.  He 
expressed that much of what they do from start to finish was dependent upon structural 
engineers providing them with direction, which they follow.   
 
Chair Suesser asked when they would analyze the steepness of the slope.  Chief Building 
Official Thacker explained that during the Building Permit process, the review of the Steep 
Slope would initially come from the Planning Department.  The Building Department would not 
necessarily evaluate the steepness of the slope, although they require a geotechnical report.  
The point at which they analyze and start to look at what needs to be done with regard to a 
Steep Slope would be when they receive the geotechnical report that showed the cuts and the 
depths of the cuts.  He added that it would be at this point that they would start to evaluate 
whether they need any additional temporary shoring to move forward.   
 
Chair Suesser expressed that one of her concerns was that it did not seem that the Building 
Department was looking at or analyzing the project with any limits.  In other words, they were 
not saying that an owner could not excavate 12 feet against the hillside; rather, as long as the 
engineering works, it seemed as though it would pass.  This seemed to include the size of the 
stabilization walls on the site.  She understood that the retaining wall limit was supposed to be 
part of this process.   
 
Assistant Director Ward stated that the Steep Slope evaluation in the Land Management Code 
(“LMC”) was the point where the regulations were applied to the Site.  They go through the 
different types of Steep Slope evaluations that the Planning Commission would ultimately 
review and either approve or deny.  She added that the wording in the Code referenced the end 
product and what the finished site would look like.  She added that during construction, there 
would be items regulated through Building, through the geotechnical report, and through the 
structural engineer.  This could include temporary shoring or shoring of the site that would be 
backfilled at the end. 
 
Assistant Director Ward explained that the Planning Commission would review the design of the 
site and the other elements of the design.  She presented some images depicting temporary 
shoring.  
 
Chair Suesser highlighted that temporary shoring was not removed at any point.  Assistant 
Director Ward replied that while temporary shoring was not removed, it was not visible. 
 
Chief Building Official Thacker explained that the temporary shoring was, in fact, temporary.  He 
stated that was not necessarily because it would be removed, but because it was temporarily 
installed to secure the site until a permanent measure could be put in place.  He noted that 
typically the permanent measure was the foundation wall or retaining wall that would be 
installed with final backfill or final grade.  
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Commissioner Frontero felt that in reading the LMC, it was clear that there was meant to be 
restrictions on retaining walls.  He noted that a number of times it was mentioned that it should 
be minimal and not something to just be installed to support a large home.  He added that the 
fills and the cuts were called out in the Code to be minimal as well.  He understood that the term 
“minimal” was not a legally defined term, and wondered how they could hold applications to the 
minimal standard.  He asked Chief Building Official Thacker if their review looked at whether 
retaining walls were too large and not “minimal” as required by the LMC.   
 
Chief Building Official Thacker stated that as far as the Building Permit, they looked at the 
design elements and the ability of the design to withhold or retain what it was designed to 
accomplish.  He deferred the issue of “minimal” to Assistant Director Ward because that was 
more of a final view of the project. 
 
Assistant Director Ward stated that the Building Department would look at the structural 
elements and would review projects for compliance with their requirements.  The Planning 
Department reviews applications that have gone through the Steep Slope review for compliance 
at the Building Permit phase.  Any Conditions of Approval placed on the application would be 
reviewed by the Planning Department.  The Building Department’s review was specific to their 
Codes.   
 
Commissioner Sigg asked about the differentiation between a retaining wall holding grade and a 
separate foundation wall.  He felt they might be convoluting a rear foundation wall that might be 
holding grade as a retaining wall on a Steep Slope.  He contrasted this with a separate wall and 
a foundation wall and wondered what effect that had on the Steep Slope analysis.  He clarified 
that his query focused on situations where the building was separate from the wall holding the 
grade behind the house.  
 
Assistant Director Ward felt that was project specific, but noted that the overall goal was to limit 
site disturbance.  If there was temporary shoring until that foundation wall was constructed and 
backfilled, she was not aware of any criteria or prohibition against the temporary and then the 
permanent foundation wall. 
 
Commissioner Sigg wondered what occurred if the temporary shoring became the permanent 
grade wall.  He posited that if the design called for a five-foot corridor walkway behind the 
structure, the wall might hold grade in a certain direction, and there could be a separate house 
wall at some other level where it met grade.  He asked if there was a differentiation for that 
situation, as he felt there could be a situation where there were two walls.   
 
Assistant Director Ward offered that the Code provided that the Final Grade be within four feet 
of the Existing Grade to avoid large changes like those described by Commissioner Sigg.  She 
noted there were some exceptions for conditions like window wells where the grade difference 
could be greater than the four feet called out in the Code.  She reiterated her understanding that 
this situation was addressed through the limitations between Existing and Final Grade.  She 
confirmed this would be measured from the back of the property to the front. 
 
Commissioner Sigg asked what would happen if someone built a retaining wall and pushed the 
house out onto the flat form, thereby creating a greater slope angle than the slope angle above.  
He opined that originally that line met the grade, but the house design created a steeper slope 
angle.  He noted that would then call for retaining walls on the downhill side. 
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Assistant Director Ward stated that she would provide illustrations that might explain the 
situation when starting with the Existing Conditions and then getting to the Final Grade without 
manipulating more than four feet.  She explained that the Code defined Steep Slopes as greater 
than 15%, and Very Steep Slopes as greater than 40% and then showed how those were 
measured.  She noted there were different criteria that the Planning Commission considered for 
different application types.  They have Steep Slope CUPs, Sensitive Land Overlay, Master 
Planned Developments (“MPDs”), and CUPs in Subdivisions. 
 
Assistant Director Ward stated that there was a specific Steep Slope CUP that only applied to 
properties in the Historic Residential Districts, where a Building Footprint was proposed to be 
200 or more square feet on a slope of 30% or greater.  She presented a Zoning Map and 
explained that the dark blue area illustrated the Commercial Historic Districts where there were 
no Steep Slope regulations.  The light blue area highlighted on the map encompassed all of the 
properties that must go through a Steep Slope CUP if they proposed a Building Footprint 
greater than 200 square feet on slopes of 30% or greater.  She reiterated that this criterion was 
limited to just the Residential Historic Districts.   
 
In response to an inquiry from Chair Suesser, Assistant Director Ward stated that the properties 
recently considered by the Commission were located in the Recreation Commercial zone. 
 
For the Historic Residential properties, Assistant Director Ward explained that there was a 
specific Steep Slope application, and in the existing requirements the applicant was required to 
submit the following:   
 

• Photographs of the site and the perimeter;  

• The streetscape elevation shows the proposed development in the context of the 
streetscape;  

• Landscape plans showing the pavement, retaining walls, and patios;  

• The contextual analysis of the visual impact, with a graphic illustrating the proposed 
development superimposed in a photo or computer model;  

• Images taken from the Right-of-Way at 30 and 60-degree angles from the face of the 
proposed structure to show massing and how it would look in comparison with adjacent 
structures; and  

• Cross-canyon views of the superimposed proposed development.  
 
In addition to the foregoing, the residential properties in the Historic Districts were also required 
to go through the Historic District Design Review (“HDDR”).  Through the HDDR process, new 
infill residential buildings are required to either step up or follow the existing contours of Steep 
Slopes, be designed to minimize cuts into hillsides, and be designed to minimize fill and 
retaining walls.  
 
Assistant Director Ward commented that there were some provisions in the Zoning regulations 
in the Historic Districts that after construction is complete, Final Grade must be within four 
vertical feet of Existing Grades.  She presented an illustration of this requirement.   
 
Additionally, the Historic Residential Zones limit the overall allowed Height from Existing Grade 
to 27 feet.  There is also a maximum internal height of 35 feet.  She presented an illustration 
and explained that internal height was measured from the lowest floor plane to the highest wall-
top plate that supports the joists or roof rafters. 
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Chair Suesser noted the requirement of 27 feet from Existing Grade and asked if that was also 
Final Grade.  Assistant Director Ward explained that Existing Grade was where the Site was in 
its natural state before it was disturbed, whereas Final Grade was the condition after 
construction.  She noted there could be a change of no more than four feet between the two 
grades.   
 
Assistant Director Ward mentioned that there were questions about the Steep Slope 
measurements for the CUPs.  She advised that the Code provided that slope was to be 
measured with a minimum horizontal distance of 15 feet perpendicular to the contour lines of 
the certified topographic survey.  She presented an image showing how the slope was to be 
measured.  She advised that the Steep Slopes were measured throughout the entire site 
perpendicular to the contour lines.  
 
The current Code provides that if Lots were two Old Town Lots or fewer, these CUPs would 
undergo Staff review.  For Lots greater than two Old Town Lots, the CUP would require 
Planning Commission review.  The review criteria for both Staff and the Commission are the 
same, and she advised that those criteria were as follows:   
 

• The location of the development to reduce the visual and environmental impacts of the 
structure;  

• The visual analysis taken from the Vantage Points to show the proposal within the 
streetscape and to identify screening, slope stabilization, erosion mitigation, vegetation 
protection, and other design opportunities;  

• Access would also be addressed where access and driveways must be designed to 
minimize grading of the natural topography and to reduce overall building scale;  

• The project may include terraced retaining structures to regain Natural Grade; 

• Building Location to minimize the cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural 
topography of the Site.  This also involved looking at adjacent properties to maximize 
opportunities for the streetscape; 

• For consistency in building form and scale, structures must be stepped within the 
grade, and broken into a series of individual smaller components.  Low-profile 
buildings that orient with existing contours were strongly encouraged, and the garage 
must be subordinate in design to the main building.  The Planning Director and/or the 
Commission may require the garage be separate from the main structure or that there 
be no garage based on a site-specific review;  

• Setbacks to minimize the creation of a “wall effect”; 

• The maximum dwelling volume, including Lot size, Building Height, and Setbacks, 
should look to Zoning District and HDDR requirements.  The Planning Commission 
has discretion to limit the volume of a proposed structure to minimize its visual mass or 
to mitigate differences in scale between new construction and the existing buildings on 
the streetscape; and 

• Building Height is limited to 27 feet from Existing Grade, with an internal 35-foot 
restriction.  The Planning Commission may require a reduction in Height to minimize 
visual mass or to mitigate differences in scale between the proposed Structure and the 
Historic character of the neighborhood’s existing residential Structures.  

 
Assistant Director Ward stated that the Steep Slope CUP review was a review of the design in 
the context of the streetscape. 
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Commissioner Frontero sought clarification that these criteria were applied only if the grade was 
30% or higher.  Assistant Director Ward confirmed that a Steep Slope CUP was required for a 
proposed Building Footprint of 200 square feet or greater on a slope of 30% or greater.  
 
Chair Suesser noted 200 square feet of Building Footprint on 30% grade triggered the need for 
a Steep Slope CUP.  She observed that on a typical Old Town Lot, that would be 25’ x 75’, and 
wondered if they would ever have a Steep Slope CUP on a 25’ x 75’ Lot.   
 
Assistant Director Ward commented that a Steep Slope CUP would be required for at least a 
200-square-foot Building Footprint.  It was noted by City Engineer Robertson that 200 square 
feet would be 10’ x 20’ of Footprint actually on the Steep Slope, so most of the Lots in Old Town 
would qualify. 
 
Assistant Director Ward explained that the Sensitive Land Overlay criteria were used for MPDs, 
Subdivision reviews, and larger projects within the Sensitive Land Overlay outside of the 
Historic Districts.  The Planning Commission recently recommended Code updates on the 
materials required for construction on Steep Slopes within the Sensitive Land Overlay, and now 
the Code required that applicants submit a soil investigation report, a geotechnical report, and 
additional slope information at the time of the Planning application rather than at the Building 
Permit phase.  She noted that the additional requirements for the visual analysis for projects 
within the Sensitive Land Overlay were also integrated into the application process.   
 
It was noted that the Code prohibits development on or within 50 feet of Very Steep Slopes, 
which were defined as 40% or greater.  She noted that the Planning Commission had the 
discretion to vary Setbacks from Very Steep Slopes if, 
 

• There is no intrusion on the Ridge Line; 

• There is no excessive cut or fill; 

• Limits of Disturbance are limited to the minimal area to excavate and backfill; 

• There is no additional erosion, land subsidence, or avalanche hazard; 

• There is improved vegetation protection, minimized changes to viewsheds, reduction 
of site disturbance; and 

• It would result in an overall reduction in project density. 
 
She noted that these criteria were different from the Steep Slope CUP criteria wherein benching 
or terracing to provide additional or larger building sites was prohibited.  Additionally, streets and 
roads were subject to regulations on the Slopes and where they could be located.  She added 
that the Code encouraged that streets and roads run with the Existing Grade and that cutting 
and filling be minimized and re-vegetated. 
 
In terms of retaining walls, Assistant Director Ward advised that any retaining wall constructed 
in the Sensitive Land Overlay required an additional Administrative Permit from the Planning 
Department.  The Administrative Permit would be based on an assessment of visual impact, 
compatibility with surrounding terrain, vegetation, and safety.  She indicated that there is also a 
landscaping and re-vegetation review for exposed slopes and disturbed portions of Steep 
Slopes must be preserved and re-vegetated.  There are also requirements to comply with the 
Design Standards in the Architectural Guidelines. 
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Assistant Director Ward commented that there were flexibilities built into the Code where there 
are Open Space requirements for larger projects such as Subdivisions or MPDs.  For Very 
Steep Slopes, 75% of the Steep Slope area must remain as Open Space.  For developable 
land, the Code encouraged clustering density where it would have the least impact on the 
Sensitive Lands in the area.  She added that 100% of the Very Steep Slope area was required 
to remain Open Space.  There was an allowance to transfer some of that density into the 
developable areas.   
 
She advised that there was also a carve-out for MPDs that were using the Transfer of 
Development Rights to protect Sensitive Lands and transfer density to other areas.  There was 
also a density transfer if the Planning Commission finds that transferring density would preserve 
Open Space to ensure long-term protection of significant environments, environmentally or 
visually sensitive areas, would provide public access for trails, would restore degraded wetlands 
for environmental areas on the site, or would make other significant environmental 
improvements.  She reminded those present that this review was for the larger projects. 
 
Commissioner Frontero asked about the process and sequencing for the landscaping and re-
vegetation regulations, and when a Certificate of Occupancy could be obtained.  Assistant 
Director Ward stated that it depended on the particular project.  She noted there had been some 
changes in landscape bonds for certain application types.  For projects like an MPD or a 
Subdivision Plat, they would typically have a Plat Note or some other requirement that 
landscaping be complete and compliant.  She stated she would follow up further on this inquiry. 
 
Chair Suesser asked if there was a map showing the Sensitive Land Overlay.  Assistant 
Director Ward answered in the affirmative and added that when the amendments were adopted 
by City Council, the Sensitive Land Overlay map was updated and made available online.  She 
advised that it covered the majority of the City.  Previously, the Sensitive Land Overlay was 
indicated on the Zoning Map with a red dashed line, which made it difficult to determine which 
properties were included in the Sensitive Land Overlay.  The map was updated and everything 
shaded in pink was the Sensitive Land Overlay.   
 
In response to a further inquiry from Chair Suesser, Assistant Director Ward stated that both 
Steep Slopes and Very Steep Slopes existed in the Sensitive Land Overlay.  She added that in 
the Sensitive Land Overlay, the 15% definition applied.   
 
Assistant Director Ward next turned to the criteria for Steep Slopes and excavation in Master 
Planned Developments.  She advised that units must be clustered on the most developable and 
least visually sensitive portions of the site.  In addition, projects must be designed to minimize 
grading and the need for large retaining structures.  Further, roads, utility lines, and structures 
must be designed to work with Existing Grade, and cuts and fills must be minimized.  She stated 
that Findings of Fact require the Planning Commission to find that the project would 
complement the natural features on the site and would preserve significant features or 
vegetation to the extent possible.  Additionally, there must be a finding that the project meets 
the Sensitive Land requirements and was designed to place development on the most 
developable land and least visually obtrusive portions of the site.   
 
Chair Suesser felt this presented another example of Commissioner Frontero’s point that 
projects must be designed to minimize grading and the need for large retaining structures.  She 
felt it was valid to question what that means.  She offered that perhaps they needed Code 
language that was more specific in that regard. 
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Assistant Director Ward mentioned that when they review CUPs, the project must mitigate the 
impacts of, and address, Steep Slopes.  In the Subdivision review, there were also protections 
for Sensitive Lands, including Steep Slopes, but those were largely addressed in the Sensitive 
Land Overlay.   
 
Assistant Director Ward stated that the initial recommendations were to define key terms in the 
Code.  They looked at other codes for examples, and would also define terms such as cut, fill, 
shoring, terracing, benching, geotechnical reports, and soil investigation reports.  Chair Suesser 
recommended defining retaining walls. 
 
Engineer Gutknecth suggested the definitions include a clarification between exposed retaining 
walls and structurally incorporated retaining walls, as that would provide a very different visual 
impact. 
 
Chair Suesser felt it would be important to mention that part of the reason for reviewing the 
Steep Slope was to allow them to potentially consider whether a site disturbance should be 
weighed more than just a visual analysis.  She understood from her role as a liaison on this 
Committee with Commissioner Johnson that they were trying to move towards a site 
disturbance analysis in conjunction with the visual analysis.   
 
Assistant Director Ward acknowledged Chair Suesser’s understanding and stated as part of 
some of the Codes they reviewed they illustrated key concepts, which could help show the 
desired outcomes.  To be addressed in the Final Action Review, she reported that Staff 
recommended that all Steep Slope applications come before the Planning Commission and that 
they remove the Administrative Steep Slope review for the smaller projects.  Another 
recommendation was to establish baseline geotechnical report requirements and the purpose 
for those reports as far as the proposed design.  She likened this requirement to the 
requirement of a baseline Traffic Impact Study.  The baseline geotechnical report requirements 
would include requirements specific to development in Park City, including the scope of what 
should be evaluated in the report beyond the Lot lines and other clarifications. 
 
In response to an inquiry from Chair Suesser, Assistant Director Ward confirmed that a 
geotechnical report was not currently required for a Steep Slope CUP in the Historic District, but 
noted that was one of the recommendations.  Currently, the requirement of a report was 
typically included in a Condition of Approval that would require the report to be submitted at the 
Building Permit phase.  She advised that Staff recommended a requirement that the 
geotechnical report be submitted with the Planning application.  She added that currently, things 
like a temporary shoring plan and soil stabilization details were generally Conditions of Approval 
required at the Building Permit phase.  They recommended including those as part of the Steep 
Slope CUP and other Steep Slope development applications. 
 
Chair Suesser suggested also including some limits and noted that currently if something could 
get engineered, it would get approved.  If they were doing a more site disturbance analysis, they 
should consider putting in some limits.  
 
Assistant Director Ward responded they could clarify the maximum cut slopes, limits on 
changes to natural grade limits on manmade slopes, Limits of Disturbance, and site clearing, 
grading, cut and fill standards.  As part of that, Staff recommended going through all the 
different Steep Slope review criteria to update and align them to provide consistency. 
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Engineer Gutknecth added that generally, global stability was part of the structural engineer’s 
design.  They do not look purely at retaining wall stability; rather, they should also be evaluating 
the global site stability of the slope and how the structure would affect it.  As a City, they do not 
evaluate that; rather, they rely on the engineering expertise of the structural engineer who 
received the data from the geotechnical engineer regarding soil conditions.  The City relies upon 
its stamp, which they verify that the structure would be stable.   
 
Chair Suesser appreciated this explanation but felt the analysis of the Steep Slope by the 
Planning Department and Planning Commission should set the stage for what would be 
analyzed and confirmed.  Planning Staff and the Planning Commission were trying to determine 
the appropriateness of the site disturbance on a Sensitive Land or Steep Slope situation.  As 
part of the initial analysis, she felt the question was how much of the hillside should they allow to 
be disturbed.  
 
City Engineer Robertson mentioned that geotechnical reports were typically submitted with 
every project, whether or not it involved a Steep Slope, as they have to determine the 
appropriate foundation thickness.  Even though not required by City Code, these reports were 
required by the International Building Code (“IBC”), and the Building Department looked at these 
reports. 
 
Assistant Director Ward presented a slide showing proposed updates to the Code.  Currently, 
the Code focused primarily on visual analysis, especially for Steep Slope CUPs and 
development within the Historic District and streetscape.  They recommended updating the 
Code to include evaluation of site disturbance.  This would be accomplished by defining the key 
terms, illustrating the key concepts, establishing the baseline geotechnical report requirement, 
and aligning the criteria so there would be limits to be considered as part of the Planning 
Commission’s review of these projects.  Assistant Director Ward asked the Commission if they 
had additional considerations they wanted to include as part of this review. 
 
Commissioner Sigg was curious about cuts and fills and asked if a hill created by virtue of a 
road graded at 45 degrees would count in the 50-foot Setback from the Steep Slope as it would 
be a man-made slope.  He also raised the example of a dead-end street with houses on either 
side and the end of the street was a cliff.  He asked if the creation of a road could create a 
Steep Slope condition.  He also asked about grade walls to hold drainage. He would refer to 
these as wing walls coming off the side of a house.  Chair Suesser commented there were 
many examples of this in Old Town.  
 
Assistant Director Ward responded that the 50-foot Setback from Very Steep Slopes was in the 
Sensitive Land Overlay, so that would not apply to Old Town Lots.  Commissioner Sigg offered 
the example of Mellow Mountain Road past the two switchbacks where there is a house on the 
downhill side where the road essentially falls away.  Someone had now elected to build a 
house, and he felt they were not within 50 feet of what he would consider either a Steep Slope, 
or fill from the road.  He added that the fill was the result of creating the road.  Assistant Director 
Ward stated they would look into that, and added that some of those Subdivisions were created 
before the Sensitive Land Overlay was adopted.  Engineer Gutknecth was unclear on 
Commissioner Sigg’s question about the wing walls, and explained that in engineering, they 
review low-impact development.  This involved the stormwater retention required for the 
modified impermeable surface that triggered requirements for retaining that water on site. 
 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL

47



Park City Municipal Corporation 
Planning Commission Meeting 
June 21, 2023 
 

11 
 

Commissioner Sigg asked if there was a provision where they might have a Steep Slope that 
required a wing wall, but the house might not be on a Steep Slope, and as a result, there might 
be drainage going away.  He asked if there was something that would allow for the creation of a 
wall that would hold drainage and erosion within the Steep Slope. 
 
Chair Suesser felt that would fall in the retaining wall category.  Assistant Director Ward stated 
they would look into this question.  
 
Commissioner Frontero stated that the LMC defined two Slopes.  Steep Slopes were at a 15% 
grade, and Very Steep Slopes were at 40%.  He suggested they reword it to something along 
the lines that Steep Slope was defined as 15% or greater, and then add three levels to that.  
Level 1 would be 15% or higher; Level 2 would be at 30% because that was the slope at which 
a CUP was required in Historic Districts; and Level 3 would be 40%.  He would remove the Very 
Steep Slope category, as he found it confusing and not very descriptive.  He felt the public 
would be better able to appreciate the different levels. 
 
Chair Suesser agreed they should define a 30% slope because it was not included in either 
category.  From an engineering standpoint, Commissioner Hall asked if there was anything else, 
other than the geotechnical report, that the Departments were seeing that should be 
incorporated or prioritized.  Engineer Gutknecth stated that the City Engineering Department did 
not review that report; rather the Building Department reviewed the geotechnical report in 
conjunction with the structural engineering plans and the entire plan packet in order to ensure 
that it met the provisions of the International Building Code.  She did not feel there was anything 
beyond that that would take precedence.   
 
Commissioner Hall clarified that she was looking for suggestions on how they prioritized these 
updates, and whether they felt that some were absolutely crucial, or whether anything was 
missing.   
 
City Engineer Robertson advised they have had discussions with the Building Department and 
Planning Department, and felt that having the geotechnical report upfront, which would include 
other required information, was important.  
 
Commissioner Hall asked if anyone had recently used the Density Transfer, and wanted to 
know the definition of a Sensitive Site in conjunction with that.  Since her time in the Planning 
Department, Assistant Director Ward was unaware of any application processed that used the 
Density Transfer; however, when they review Building Permits for areas already subdivided, 
there were Subdivisions such as those in the Estate Zone where three acres were required for a 
home.  Some of the subdivisions in the Estate Zone have homes located on very small Lots; 
however, within that Subdivision the density was consolidated and the acreage surrounding the 
Subdivision was Open Space.  She commented that there had been applications that clustered 
the density to protect the Sensitive Lands; however, she was unaware of any recent application 
that proposed to use any of those transfers.  
 
Commissioner Hall likewise could not recall any applications, but stated she liked the general 
concept of trying to encourage the location of structures in less impactful areas.  She 
questioned whether this presented an opportunity to further explore or encourage that.  Chair 
Suesser liked the idea that someone looking to develop a Steep Slope could look to transfer his 
or her density to another site and leave the slope alone. She noted that might be a great thing 
for the Planning Department to encourage.  
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Commissioner Hall inquired about any problems that were encountered with the shift of some of 
the Steep Slope CUPs to the Planning Department.  Assistant Director Ward would address that 
later and stated the recommendation was made in response to changes in State Code.  With 
regard to the “wall effect,” Chair Suesser noted a couple of examples in town where they had 
created a “wall effect.”  She felt that should be clarified.   
 
Commissioner Sigg asked how the Steep Slope criteria related to contours in the topography 
and the area that could potentially be filled.  He thought there was a provision in the Code that 
contours in the land could be filled to the average grade.  He knew some of the other 
Ordinances contained such a provision, and recalled that 25 square feet at over 30% grade 
could be filled to create a bigger site.  
 
Assistant Director Ward stated they could look into that question.  She was aware there were 
requirements for measuring it but would look to see if there was something that allowed for that 
to be filled.  
 
Commissioner Kenworthy asked if there was anything in the City’s Codes that were more 
lenient than the International Building Code.  He noted there was discussion about the City 
relying on the IBC for some things, and he wondered if it was consistent across the line with the 
City Codes.   
 
City Engineer Robertson explained that the IBC specifically applied to the building and the 
foundation.  They defer to that Code and have adopted it.  The International Building Code did 
not necessarily address the issue of slope on grades.  He confirmed that in terms of retaining 
walls, the City generally had Codes that were similar to the International Building Codes.  City 
Engineer Robertson would have to look at whether any City Codes were more lenient than the 
International Building Code.  
 
Commissioner Kenworthy asked where they got the baseline for the Steep Slope Codes.  City 
Engineer Robertson explained that the current Steep Slope Codes address what the Final 
Grade should be, but do not get into specific Engineering Codes or standards.  He stated that 
was why many things were deferred to the Building Permit when they start looking at the soil 
structure, foundations, and how the construction would occur on the site. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy explained that he was trying to see if there was something that would 
help with some of the earlier issues expressed by Commissioner Frontero and Chair Suesser in 
regard to terms like “minimal” and “excessive.”  He hoped they could draw from other sources to 
define those terms. 
 
City Engineer Robertson advised that there were some engineering standards and practices 
they could use, which he felt they were trying to include in the updated Code to have it upfront 
that would help with the decision-making before an application reached the Building Permit 
phase. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy asked City Engineer Robertson if he had any other suggestions 
regarding the cadence of these submittals.  City Engineer Robertson felt that was included in 
some of the recommendations, and he did not feel anything else should be included earlier on in 
the process.  He noted there would be some specifics they had not yet defined, but they 
proposed the geotechnical report up front with more requirements that would address soil 
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conditions, drainage conditions and issues, and preliminary design work on the walls. This was 
recommended to avoid situations where the end of a project did not look like what was 
presented to the Commission at the beginning during the approval of a Steep Slope. 
 
Chair Suesser felt it would be helpful for Staff to weigh in on some examples around town of 
lessons learned.  She mentioned Commissioner Sigg’s comments about a man-made road.  
She also noted the landslide this year, which she understood was a compaction problem that 
might have also had to do with the amount of snow and the runoff.  
 
City Engineer Robertson offered that what they were trying to accomplish by requiring this 
information up front was to address the building of properties within the Steep Slope areas.  
With respect to the landslide, he would defer; but they could definitely talk about lessons 
learned in terms of Steep Slopes and constructing in those areas.  
 
Engineer Gutknecth understood the landslide was something of interest not only to the Planning 
Commission but also to the community and their department.  They did not have any definitive 
information yet on what caused that slide, and they were reluctant to speculate on it.  When they 
have good information, they could share it with the Commission.  
 
Commissioner Kenworthy stated there was a drainage component that went with the landslide, 
and asked if that was included in the application, even though it was on an abutting property.  
He wondered if it was required in the application to address a drainage concern off the property 
line.  Engineer Gutknecth deferred that question, but cautioned against trying to connect any 
particular thing to the cause of the landslide because at this point they truly did not know the 
cause.  Commissioner Kenworthy understood, but felt it could be a critical issue, and wondered 
how they could address a neighbor’s drainage system that abuts a property.   
 
Chair Suesser felt that if that property were in the Sensitive Lands, it would have required the 
50-foot Setback from the Steep Slope.  She understood there were some exceptions to 
decrease that Setback.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy pointed out that regardless of this situation, when an owner has a 
continuous Steep Slope, and there is a drainage system somewhere along the line of that 
Slope, he wondered whether that was something the Engineering Department would like to see 
addressed in the application.   
 
City Engineer Robertson felt addressing drainage in Steep Slopes was some of the things they 
were talking about, and they would like to see that information sooner rather than later.  They 
would look at the site only, however. 
 
Chair Suesser commented that the impact on an adjoining parcel would be something that 
needed to be contemplated.  City Engineer Robertson explained that in designing a site, they 
are typically not allowed to have free flow runoff off the site, and it has to be captured and 
collected in some way to a drainage system.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy stressed that he was trying to address the fact that there was an 
existing drainage system on the continuity of the slope, and it was probably not addressed in the 
application.  He asked how they could do that going forward.   
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Commissioner Sigg asked if there was a provision for stormwater management in the proposed 
Steep Slope Amendments.  Assistant Director Ward responded that those were not included in 
the LMC; however, they could provide the Commission with a summary of what was in place.  It 
was noted that the Municipal Code had a provision for stormwater management, and that was 
something that the Engineering Department reviewed during the Building Permit process.  That 
provision applied to Single-Family Residences as well as MPDs.   
 
Chair Suesser advised that Commissioner Johnson would submit comments, and noted that he 
had been very involved in his liaison position on this issue.  
 
Commissioner Hall stated that if the Engineering Department was satisfied with the proposed 
list of changes, she was as well.  
 
Chair Suesser asked if the slope was measured at the site, or whether they relied on 
topographical images.  Assistant Director Ward explained that applicants were required to 
submit a certified topographical survey, and if there was a site that was previously disturbed, 
there was a process where they try to work through the original conditions.  She added that 
Staff was working on scheduling site visits, and would like to include a site under construction 
that has shoring. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy stated that a lot of sites in Old Town had been disturbed, and offered 
that looking at contour lines on a topographical survey, you could see adjacent properties that 
had not been disturbed.  He added that they could also find a 100-year old tree in town, which 
would represent the grade 100 years ago.  He stressed there were ways to project pretty closely 
the historical grade of the Lot.  He recommended finding one of those Lots that they could visit.  
 
Chair Suesser wondered whether the Old Town Inn on Empire Avenue could be an example of 
a project with some shoring.  She described it as a red and white Inn that was currently jacked 
up.  Commissioner Frontero added there was quite a bit of shoring at that site, which was 
located on Empire Avenue between 10th and 11th Streets.  He added that the excavator had now 
excavated down quite a bit, and the back wall was completely shored up.  He felt it would be an 
interesting opportunity for the Commission to visit the site and have the City Engineer attend to 
explain what was occurring at the site.  
 
After a brief recess, Chair Suesser called the meeting back to order.                    
 

B. Land Management Code Amendments - Final Action - The Planning 
Commission Will Conduct a Work Session on Final Action Land Use 
Authorities for Various Land Use Applications to Discuss Opportunities to 
Shift Final Action from the City Council to the Planning Commission and 
from the Planning Commission to Planning Staff. PL-23-05649. 

 
Assistant Director Ward explained they were holding a Special Meeting because they were not 
able to get to all of the Agenda Items during previous meetings.  She stated that one of the 
goals of this Work Session was to streamline and make Meeting Agendas more efficient for both 
the Planning Commission and the City Council as far as Administrative land use applications.  
She explained that an Administrative land use application was submitted for review for 
compliance with the criteria in the Code.  The determination made is either it complies or does 
not comply.   
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Additionally, there would be several items before the Planning Commission this fall, including 
the Bonanza Park Small Area Plan.  The community kick-off meeting was scheduled for July, 
and as that Plan develops, it would come before the Planning Commission for review, public 
hearings, and a potential recommendation to City Council.  She mentioned that the same 
process would apply to the General Plan.  
 
Assistant Director Ward stated that they would also be required to make changes to how they 
review applications because of the new State Code, specifically for Subdivisions and Steep 
Slope evaluations.  She added there was an opportunity to evaluate the appeals that come 
before the Planning Commission, and potentially have those referred to an appeal panel, Board 
of Adjustment, or other review authority. 
 
Currently, the LMC included a table showing the different land use applications, the Final Action 
authority, and the appeal authority.  This table also notes when the Planning Commission 
makes a recommendation to City Council. 
 
Assistant Director Ward advised that Administrative Permits were reviewed at the Staff level, 
and any appeals of those Permits come before the Planning Commission.  Conditional Use 
Permits come before the Planning Commission for review, and if appealed go before City 
Council.  She commented that City Council was scheduled to review a potential three-member 
appeal panel amendment on July 13, 2023.  If passed, a three-member appeal panel would 
review the CUP appeals.  She stated that Staff reviewed Administrative CUPs, with the Planning 
Commission appeal authority.  Master Planned Developments were within the Planning 
Commission’s Final Action authority, with the potential to go to the appeal panel instead of the 
City Council for appellate review.  She also mentioned that the plat amendments went to the 
Planning Commission for recommendation to City Council.  Subdivision and Condominium plats 
go through that same process.   
 
Assistant Director Ward advised that Legislative, Annexations, Zoning, and LMC Amendments 
would continue to be required to come before the Planning Commission for review, public 
hearing, and recommendation to City Council for Final Action.  She advised that the Utah 
Legislature enacted Senate Bill (“S.B.”) 174 required changes to Subdivision reviews.  This 
legislation would not take effect until February 1, 2024.  Staff was working internally to address 
the review requirements that the City would be required to provide.  She explained that they 
would need to provide applicants with checklists of all required standards from the districts and 
the Code requirements.  
 
Assistant Director Ward expressed that this was a consensus bill with the Utah Commission on 
Housing Affordability, the Property Rights Coalition, the Utah League of Cities and Towns, and 
the Utah Association of Counties.  It sought to establish a uniform process for Single-Family, 
Duplex, and Townhome Subdivision reviews statewide.  The new law was intended to require 
publication of the required standards, require complete applications, and expedite the review 
process by limiting public hearings on Subdivisions to one as part of the preliminary review.  
She explained that this would shift Subdivision approvals from a Planning Commission or City 
Council to a Staff level or Administrative review for Final Action.  
 
Assistant Director Ward advised that Staff would come back before the Commission this fall with 
the amendments to comply with State Code.  She noted that there was flexibility in the way the 
City could review plat amendments, which were the majority of the applications that come 
before the Planning Commission.  She stated it was rare for the City to see new Subdivisions.   
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With regard to plat amendments, the current Code provides for Planning Commission review, a 
public hearing, and a recommendation to City Council.  City Council was then required to review 
the application, hold a public hearing and take Final Action through the adoption of an 
Ordinance.  The plat amendments require a finding of Good Cause that the amendment would 
provide positive benefits and mitigate negative impacts, as determined on a case-by-case basis.  
She provided the example of plat amendments that would provide public amenities and benefits, 
resolve issues of non-conformities, address issues relating to density, promote excellent or 
sustainable design, utilize best planning and design practices, preserve the character of the 
neighborhood and of Park City, and/or further the health, safety, and welfare of the Park City 
community.   
 
She explained that the State required that Subdivision regulations be approved by City Council.  
However, State Code does not require that plat amendments go to the Planning Commission or 
City Council for approval.  She stated that Lot line adjustments to shift the Lot line between two 
properties could be done at Staff level through the Planning Director.  These types of plat 
amendments are allowed with the Planning Director review if they comply with all of the 
underlying zoning, they have support from all the adjacent property owners, and they meet all 
the criteria.  All other plat amendments currently come to the Planning Commission for 
recommendation to City Council. 
 
Assistant Director Ward explained that one of the potential amendments could be that plat 
amendments would come before the Planning Commission for Final Action. There were also 
potential opportunities for plat amendments to be reviewed at the Staff level and provided the 
example of a plat proposed to remove a Lot line from a Historic Structure.  She inquired whether 
the Planning Commission was interested in being the final authority for plat amendments so that 
the Final Action would occur here, with no further recommendation or review by City Council.  
Commissioner Christin Van Dine answered in the affirmative.  
 
Commissioner Frontero asked how many times the Planning Commission approved a plat that 
was subsequently overturned by City Council.  Assistant Director Ward replied that during her 
time in the Planning Department, she was unable to think of an example. 
 
City Attorney, Mark Harrington advised that it had happened only once or twice during his 30-
year tenure with the City. 
 
Commissioner Frontero liked the idea and wondered how City Council would feel about such an 
amendment.  Assistant Director Ward advised that the Planning Commission had already 
identified this as a topic to address this year, and City Council reiterated that interest in having 
that evaluation through the lens of what type of applications where the City Council could 
provide the most value and impact.  She added that plat amendments or Subdivision 
applications that are required to conform to the criteria in the Code involve more of an 
administrative review. The City Council did not provide direction one way or another; rather, 
they wanted the Planning Commission to have the discussion and make a recommendation.  
Commissioner Frontero expressed support for this recommendation.  Commissioner Kenworthy 
also supported it. 
 
Chair Suesser did not like the change, as she felt it provided good checks and balances, and 
provided another opportunity to look at an application.  She liked the idea of plat amendments 
continuing to go to the City Council because she felt it was good to get the City Council’s input.  
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She noted that she sometimes learns from the City Council’s insights.  She also opined that it 
was not that much of a time demand as they normally agree with the Planning Commission’s 
recommendation, and she liked the idea of keeping the review as it currently existed. 
 
Assistant Director Ward next turned to the Steep Slope CUPs and advised that in 2017 the 
Planning Commission recommended that if an application involved two Old Town Lots or less, 
the Steep Slope review would occur at the Staff level. 
 
In 2021, the Utah Legislature enacted a new State Code that changed the way Building Permit 
reviews happened for Single-Family, Duplex, and Townhome submittals.  The new State Code 
limited the City in the review at the Building Permit phase as far as the number of revisions and 
resubmittals that could be required.  She noted there were some exceptions for Sensitive 
Lands; however, with the way the reviews have been done and the requirements that Building 
Permits be approved conditionally, Staff recommended shifting Steep Slope CUPs to the 
Planning Commission for review with the updated criteria discussed earlier in this meeting.  
 
Assistant Director Ward explained that Staff went through the number of Steep Slope CUPs that 
Staff was reviewing at an administrative level, and there were approximately 2 – 3 per year.  
Because of the changes in the Building Permit phase, Staff recommended that they go back to 
the Planning Commission review for Steep Slope CUPs.  She requested Planning Commission 
feedback.  Commissioner Van Dine expressed support for shifting Steep Slope CUPs back to 
Commission review, especially considering all of the changes being made.  There was a similar 
consensus amongst the Commission. 
 
City Attorney Harrington stated that in regard to Commissioner Kenworthy’s earlier question as 
to whether the Steep Slope regulations were less stringent or more stringent, he explained that 
they were additive.  Most jurisdictions do not have such regulations, or they have them limited to 
certain geological hazards.  He added that the City’s Steep Slope and many of the Conditional 
Uses differ and were much more stringent by their nature than anywhere else in the State, even 
though some of the specific provisions might be less stringent than industry standards that 
regulate certain things a different way somewhere else.  
 
City Attorney Harrington stressed there was no direct comparison between the Codes.  He 
cautioned that the Legislature did not like Single-Family and otherwise permitted uses in zones 
that were subject to multiple Conditional Use reviews.  The City successfully employed that as 
implementation methodology from the older MPDs and high-level site planning to then do CUPs 
for the subsequent site review.  This was also unique to Park City as an additive layer of review 
that was not seen in other jurisdictions.  He wanted the Commission to know that the State was 
looking at further streamlining Single-Family and Duplex permitting, and this could be seen as 
somewhat of a barrier to that. He suggested that the Planning Commission could be conscious 
of that by making sure they were expediting the reviews and ensuring they were not delaying 
them without good reason.  
 
The Commission would not want to get in a situation of being accused of delaying an otherwise 
permitted use development.  He wanted the Commission to think about the way of balancing the 
appropriate review that comes before the Commission with a short building season.   
 
Chair Suesser asked if the Commission would have the details of the stabilization walls when 
they review a Steep Slopes CUP application.  Assistant Director Ward stated that under the 
proposed amendments, they would have the geotechnical report that should provide that 
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information. She added that the goal of the amendments would be to have a holistic, complete 
picture of what was being proposed, as well as the criteria to look at site disturbance and the 
desired final site.  
 
Commissioner Hall asked about the 14 days and whether they would get bumped up to the top 
of the list.  City Attorney Harrington explained that the CUP was not subject to that requirement. 
 
Assistant Director Ward next addressed the appeal authority and explained that currently, any 
Final Action taken at Staff level comes to the Planning Commission.  The only items that Staff 
has an administrative review on are things like Administrative Permits or Administrative CUPs 
that apply the same criteria as the Planning Commission.  She explained that the Planning 
Commission could shift the appeal authority if the appeal panel was adopted by City Council.  
They could also shift it to the Board of Adjustment, or an appeal Hearing Officer.  The Planning 
Commission could also retain that authority.  She mentioned that they do not see a lot of these 
appeals each year, but this could present another opportunity to make changes for Final Action 
authority. 
 
Chair Suesser liked the idea of keeping an appeal of a Planning Staff decision with the Planning 
Commission.  Commissioner Hall expressed that it was hard to envision what the appeal panel 
would be like, and would be open to shifting it at some point; however, she felt it was pre-
emptive to change that at this point.  
 
Commissioner Van Dine agreed and felt that keeping the appeal authority with the Planning 
Commission was appropriate until they see how the appeal panel works.  Commissioner 
Kenworthy and Commissioner Frontero agreed. 
 
Commissioner Sigg felt they should keep the authority because they have the history of the 
event, and because they do not know the makeup of the appeal panel.   
 
Assistant Director Ward stated that Staff went through all the applications to see if there were 
applications they felt could be transitioned from the Commission to Staff.  Currently, Staff review 
was limited to tents for less than 14 days or temporary structures, and retaining walls.  At this 
time, they did not identify any applications.  She asked if there were any additional application 
types that the Commission felt could be reviewed at a Staff level.  She clarified that Staff’s 
review of retaining walls included a review of retaining walls that exceed four feet in a Front 
Setback or six feet in a Side or Rear Setback because those conditions require an 
Administrative Permit.  
 
Commissioner Frontero asked if the Commission was notified of Administrative Permit 
approvals.  Assistant Director Ward explained that those follow the same public notice 
requirements as items that come before the Planning Commission.  Administrative public 
hearings were scheduled for Thursdays at noon, and packets are published on the Listen Live 
webpage similar to the packets published for the Commission.  Minutes are also taken.  She 
added that Administrative Permits go through the same review process, including Development 
Review Committee.  Then a Staff Report and a Final Action Letter are written, similar to what is 
done for the Planning Commission.  Additionally, notice is provided in the same manner as for 
Commission matters, and the applicants and the Planner attend, along with community 
members who provide input.  The Planning Director determines the Administrative Permit.  
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Commissioner Hall supported moving some plat amendments to Staff review and referencing 
the grid shown on the second page of the Staff Report, she would shift all of those reviews to 
Planning Commission for Final Action, with the exception of an Annexation or an LMC 
Amendment. She felt those involved policy-based decisions.  She also believed that some of the 
plat amendments were more administrative and it would be more efficient to have them 
reviewed by Staff.  She would like to spend more time prioritizing LMC Amendments and the 
applications that impact the community to a much greater extent. 
 
Commissioner Hall noted that City Council spends a lot of time on the same conversations and 
reading the same packet that was provided to the Commission. As a citizen, she would prefer 
the Council’s time be spent on bigger agenda items rather than spending time on items that the 
Commission had already spent a lot of time on.  She reiterated that Annexations and LMC 
Amendments were high-level policy-based decisions that should be within the jurisdiction of the 
City Council.  She also found it counter-intuitive that the Planning Commission had Final Action 
authority on MPDs, which she felt were much more impactful, whereas the Council reviewed 
every plat amendment. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy supported Commissioner Hall’s comment regarding the priority of 
addressing LMC Amendments because it was a critical need to keep up with the LMC especially 
when they find through their experiences that they can check the LMC boxes, but were not 
serving the overall General Plan.   
 
Commissioner Hall stated tonight was a great example, wherein they had to schedule a Special 
Meeting because they could not finish prior meeting Agendas.  She stated it was an issue of 
how the Commission wanted to prioritize its time, and City Council would determine how to 
prioritize its time.  She reiterated that as a citizen, she would love to see City Council prioritize 
Bonanza Park and have an entire meeting on that item rather than re-hashing what the Planning 
Commission already extensively reviewed.  
 
Chair Suesser agreed that the Planning Commission should have Final Action on plat 
amendments, but did not agree that they should shift more to Staff.  Commissioner Hall felt that 
some plat amendments were minor tweaks to Old Town Lots.  Chair Suesser noted that some 
plat amendments in Old Town had become tricky, as have the Lot Combination issues, so she 
hesitated to pass more plat amendments to Staff.  
 
Commissioner Hall would like it if the Code provided more direction on what was allowed so that 
it would be clear to an Old Town owner about what they would be allowed to do. They could 
then work with Staff to determine if it was something that needed to go to Planning Commission 
or could be an Administrative review.  
 
Commissioner Van Dine agreed with Commissioner Hall’s comments.  She could go either way 
on plat amendments and agreed that if they could shore up the LMC to give clear outlines of 
expectations, they could then determine if they could make them more administrative.  Until they 
had that clarity, she would not want to change anything. 
 
Chair Suesser indicated that there might be a way to define certain plat amendments that would 
be appropriate for Staff review.  
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Assistant Director Ward understood there was consensus to recommend that the Planning 
Commission would have final authority on plat amendments in general, and as they continue to 
update the LMC, they could re-evaluate whether some of the reviews could be shifted to Staff.      
 
5. ADJOURN 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Hall moved to adjourn.   
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:00 p.m.   
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: Elliot Grove Condo Plat Amendment 
Application:  PL-23-05695 
Author:  Virgil Lund, Planner I 
Date:   July 26, 2023 
Type of Item: Administrative, Condo Plat Amendment  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission (I) Open a Public Hearing; and (II) 
continue the public hearing and consideration of the proposed Elliot Grove Condo Plat 
Amendment at 544 Deer Valley Loop Road to August 9, 2023.  
Description 
Applicant:  Peter Bolenus 

 
Location: 
  

544 Deer Valley Loop Road 

Zoning District: 
  

Residential – Medium Density (RM) 

Adjacent Land Uses: 
  

Multi-Unit Dwellings 

Reason for Review:  The Planning Commission reviews proposed Condominium 
Plat amendments, conducts a public hearing, and forwards 
a recommendation to City Council. The City Council 
conducts a public hearing and takes final action.1 

 
 
Background 
 
The Applicant is gathering additional information for the Commission’s consideration.   
  
 
 
 

 
1 LMC § 15-7.1-3 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 958 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment 
Application:  PL-23-05561 
Author:  Spencer Cawley, Planner II 
Date:   July 26, 2023 
Type of Item: Administrative – Plat Amendment  
 
Recommendation 
(I) Review the 958 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment, (II) hold a public hearing, and 
(III) consider forwarding a positive recommendation for City Council’s consideration on 
August 22, 2023, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of 
Approval outlined in the Draft Ordinance 2023-XX (Exhibit A). 
 
Description 
Applicant: Richard and Joan Keiser 

Park City Surveying, Applicant Representative 
Location: 958 Woodside Avenue 

Zoning District: Historic Residential – 1 (HR-1)  

Adjacent Land Uses: Multi-Unit Dwellings and Single-Family Dwellings  

Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission 
recommendation and City Council action1 

 
HDDR  Historic District Design Review 
HPB  Historic Preservation Board 
HR-1  Historic Residential – 1  
LMC  Land Management Code 
SFD   Single-Family Dwelling  
 
Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1. 

 
Summary 
958 Woodside Avenue consists of Lot 19, Lot 
20, and the north half of Lot 21, Block 3 of the 
Snyders Addition to Park City. The Applicant 
proposes to combine the Lots into two Lots. 
The Area of proposed Lot 1 will contain 1,875 
square feet and the Area of proposed Lot 2 
will contain 2,812.5 square feet. The property 
is in the Historic Residential – 1 (HR-1) 
Zoning District. Existing Lot lines run under a 

 
1 LMC § 15-7.1-2(B) 

Figure 1: 958 Woodside Avenue Street View 
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non-historic Single-Family Dwelling (SFD) as shown in the survey below (Exhibit B):  

 
 

 
 
 

 

Figure 2: 958 Woodside Avenue Survey 
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Figure 3: Vicinity Map - 958 Woodside Highlighted in Red. 

 
Background 
The SFD was built in 1972 over existing Lot lines. In 2000, the Site was issued two 
Building Permits, one for a Bathroom Addition and one for a Deck and Stair Remodel.  
 

There is a 20% slope 
between the Right-of-Way 
(ROW) and property line at 
958 Woodside Avenue and 
on the neighboring 
property, 968 Woodside 
Avenue. 
 
The lot continues to slope 
downward towards the 
north (rear) of the property, 
though the steepest Slope 
at any point is roughly 16%. 
The image below, taken 
from the front of the SFD, 
shows the slope adjacent to 
the front of the property: 

 
  

Figure 4: 958 Woodside Avenue View from Front Door 
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On April 26, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the Applicant’s original proposal 
to create one Lot of record pursuant to Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-2.2-1(D). 
However, some of the Commissioners felt the combination of two and one-half Lots 
does not conform with the intent of the Land Management Code and continued the 
discussion to a date uncertain (Staff Report; Meeting Minutes). Since that time, the 
Applicant modified the original plat amendment to combine the three Lots into one 
4,687.5square-foot-Lot and now proposes a plat amendment to create two Lots, each 
under 3,570 square feet in conformance with the Pending Ordinance on Lot 
Combinations issued on May 10, 2023. Lot 1 will remain known as 958 Woodside 
Avenue, and Lot 2 will be known as 954 Woodside Avenue. 
 
On July 12, 2023, the Planning Commission continued the review of the application and 
the public hearing to July 26, 2023, because a quorum was not present (Meeting 
Audio). 
 
Analysis 
 
(I) The proposal complies with LMC Chapter 15-2.2 Historic Residential -1 Zoning 
District Requirements. 
 
The purpose of the Historic Residential HR-1 District is to:  

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

B. encourage the preservation of Historic Buildings and/or Structures; 
C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to 

the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential 
neighborhoods; 

D. encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots; 
E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan 

policies for the Historic core; and 
F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes 

which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.2 
 
Single-Family Dwellings are an Allowed Use in the HR-1 Zoning District.3 
 
The table below outlines the HR-1 Zoning District Lot and Site Requirements 
established in LMC § 15-2.2-3: 
 

Requirement  Analysis of Updated Proposal 

Lot Size:1,875 for square 
feet 
 

Complies.  
 
Lot 1: 1,875 square feet 
Lot 2: 2,812.5 square feet 

 
2 LMC § 15-2.2-1 
3 LMC § 15-2.2-2(A)(1) 
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Lot Width: 25 feet Complies. 
 
Lot 1: 25 feet 
Lot 2: 37.5 feet 
 

Maximum Building Footprint 
= (Lot Area/2) x 0.9 Lot Area/1875 
1,801 square feet 

The existing SFD has a Building Footprint of 913 
square feet.  
 
Based on the proposed two Lot Plat Amendment, the 
Maximum Building Footprint is 843.75 square feet for 
Lot 1 and 1,200.67 square feet for Lot 2. 
 
Condition of Approval 5.  The plat shall note the 
Maximum Building Footprint for Lot 1 and Lot 2.  
 

Front and Rear Setbacks: 10 
ft each, or 20 ft total 
  

Complies.  The existing Structure complies with 
front and rear setbacks: 

Front setback: 19 ft 
Rear setback: 23 ft 
 

Side Setbacks: Three feet for 
Lot Width up to 25 feet and 
Three feet for Lot Width up to 
37.5 feet. 

Complies.  The existing Structure complies with side 
setbacks: 

West Side setback: 5 ft  
East Side setback: 29 ft 
 

Building Height: 27 feet The existing non-compliant Structure is 32 ft high.  
 
Condition of Approval 6. The Structure cannot sit 
on the proposed Lot Line and shall be demolished 
prior to recordation of the Plat. 
 
Condition of Approval 7. New construction on Lot 1 
and Lot 2 shall be consistent with the LMC in effect 
at the time of Building Permit application. 
 

 
Site Compatibility with Surrounding Neighborhood and Nearby Lots 
The proposed Plat Amendment of Lots 19, 20, and the North Half of 21 at 958 
Woodside Avenue will create two Lots, smaller in scale. The original proposal combined 
these Lots into one Lot with an area of 4,687.5 square feet, which the Planning 
Commission deemed incompatible with the neighborhood. Nearby Lots that contain 
Single-Family Dwellings include 962 Woodside Avenue with 3,719.8 square feet, 946 
Norfolk Avenue with 4,792 square feet, and 909 Woodside Avenue with 3,750 square 
feet. Also nearby are several Condominium Lots. The proposed Plat Amendment 
creates Lots more in scale with the street scape, the surrounding properties in Old 
Town, and the historic 25-foot by 75-foot Old Town Lots.  
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In the April 26 Planning Commission meeting, the Commissioners requested an 
updated Streetscape Exhibit to help better visualize the Structures in the vicinity (Exhibit 
C. Below are image of the streetscape labeled with addresses and a map submitted by 
the Applicant highlighting existing Lots (in red), previously approved Lot combinations 
(in blue), and surrounding sites where multiple adjacent lots are developed and under 
the same ownership (in green) (Exhibit D): 

 
Figure 5: Woodside Avenue Streetscape 
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Structure Requirements 
In addition to the consistency with surrounding Lot sizes, subdividing the Lots at 958 
Woodside Avenue will allow for Maximum Building Footprints more in-scale with the 
neighborhood, and requires two off-street Parking Spaces for each Lot. The Proposed 
Lots are allowed one Primary Dwelling with the potential to obtain an Accessory 
Apartment with the required Administrative Permit.4  
 
The Building Footprint formula in LMC § 15-2.2-3 allows for a maximum Building 
Footprint of 843.75 for Lot 1 and 1,200.67 square feet for Lot 2 for a total of 2,044.42 
square feet. The previous proposal to combine into one Lot would have a Maximum 
Building Footprint of 1,801 square feet if the Lots are combined into one Lot of record.5 
 
Currently, the site does not have access to Off-Street Parking Spaces. Since the site 
was developed in 1972, the owners and tenants of this property have utilized City ROW 
for parking. The site does not currently have designated parking. The Plat Amendment 
will increase the required Off-Street Parking Spaces and create appropriate Driveway 
Access. A Condition of Approval for this Plat Amendment is that any development of 
either Lot shall adhere to the LMC requirements, including the number of required Off-
Street Parking Spaces. (See Conditions of Approval 7 and 8) 
 
Architectural Review LMC § 15-2.2-9 
Prior to issuance of a Building Permit for any Conditional or Allowed Use, the Planning 
Department shall review the proposed plans for compliance. Any proposed Structure of 
future development on this site shall require the Applicant to submit a Historic District 
Design Review Application to the Planning Department for review and Compliance with 
LMC § 15-13-8 Design Guidelines For New Residential Infill Construction In Historic 
Districts. (See Condition of Approval 7). 
 
Significant Vegetation 
LMC Chapter 15-5 Architectural Review requires new development to preserve 
Significant Vegetation. Though this would be revisited upon review of a Building Permit, 
this site has existing vegetation that appears to consist of invasive species and small 
plants. Condition of Approval 9 states that prior to redevelopment, the Applicant must 
provide a survey of Significant Vegetation and submit a landscape plan that justifies 
replacement of the vegetation as outlined in LMC § 15-5-5(N). 
 
(II) Staff finds Good Cause for the proposed Plat Amendment because (A) it 
resolves an existing non-conformity (B) present land Uses and the Character of 
the HR-1 Zoning District are retained, (C) no Public Street or Right-of-Way is 
vacated or amended, and (D) no easement is vacated or amended. 
 
Plat amendments are reviewed according to LMC § 15-7.1-3(B), and approval 
requires a finding of Good Cause and a finding that no Public Street Right- of-
Way, or easement is vacated or amended. 

 
4 LMC § 15-2.2-2 
5 LMC § 15-2.2-3(E) Maximum Building Footprint = ([Lot Area]/2) x 0.9[Lot Area]/1875 
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LMC § 15-15-1 defines Good Cause as “[p]roviding positive benefits and 
mitigating negative impacts, determined on a case-by-case basis to include 
such things as: providing public amenities and benefits, resolving existing 
issues and non-conformities, utilizing best planning and design practices, 
preserving the character of the neighborhood and of Park City and furthering 
the health, safety, and welfare of the Park City Community.” 
 
A. This Plat Amendment resolves an existing non-conformity.  
 
The existing SFD was built in 1972 over the Lot Line platted between Lots 19 
and 20 of Snyder’s Addition with a deck that was constructed over the Lot 
Line platted between Lots 20 and 21 (Exhibit B). Approval of the Plat 
Amendment requires the non-historic Structure to be demolished prior to 
recordation of the Plat Amendment. All future development shall comply with 
the code in effect at the time of Building Permit Application (Condition of 
Approval 6). 
 
B. The Historic Residential – 1 Zoning District Character is retained. 
 
LMC § 15-2.2-1 states that the purposes of the HR – 1 Zoning District include 
encouraging single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots. 
 
New development on Lots 1 and 2 will be required to follow the Historic District Design 
Review Guidelines as outlined in LMC § 15-13-8. (Condition of Approval 10.) 
 
As outlined in the Analysis Section of this Staff Report, the proposed Plat Amendment 
will decrease the overall maximum Building Footprint for each Lot as supported by the 
Planning Commission. Additionally, Development on these Lots will maintain the 
transition in use from the existing Condominiums to adjacent Historic Properties.   
 
C. No Public Street or Right-of-Way is vacated or amended. 
 
Access to the Lots is from Woodside Avenue. The Applicant’s proposal does not vacate 
or amend any portion of the platted ROW.  
 
D. No easements are vacated or amended. 
 
(III) The Development Review Committee6 met on March 7, 2023, and requires 
Conditions of Approval 
 

 
6 The Development Review Committee meets the first and third Tuesday of each month to review and 
provide comments on Planning Applications, including review by the Building Department, Engineering 
Department, Sustainability Department, Transportation Planning Department, Code Enforcement, the City 
Attorney’s Office, Local Utilities including Rocky Mountain Power and Dominion Energy, the Park City Fire 
District, Public Works, Public Utilities, and the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).  
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The Development Review Committee noted that the existing private lateral wastewater 
line is shared with 950 Woodside Avenue and crosses 962 Woodside Avenue, out to 
10th Avenue (Exhibit F). Any development on Lot 1 or Lot 2 will require wastewater 
service be routed to Woodside Avenue, which will include the installation of an injector 
waste pump (See Condition of Approval 11). 
 
The private lateral easement for the benefit of 950 Woodside Avenue will expire once 
the building at 950 Woodside Avenue undergoes a major remodel or renovation. The 
proposed plat includes a private sewer lateral for the benefit of 950 Woodside Avenue 
and addressed in proposed plat note 3B. (See the image below.) 

  
 
Department Review 
The Planning Department, Engineering Department, and City Attorney’s Office reviewed 
this report.  
 
Notice 
Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website, mailed 
courtesy notice to property owners within 300 feet, and posted notice to the property on 
June 28, 2023. The Park Record published notice on June 28, 2023.7  
 
Public Input 
Public input was received at the April 26, 2023, Planning Commission Meeting.8  
 
Alternatives  

• The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 
Council for Ordinance No. 2023-XX, Approving the 958 Woodside Avenue Plat 
Amendment for consideration on August 22, 2023; or;  

• The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for Ordinance No. 2023-XX, Denying the 958 Woodside Avenue Plat 
Amendment and direct Staff to make Findings for this decision; or 

• The Planning Commission may request additional information and continue the 
discussion to a date Certain.  

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance 2023-XX and Proposed Plat 
Exhibit B: 958 Woodside Avenue Survey  
Exhibit C: Woodside Avenue Streetscape Visual 
Exhibit D: Lot Ownership Map 
Exhibit E: Project Description 
Exhibit F: Letter from Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District 

 
7 LMC § 15-1-21. 
8 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, p. 7. 
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Ordinance No. 2023-XX 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 958 WOODSIDE AVENUE PLAT AMENDMENT, 

LOCATED AT 958 WOODSIDE AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH 

 WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 958 Woodside Avenue 

petitioned the City Council for approval of the 958 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment; 

and 

 WHEREAS, on April 11, 2023, notice was published in the Park Record and on 

the City and Utah Public Notice websites; and 

 WHEREAS, on April 11, 2023, courtesy notice was mailed to property owners 

within 300 feet of 958 Woodside Avenue; and 

 WHEREAS, on April 26, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the 

application and held a public hearing; and 

 WHEREAS, on April 26, 2023, the Planning Commission continued the public 

hearing to a date uncertain; 

WHEREAS, on June 28, 2023, notice was published in the Park Record and on 

the City and Utah Public Notice websites; and 

WHEREAS, on June 28, 2023, courtesy notice was mailed to property owners 

within 300 feet of 958 Woodside Avenue; and 

WHEREAS, on July 12, 2023, a quorum of the Planning Commission was not 

present and the the public hearing continued to July 26, 2023, 

WHEREAS, on July 26, 2023, the Planning Commission forwarded a 

positive/negative recommendation for City Council’s consideration on August 22, 2023; 

and 

 WHEREAS, on August 22, 2023, the City Council reviewed the proposed Plat 

Amendment and held a public hearing; and 

 WHEREAS, the plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management code 

including § 15-7.1-3(B), § 15-12-15(B)(9), and Chapters 15-2.2 and 15-7. 

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

follows: 

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The 958 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment, located at 958 

Woodside Avenue, as shown in Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 

Findings of Fact 

1. The property is located at 958 Woodside Avenue. 
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2. The property is listed with Summit County as parcel numbers SA-17-A and SA-18 

and consists of Lots 19, 20, and the North half of Lot 21 in the Snyder’s Addition. 

3. The property is in the Historic Residential-1 (HR-1) Zoning District. 

4. The Applicant seeks to create two Lots of record. 

5. Lot 1 will remain 958 Woodside Avenue, and Lot 2 will be 954 Woodside Avenue. 

6. The site contains an existing Non-Historic Structure built in 1972. 

7. The current minimum Lot Size in the HR-1 Zoning District is 1,875 square feet. The 

Proposed Lot 1 is 1,875 square feet and Lot 2 is 2,182.5 square feet. 

8. The current minimum Lot Width in the HR-1 Zoning District is 25 feet. The Proposed 

Lot 1 25 feet wide and Lot 2 is 32.5 feet wide. 

9. No remnant Parcels are created with this Plat Amendment. 

10. The Proposed Lot Sizes are consistent with adjacent Lots. 

11. The Building Footprint of the existing Structure is 913 square feet. 

12. Proposed Lot 1 will have a Maximum Building Footprint of 843.75 square feet and 

proposed Lot 2 will have a Maximum Building Footprint of 1,200.67 square feet. 

13. A Single-Family Dwelling is an allowed Use in the HR-1 Zoning District. 

14. The Front and Rear Setback is ten feet each. The existing Structure is set back 19 

feet from the Front Property line and 23 feet from the Rear Property line. 

15. The Side Setback is three feet each side. The existing Structure is set back five feet 

from the west Property line and 29 feet from the east Property line. 

16. The HR-1 Zone height is 27 feet from existing grade. The existing Structure is legal 

non-complying and has a height of 37 feet. 

17. Maximum Building Footprints for each Lot are more in-scale with the neighborhood. 

18. Each Lot requires two off-street Parking Spaces. 

19. There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment because it resolves an existing non-

conformity, present Land Uses and the Character of the HR – 1 Zoning District                         

are retained, no public street or Right-of-Way is vacated or amended, and no 

easement is vacated or amended. 

20. Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District notes that the existing private lateral 

wastewater line is shared with 950 Woodside Avenue and crosses 962 Woodside 

Avenue, out to 10th Avenue. 

21. Notice was published on the City’s website, the Utah Public Notice website, mailed 

courtesy notices to property owner within 300 feet, and posted notice to the property 

on June 28, 2023. 

22. The Park Record published notice on June 28, 2023. 

Conclusions of Law 

1. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code, 

including LMC Chapter 15-2.2, Historic Residential (HR-1) Zoning District, and LMC 

§ 15-7.1-6, Final Subdivision Plat. 

2. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat 

Amendment. 
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3. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 

adversely affect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 

Conditions of Approval 

1. The Planning Department, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve 

the final form and content of the Plat for compliance with State law, the Land 

Management Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 

2. The Applicant shall record the plat at the County within one (1) year from the date of 

City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this 

Plat approval will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing prior 

to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council. 

3. The Plat shall note that fire sprinklers are required for all new construction. 

4. A non-exclusive ten foot (10’) public snow storage easement on Woodside Avenue 

shall be dedicated on the Plat. 

5. The plat shall note the Maximum Building Footprint for Lot 1 is 843.75 square feet 

and Lot 2 is 1,200.67 square feet. 

6. The non-historic Structure shall be demolished prior to recordation of the Plat. 

7. New construction on Lot 1 and Lot 2 shall be comply with the LMC in effect at the 

time of Building Permit application. 

8. Each Lot shall have a minimum of two Off-Street Parking spaces. 

9. Prior to redevelopment, the applicant must provide a survey of significant vegetation 

and submit a landscape plan that justifies replacement of the vegetation as outlined 

in LMC 15-5-5(N). 

10. Any development on Lots 1 and 2 must undergo the Historic District Design Review 

Process for Compliance with LMC § 15-13-8 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts 

and Historic Sites. 

11. Any development on Lot 1 or Lot 2 shall require wastewater service be routed to 

Woodside Avenue, which shall include the installation of an injector waste pump. 

12. The Plat shall note that this Lot is subject to Ordinance 2023-XX. 

13. The Engineering Department shall review and approve all Lot grading, utility 

installation, public improvement, and drainage plans for compliance with City 

standards prior to issuance of any building permits. 

 

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of August, 2023. 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      
 
 
 

________________________________ 
Nann Worel, MAYOR 
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ATTEST: 
   
 
 
 
____________________________________ 
City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
 
________________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 
 
 

Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat 
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E:\Park City Surveying Dropbox\Park City Surveying Team Folder\ZDrive\O'S\OLDTOWN\Snyders Addition\Lots\958 Woodside ‐ PLAT AMENDMENT\2. 
Project Description v2 ‐ 958 Woodside.docx 
    1 of 1 

 
 
 
PLAT AMENDMENT     
958 Woodside Avenue 
Park City, UT 84060 
 
Lot 19, Lot 20 & the North half of Lot 21, all in Block 3 of the Snyders Addition to Park City 
 
06/23/2023 
 
Project Description 
 
The landowners of 958 Woodside Avenue in Old Town (Park City) wish to combine the parcels they 
own into two new lots of record. 
 

 The current landowners are Richard & Joan Keiser. 

 There is an existing non‐historic home on the property (Built in 1972) 
 
Good Cause 
 

 As is typical in Old Town, when property improvements are anticipated, Park City Land 
Management Code requires that single lots be combined into one or more new lots of record 
via a Plat Amendment, as in this instance. 

 No boundaries along the side or rear lot lines, or road frontages are changing.  

 No physical or platted roadways or easements will be affected.  
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
Martina Nelson, P.L.S., Owner       
Park City Surveying 
Email: martina@pcsurveying.com 
Office 435‐649‐2918 
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July 5, 2023 
 
 
Martina Nelson 
P.O. Box 682993 
Park City, UT 84068 
 
Subject: 958 Woodside Avenue Subdivision 
  Plat Review 
 
Dear Ms. Nelson, 
 
The Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD) has reviewed the referenced plat and 
has the following comments: 
 

1. As shown on the Record of Survey & Existing Conditions Map, the sewer lateral for the 
existing house at 950 Woodside Avenue crosses Lots 1 & 2 of the proposed plat. This lateral 
also combines with the lateral serving 958 Woodside and then crosses 962 Woodside to 
connect to the sewer main line in 10th Street. SBWRD policy is directed at accommodating 
cross-lot lateral lines in Old Town until homes undergo major remodels or renovations, at 
which time the laterals will be required to be relocated. To address these issues, add the 
following notes to the plat: 

a.  950 Woodside Avenue and 958 Woodside Avenue are served by a common private 
lateral wastewater line that crosses 962 Woodside Avenue. When a major remodel or 
renovation occurs on Lots 1 or 2, wastewater service will be required to be routed to 
Woodside Avenue. Ejector pumping of the lower levels may be required. 

b. The private lateral easement for the benefit of 950 Woodside Avenue will expire once 
the building at 950 Woodside Avenue undergoes a major remodel or renovation when 
wastewater service will be required to be routed to Woodside Avenue. 

2. Show and label a private sewer lateral easement for the benefit of 950 Woodside Avenue on 
the plat. This easement should extend 5’ beyond the location of the sewer lateral, as shown 
on the Record of Survey (excepting any areas that are within the existing building (see 
attached). Reference the plat note above (Item 1b) on the easement. 

 
Following the completion of the above item and the signature of the Owner’s Dedication, we will be 
able to sign the plat.  
 
Sincerely, 
  

 
Kevin Berkley, P.E. 
District Engineer 
 
cc: Spencer Cawley, Park City Planning Department 

Plat Review File  
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: The Peaks Hotel Courtyard Tent 
Application:  PL-23-05669 
Author:  Spencer Cawley, Planner II 
Date:   July 26, 2023 
Type of Item: Administrative – Conditional Use Permit 
 
Recommendation 
(I) Review the proposed modification to the existing Conditional Use Permit for a 
Temporary Structure for Peaks Hotel, (II) hold a public hearing, and (III) consider 
approving the modified Conditional Use Permit based on the Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval outlined in the draft Final Action Letter 
(Exhibit A). 
 
Description 
Applicant: Park City Peaks Hotel represented by Sean Rayner 
Location: 2346 Park Avenue 
Zoning District: Residential Development – Medium Density 
Adjacent Land Uses: Multi-Unit Dwellings, Single-Family Dwellings, and Saddle 

View Office Park. 
Reason for Review: Tents installed for longer than 14 days and more than five 

times per year require approval by the Planning 
Commission consistent with Conditional Use Criteria in 
LMC § 15-1-101 

 
ACUP  Administrative Conditional use Permit 
CUP  Conditional Use Permit 
IBC  International Building Code 
IFC  International Fire Code 
LMC  Land Management Code 
RDM  Residential Development – Medium Density 
TDM  Traffic Demand Management 
 
Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1. 

 
Summary 
On June 15, 2022, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
to allow the Peaks Hotel to install a tent in the rear courtyard area 12 times per year for 
five days each installation. The Planning Commission also approved a parking reduction 
for Versante on the Lawn during the Summer months (Staff Report; Meeting Minutes). 
The Applicant proposes modifications to the Planning Commission approval: 
 

 
1 LMC § 15-4-16(A)(7) 
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• Terminating the outdoor dining for Versante on the lawn 

• Expanding the 20-foot by 4-foot outdoor tent installation allowance 
o Summer Use:  Install tent the last week of May and remove the tent the 

first week of October for invite-only, private events 
o Winter Use:  Install tent the last week of November and remove the 

second week of April for use of hotel guests 
 
Background 
The Park City Peaks Hotel was constructed in 1985. The hotel sits on Lot 1 of the 
Parkview Subdivision (Exhibit B) and is in the Residential Development – Medium 
Density (RDM) Zoning District. The hotel has 127 rooms, 135 off-street parking spaces, 
and Versante restaurant. The site is approximately 60,000 square feet (1.3 acres). 
 

 
Figure 1: Proposed placement of tent, interior courtyard area. 

In 2020 and 2021, to support the community and local businesses during the COVID-19 
pandemic, the City provided waivers to some administrative permits to support social 
distancing and outdoor uses. Many business found creative solutions to support county 
health department and Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) policies. For 
the Peaks Hotel, this resulted in several permits and projects, namely, enclosing their 
outdoor patio to create more indoor area, creating Versante on the Lawn, and adding a 
tent to the rear courtyard area allowing room for social distance dining and sitting areas 
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during the Winter. 
 
Previous Land Use applications for this site include: 

• PL-20-04657 – Enclose Outdoor Dining Area of Versante 

• PL-20-04570 – Outdoor Event and Food Truck with Temporary Structures for 
Versante on the Lawn (August 3, 2020 – September 20, 2020) 

• PL-21-04764 – Outdoor Event and Food Truck with Temporary Structures for 
Versante on the Lawn (June 5, 2021 – September 12, 2021) 

• PL-22-05132 – Outdoor Event, Outdoor Dining, Temporary Structures for the 
Peaks Hotel and Versante on the Lawn 

 
Condition of Approval 17 of the Final Action Letter dated June 15, 2022, requires the 
Applicant to complete a one-year review with the Planning Commission (Exhibit C). This 
review may require changes to the CUP approval or the Traffic Demand Management 
(TDM) plan to ensure compliance and mitigation of impacts. If the CUP is not reviewed, 
then the approval for parking reduction and the outdoor uses may be revoked. 
 
The Peaks Hotel requests that the Planning Commission amend the CUP approval to 
allow for the tent in the rear courtyard area to remain up for more than the approved 
five-day-period. Specifically, due to the cost of installing and dismantling the tent, the 
Applicant requests to install the tent at the start of the summer months and remove the 
top panels when the tent is not in use. In the Applicant’s statement (Exhibit D), they 
write: 
 

After speaking with the Parkview Condominium HOA president, Derek Howard, 
about the use of the tent for the summer, he has informed us he is fine with the 
tent if we take the top panels off when we are not using it for an event. 

 
The Applicant also requests the Planning Commission allow the Applicant to install the 
tent for a second period during the winter, as noted in the summary above. 
 
For tents proposed for a duration longer than 14 days and more than five times per 
year, the Land Management Code (LMC) requires review of the Conditional Use criteria 
in LMC § 15-1-10(E).2 
 
The Applicant was approved to install the tent for events held for hotel guests. Condition 
of Approval 1 states:  

 
The Tent within the rear courtyard shall be installed for a maximum of 12 times 
per year for a maximum of five days per installation. Each tent installation will 
require a fire permit. 

 
On May 11, 2022, the Planning Commission heard the proposal for the tent CUP and 
parking reduction for Versante on the Lawn. The Commission generally favored the 

 
2 LMC § 15-4-16(A)(7) 

85

https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-1-10_Conditional_Use_Review_Process
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-4-16_Temporary_Structures,_Tents,_And_Vendors


4 
 

Peaks Hotel having a temporary tent and for Versante on the Lawn but had reservations 
regarding parking and visual impacts (Meeting Minutes, p. 16). 
 
The Commission requested a TDM plan, allowing all guests access to the underground 
parking lot, and prohibiting guest parking along Jupiter View Drive through signage and 
towing. 
 
The Applicant provided several items to support the Commission’s request including: 

• Hotel contracts with parking information for guests to park underground and 
requirements for events held at the hotel 

• A towing contract 

• Painting the curb red along Jupiter View Drive with no-parking sings on the side 
of the road along the hotel’s property 

• KPCW ad, running three times per week, informing future guests of public transit 
and active transportation opportunities to Versante with an incentive for discounts 
on food 

• An updated parking review including statistical numbers for Versante on the 
Lawn 

 
Additionally, on May 11, 2022, the Applicant was amenable to only utilize the tent in the 
rear courtyard for hotel events subject to the following regulations: 

• 12 tent assemblies per year. 

• Apply for a fire permit with each tent assembly. 

• The tent may be installed for five days maximum per assembly. 

• A one-year review, with a notice to properties within 300 feet, to ensure impacts 
are mitigated appropriately. 

 
The Planning Commission must determine if the TDM plan ensures compliance with the 
2022 CUP approval and that it mitigates parking impacts to the surrounding 
neighborhood. The Planning Commission may determine if changes to the 2022 CUP 
approval or the TDM plan are required. Additionally, Versante on the Lawn will no 
longer take place during the Summer months, further reducing traffic and parking 
impacts on the site and the surrounding property owners. 
 
Analysis 
 
(I) The proposal to install a temporary tent on site for periods longer than 14 days 
and more than five times per year complies with the Residential Development 
Medium (RDM) Zone and Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ). 
 
The Peaks Hotel is in the RDM Zoning District and the FPZ. One purpose of the RDM 
Zone is to allow limited generated businesses that are compatible with residential 
neighborhoods.3 Temporary Improvements (tents) installed in the RDM Zone require an 

 
3 LMC § 15-2.14-1(C) 

86

https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_612aef1ec8cf33420baa99ceb58a5c40.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-2.14-1_Purpose


5 
 

Administrative Conditional Use Permit.4 Tents may be installed for periods longer than 
14 days and more than 5 times per year but requires Planning Commission review and 
approval. 
 
One purpose of the FPZ is to preserve the scenic view corridors of Park City. Peaks 
Hotel installs the tent in the hotel’s rear courtyard which is not visible from Park Avenue. 
However, it is visible from Jupiter View Drive. 
 
The table below outlines the Setback Requirements in the RDM Zoning District and the 
FPZ. The modified proposal complies. 
 

Setback  RDM FPZ Analysis of Proposal 

Front 20 feet 30 feet 150 feet 

Rear 10 feet 30+ feet 110 feet 

Side 10 feet 30+ feet 197 feet/360 feet 

 
(II) The proposal, as conditioned, complies with LMC § 15-4-16 Temporary 
Structures, Tents, and Vendors. 
 
Pursuant to LMC § 15-4-16(A)(7), “in no case shall a tent be installed for a duration 
longer than 14 days and for more than five times per year on the same Property or Site, 
unless a longer duration or greater frequency is approved by the Planning Commission 
consistent with Conditional Use criteria in LMC § 15-1-10(E). 
 
The Applicant proposes two installations per year for no longer than 180 days, which 
requires a Conditional Use Permit. The Applicant also requests approval for ongoing 
annual use of the tent from the Planning Commission. 
 

Temporary Structure Analysis of Proposal 

The proposed Use should not diminish 
existing parking. Any net loss of parking 
shall be mitigated in the Applicant’s plan. 

Complies – Installation of the tent will not 
reduce the site’s Off-Street Parking. See 
Analysis section IV. 
 

The proposed Use shall not impede 
pedestrian circulation, emergency 
Access, or any other public safety 
measure. 

Complies – Due to the location of the 
tent in the hotel’s rear courtyard area, the 
tent will not impede pedestrian circulation. 
 
Park City Fire District reviewed the 
proposal on June 6, 2023, and did not 
have concerns with the proposal. The 
Applicant is required to ensure proper 
emergency Access is maintained through 
inspections with the City’s Fire Marshal. 
The tent requires an operations (fire) 

 
4 LMC § 15-2.14-2(B) 
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permit prior to installation. 
 
The Applicant is also required to maintain 
fire lane and emergency access for 
personnel, vehicles, and equipment in the 
vicinity of the tent, and adjacent 
permanent Structures. Emergency 
clearance shall be to the satisfaction of 
the Fire Marshal. 
 

The Use shall not violate the Noise 
Ordinance, Municipal Code Chapter 6-3. 

Condition of Approval 1 – Outdoor 
Uses must comply with the Park City 
Noise Ordinance. Wedding events in the 
courtyard have amplified music. All music 
is directed inward rather than toward the 
Parkview Condominiums. Since approval 
last year, neither the City nor the Hotel 
received noise complaints. The Applicant 
indicates that all activity in the courtyard 
is over by 9:45 PM and hotel quite hours 
start at 10:00 PM. Staff recommends 
including a Condition of Approval that 
requires the Applicant to comply with 
Municipal Code Chapter 6-3 Noise. 
 

The Use shall comply with the LMC, the 
signage shall comply with the Sign Code, 
Title 12, and the lighting shall comply with 
LMC § 12-4-9. 

Conditions of Approval 2 & 3 – New 
signs are not proposed with this 
modification. New temporary or 
permanent signs require a sign permit. 
 
No exterior lighting is proposed or 
approved with this CUP. Exterior lighting 
must be Fully Shielded and cannot 
exceed 3,000 degrees Kelvin. Any 
exterior lighting must be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Department 
prior to installation. String lights are 
permitted year-round on decks, porches, 
and patios, but are not allowed in 
landscaping.5 
 

The Use shall not violate the Summit 
County Health Code, the Fire Code, or 
State Regulations on mass gatherings. 

Condition of Approval 4. 

 
5 LMC § 15-5-5(J)(12) 

88

https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=6-3_Noise
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-5-5_Architectural_Design_Guidelines*


7 
 

The Use shall not violate the International 
Building Code (IBC). 

Condition of Approval 5 – Section 3103 
of the 2018 IBC regulates Temporary 
Structures installed for less than 180 
days. “Tents, umbrella structures and 
other membranes structures erected for a 
period of less than 180 days shall comply 
with the International Fire Code” (IFC). 
 
Section 105.6.47 of the 2018 IFC says, 
“An operational permit is required to 
operate an air-supported temporary 
membrane structure, a temporary special 
event structure or a tent having an area in 
excess of 400 square feet”. 
 

 
(III) The proposal, as conditioned, complies with the Conditional Use Permit 
criteria outlined in LMC § 15-1-10(E).  
 
There are certain Uses that, because of unique characteristics or potential impacts on 
the municipality, surrounding neighbors, or adjacent land Uses, may not be Compatible 
in some Areas or may be Compatible only if certain conditions are required that mitigate 
or eliminate the detrimental impacts.  
 
The Planning Commission shall approve a Conditional Use if reasonable conditions are 
proposed, or can be imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects 
of the proposed Use in accordance with applicable standards. The Planning 
Commission may deny the Conditional Use if the proposed Use cannot be substantially 
mitigated by the proposal or imposition of reasonable conditions to achieve compliance 
with applicable standards. LMC § 15-1-10.  

 

 
CUP Review Criteria  

 
Analysis of Proposal 

Size and Location of the Site Complies – The tent is 20 feet by 40 feet. During 
the warm months, the tent does not have walls. In 
cold months, the ten will be enclosed with 
temporary walls. 
 
The tent is installed in the rear courtyard and is 
surrounded by the hotel on three sides—north, 
east, and south. 
  

Traffic Complies – In the Summer, the tent is used for 
events, such as weddings, and will be utilized by 
guests of the hotel. The event planner is required 
by the hotel to hire a private shuttle service to pick 
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up any event guests not staying at the Peaks 
Hotel. Theses event guests stay at other hotels in 
the area or a nightly rental. The private shuttle 
schedules times to pick up event guests, making 
only one trip to drop off at the private event. So far 
this year, the Peaks Hotel has held ten private 
events and no private shuttle service was needed. 
 
In the Winter, the tent will be used by hotel guests 
only and will not create additional traffic. 
  

Utility Capacity Complies – The Water Department and Public 
Utilities reviewed the proposal and do not have 
concerns. 
 

Emergency Vehicle Access Complies – Park City Fire District reviewed the 
proposal and do not have concerns with access. 
The hotel’s north parking lot is large enough for 
emergency vehicle access. 
 
The Applicant is also required to maintain fire lane 
and emergency access for personnel, vehicles, 
and equipment in the vicinity of the Temporary 
Structures, and adjacent permanent Structures. 
Emergency clearance shall be to the satisfaction of 
the Fire Marshal. 
 

Location and Amount of Off-
Street Parking 
 

See Analysis section IV. 

Internal Vehicular and 
Pedestrian Circulation 

Complies – The location of the tent does not 
impact vehicle or pedestrian circulation on or off 
site. 
 

Fencing, Screening, and 
Landscaping 

Complies – The tent is surrounded on three sides 
by the hotel. The top of the tent is visible over the 
berm from Jupiter View Drive and is visible from 
the Park View Condominiums. Peaks Hotel added 
trees to their property to help screen the tent from 
the properties across Jupiter View Drive. However, 
the tent is still visible. 
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Figure 2: View from Jupiter View Drive 

Building Mass, Bulk, and 
Orientation 

Complies – The tent is appropriately sized for the 
location of the courtyard. The Building’s mass 
helps to shield the tent on three sides. 
 

Usable Open Space Complies – The tent is installed on an existing 
concrete pad and does not interfere with Open 
Space. 
 

Signs and Lighting Conditions of Approval 2 & 3 – New signs are 
not proposed with this modification. New 
temporary or permanent signs require a sign 
permit. 
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No exterior lighting is proposed or approved with 
this CUP. Exterior lighting must be Fully Shielded 
and cannot exceed 3,000 degrees Kelvin. Any 
exterior lighting must be reviewed and approved by 
the Planning Department prior to installation. String 
lights are permitted year-round on decks, porches, 
and patios, but are not allowed in landscaping.6 
  

Physical Design and 
Compatibility  

Conditions of Approval 6-10 – The tent is 
compatible with the courtyard in a temporary 
nature. All mechanical equipment is screened, and 
the tent is screened by the hotel on three sides. 
The view from Jupiter View drive impacts the 
neighbors view from across Jupiter View Drive as 
noted above. 
 
The Applicant requests to keep the frame of the 
tent up and remove the top panels when not in use 
for an event during the Summer installation period. 
The Applicant requests to keep the tent top panels 
and walls installed during the Winter installation 
period. Pursuant to the IBC7 and the IFC8, a 
temporary structure can be installed for 180 days 
and requires an operational (fire) permit. 
 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission 
consider the following conditions: 

• Installation of the tent for the Summer is 
limited to the last week of May to the first 
week of October and cannot exceed 180 
days. 

• Installation of the tent for the Winter is 
limited to the last week of November to the 
second week of April and cannot exceed 
180 days. 

• Only the tent frame is allowed to remain 
installed during the Summer installation. 
The applicant shall install the top panels 
one day before and remove one day after a 
Summer, private event 

• At the end of the installation period, the 
frame must be dismantled and removed 

 
6 LMC § 15-5-5(J)(12) 
7 IBC Chapter 31 
8 IFC Chapter 31 
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from the site. 

• A Fire Permit is required prior to installation 
of the tent and inspection by the Fire 
Marshal after installation every two weeks. 

 

Noise, Vibration, Odors, Steam, 
and other Mechanical Factors 

Condition of Approval 1 – Outdoor Uses must 
comply with the Park City Noise Ordinance. 
Wedding events in the courtyard have amplified 
music. All noise is directed inward rather than 
toward the Parkview Condominiums. Since 
approval last year, neither the City nor the Hotel 
received noise complaints. The Applicant indicates 
that all activity in the courtyard is over by 9:45 PM 
and hotel quite hours start at 10:00 PM. However, 
Staff recommends including a Condition of 
Approval that requires the Applicant to comply with 
Municipal Code Chapter 6-3 Noise. 
 
During the Winter, a heater is added to the tent to 
keep guests warm. The heater is screened from 
neighboring properties. No other mechanical 
factors are proposed for the tent. 
 

Control of Delivery and Service 
Vehicles 

Complies – Delivery and Service Vehicles will 
operate as normal. The tent does not modify the 
operations of the hotel as related to deliveries, 
loading, or unloading. 
 

Expected Ownership and 
Management 

Complies – The tent and all activity associated 
with the tent is managed by the Applicant. 
 

Within and adjoining the Site, 
Environmentally Sensitive 
Lands, Physical Mine Hazards, 
Historic Mine Waste and Park 
City Soils Ordinance, Steep 
Slopes, and appropriateness of 
the proposed Structure to the 
existing topography of the Site 
 

Complies – The Peaks Hotel is outside the Soil 
Ordinance Boundary and the Sensitive Land 
Overlay. The location of the courtyard is level and 
does not connect to any neighboring Structure. 

Consistency with the Goals and 
Objectives of the Park City 
General Plan 

Complies – The Peaks Hotel is located in the Park 
Meadows Neighborhood. It is significant to the 
Park City entryway corridor. Park Meadows is also 
the neighborhood with the highest population of 
full-time residents. The neighborhood has a high-
quality aesthetic that the General Plan says should 
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be preserved.9 The tent will be significantly 
shielded by the hotel to protect the entryway 
corridor and neighborhood appeal. 
 

 
(IV) Parking 
 
The Peaks Hotel has 135 parking spaces between the north lot, south lot, and parking 
garage. LMC § 15-3-6(B) outlines the parking ratio requirements for non-residential 
uses. The following table outlines the required Off-Street Parking for the hotel:  
 

Use Parking Ratio 
Requirements per LMC 
15-3-6: 

Existing Condition at Peaks 
Hotel: 

Required 
Number 
of 
Spaces: 

Hotel, Minor 
and Major 

1 space per room or suite, 
and 1 space per 200 sf of 
separately leasable 
commercial space 

127 Hotel Rooms 127 

    1655 sq ft meeting/conference 
space 

8.2 

Temporary 
Structure 

  800 sq. ft. Tent 
(Proposed additional Leasable 
Commercial Space) 

4 

Restaurant, 
Standard and 
Bar 

1 space for every 100 sf 
of net leasable Area, 
including kitchen Areas 

2013 sq ft. Front of House 20 

    910 sq. ft. Back of House 9 

    Hotel and Restaurant Total 
Spaces: 

 164.2 

    Hotel, restaurant, and Tent 
Total Spaces: 

 168.2 

 
LMC § 15-3-7 authorizes the Planning Commission to reduce parking requirements if 
the Applicant provides a parking study that ensures the parking is adequate. The 
parking study shall analyze the following: 

1. Parking Uses will overlap; 
2. Commercial spaces within the project will serve those residing within the project 

rather than the general public; 

 
9 Park City General Plan, Vol. 2, p. 161 
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3. Or other factors that support the conclusion that the project will generate less 
parking than this Code would otherwise require. 

 
In March of 2022, the Applicant engaged Canyon Engineering to complete a parking 
study. The Planning Commission asked the Applicant to conduct an additional parking 
study in the Summer of 2022 and include it as part of this review. The data from this 
study is attached as exhibit E. The study was conducted from July 7 to August 1, 2022. 
A count of parked cars was taken every hour, from 8:00 AM until 9:00 PM. The daily 
average is outlined below: 
 

Date Average Cars Parked On This Day 

Thursday, July 7 56 

Friday, July 8 71 

Saturday, July 9 76 

Sunday, July 10 60 

Monday, July 11 49 

Tuesday, July 12 52 

Wednesday, July 13 63 

Thursday, July 14 55 

Friday, July 15 71 

Saturday, July 16 84 

Sunday, July 17 71 

Monday, July 18 44 

Tuesday, July 19 52 

Wednesday, July 20 49 

Thursday, July 21 54 

Friday, July 22 62 

Saturday, July 23 71 

Sunday, July 24 58 

Monday, July 25 46 

Tuesday, July 26 38 

Wednesday, July 27 52 

Thursday, July 28 62 

Friday, July 29 73 

Saturday, July 30 63 

Sunday, July 31 47 

Monday, August 1 41 

 
The day with the highest average parking was Saturday, July 16 with an average of 84 
parked cars. The day with the lowest average parking was Tuesday, July 26 with an 
average of 38 parked cars. Friday, July 8 at 6:00 PM was the only time to reach the 
parking capacity of 135 cars. The count dropped to 84 parked cars at 7:00 PM and 
increased to 129 at 8:00 PM. 
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The Applicant indicates that most cars park in the north parking lot because they are 
unaware of the south parking lot. The Applicant uses the following strategies to regulate 
Off-Street Parking: 

• Two on-site bike racks (parking for 36 bikes) 

• Garage remains open to public for use during 
hotel invite-only events 

• Maintains a towing contract 

• “No Parking” signs and a painted red curb along 
the hotel’s side of Jupiter View Drive 

• Security to manage traffic during hotel events 

• Signs directing parking to garage entrance and 
south lot, only used during for hotel events 

 
 
 

 
 
Additionally, Peaks Hotel includes the following on their guest contract: 

 
 
Because Versante on the Lawn was discontinued, the hotel is no longer utilizing the 
outdoor space for the restaurant. Hotel, Restaurant, Tent, and Verstane’s Outdoor Use 
required a total of 176.2 Off-Street Parking spaces. The Planning Commission approved 
a reduction of 41 spaces for a total of 135 parking spaces. The Applicant is now 
requesting the Planning Commission consider a reduction of 33 spaces for the Use of 
the hotel, restaurant, and temporary tent. 
 
In the June 15, 2022, Staff Report, the Planning Team included the following in the 
parking analysis: 
 

The required parking stated by the LMC may call for higher amounts of parking 
spaces because the code does not address uses that overlap on the same 
property. The Hotel, restaurant, and conference areas are overlapping uses at 
the Peaks Hotel, often serving many of the same guests on the same property. 

 
Reported by the Applicant, less than 50% of hotel guests stay without a car. On 
average, approximately 20% of diners at Versante are guests of the hotel. The 
Manager of the Peaks Hotel also stated that when events or weddings are held 
at the hotel parking information is sent to the guests prior to the event. Currently 
parking is mitigated by helping guests arrange for buses or other options for 
transportation to the hotel. Additionally, the Manager noted that during peak 
hours, representatives of her team will be outside to ensure there is no 
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encroachment on the neighbor’s side of the street. 
 
The parking study provided by the Applicant indicates that during peak summer season, 
there is sufficient Off-Street Parking available and the TDM plan is an effective parking 
mitigation tool. 
 
Conditions of Approval relevant to continued enforcement of the TDM plan: 

13.  If the Planning Director determines the Applicant cannot manage parking for all 
the Uses on Site, including hotel, restaurant, events, and employees, the 
Planning Department will provide notice to the Applicant and they may be 
required to reduce attendance to an event, terminate programming, or create 
additional mitigation strategies to keep all parking on-site. If parking cannot be 
maintained on-site for hotel events, the Planning Director, or their designee, 
reserves the right to revoke this CUP. 

14. The Applicant committed to and shall continue to provide guests with detailed 
information regarding underground parking and requirements for parking during 
hotel events. The hotel shall continue to operate their towing contract to ensure 
off-site parking regulations are enforced. 

 
(V) The Development Review Committee reviewed the proposal and finds it 
complies with required standards.10  
  
Department Review 
The Planning Department, Engineering Department, and City Attorney’s Office reviewed 
this report.  
 
Notice 
Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website and 
posted notice to the property on June 14, 2023. Staff mailed courtesy notice to property 
owners within 300 feet on June 14, 2023. The Park Record published notice on June 
14, 2023.11 
 
The review of the proposal and the public hearing was continued to July 26, 2023. The 
property was again noticed on July 12, 2023. 
 
Public Input 
Staff did not receive any public input at the time this report was published.  
 
Alternatives  

• The Planning Commission may approve the Conditional Use Permit for a tent; 

 
10 The Development Review Committee meets the first and third Tuesday of each month to review and 
provide comments on Planning Applications, including review by the Building Department, Engineering 
Department, Sustainability Department, Transportation Planning Department, Code Enforcement, the City 
Attorney’s Office, Local Utilities including Rocky Mountain Power and Dominion Energy, the Park City Fire 
District, Public Works, Public Utilities, and the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD). 
11 LMC § 15-1-21 
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• The Planning Commission may approve the Conditional Use Permit for a tent 
and grant a parking reduction; 

• The Planning Commission may deny the Conditional Use Permit for a tent and 
direct staff to make Findings for the denial; or 

• The Planning Commission may deny the Conditional Use Permit for a tent, deny 
the request for reduced parking, and direct staff to make Findings for the denial; 
or 

• The Planning Commission may request additional information and continue the 
discussion to a date certain.  

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A:  Draft Final Action Letter 
Exhibit B:  Parkview Subdivision Plat 
Exhibit C:  June 15, 2022, Final Action Letter 
Exhibit D:  Applicant Statement and Tent Plans 
Exhibit E: Parking Study 
Exhibit F: Site Pictures 
Exhibit G: Peaks Hotel Guest Contract 
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Planning Department  

 

 

July 26, 2023 
 
Sean Rayner 
2346 Park Avenue 
PO Box 1778 
Park City, UT 84060 
(435) 901-1453  
 
CC: Park City Peaks Hotel 
 
NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 
 
Description 
Address: 
 

2346 Park Avenue 

Zoning District: 
 

Residential Development – Medium Density 

Application: 
 

Conditional Use Permit 

Project Number: 
 

PL-23-05669 

Action:  APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS (See Below) 
 

Date of Final Action: 
 

July 26, 2023 

Project Summary: The Peaks Hotel is required to complete a one-year review 
with the Planning Commission. If the CUP is not reviewed, 
then the June 15, 2022, approval for a parking reduction and 
the outdoor uses may be revoked. 
 
Additionally, the Applicant requests the Planning Commission 
modify the CUP approval to allow for the tent in the rear 
courtyard area to remain installed for longer than the five-day-
period, but not to exceed 180 days per installation. 
 

 
 
Action Taken 
On July 26, 2023, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and approved 
the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a temporary tent and reduced parking according 
to the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval.  
 
Findings of Fact 
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1. On June 15, 2022, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit 

(CUP) to allow the Peaks Hotel to install a tent in the rear courtyard area 12 

times per year for five days each installation. The Planning Commission also 

approved a parking reduction for the site. 

2. The Peaks Hotel was constructed in 1985. 

3. The Peaks Hotel is located on Lot 1 of the Parkview Subdivision and is in the 

Residential Development – Medium Density (RDM) Zoning District. 

4. The hotel contains 127 rooms, 135 Off-Street Parking spaces, and the Versante 

Restaurant. 

5. The site is approximately 60,000 square feet (1.3 acres). 

6. Temporary structures, or tents, are a Conditional Use in the RDM Zoning District. 

7. Condition of Approval 17 of the Final Action Letter dated June 15, 2022, requires 

the Applicant to complete a one-year review with the Planning Commission. This 

review may require changes to the CUP approval or the Traffic Demand 

Management (TDM) plan to ensure compliance and mitigation of impacts. If the 

CUP is not reviewed then the approval for a parking reduction and the outdoor 

uses may be revoked. The Planning Commission reviewed the plan in 2022 and 

found mitigation was sufficient. 

8. The Peaks Hotel requests that the Planning Commission modify the CUP 

approval to allow for the tent in the rear courtyard area to remain up for more 

than the approved five-day-period. Due to the cost of installing and dismantling 

the tent, the Applicant requests to install the tent at the start of the Summer and 

remove the top panels when the tent is not in use. 

9. Summer installation is the last week of May to the first week of October. 

10. The Applicant also requests to install the tent for a second period during the 

Winter. 

11. Winter installation is the last week of November to the second week of April. 

12. During the Summer installation period, the tent is for private, invite-only events at 

the Peaks Hotel. 

13. During the Winter installation period, the tent is for the use of hotel guests. 

14. The location of the tent remains the same as approved by the Planning 

Commission in 2022 – the hotel’s rear courtyard. 

15. The tent complies with RDM Front, Rear, and Side Setbacks. 

16. The Site is in the Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ). The tent location is more 

than30 feet from SR 224/Park Avenue and is shielded by the hotel on three 

sides. 

17. The proposal, as conditioned, complies with LMC § 15-4-16 Temporary 

Structures, Tents, and Vendors. 

a. Parking. Complies – Installation of the tent will not reduce the site’s Off-

Street Parking. 
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b. Pedestrian Circulation, Emergency Access, Public Safety. Complies – Due 

to the location of the tent in the hotel’s rear courtyard area, the tent will not 

impede pedestrian circulation. Park City Fire District reviewed the 

proposal on June 6, 2023, and did not have any concerns with the 

proposal. The Applicant is required to ensure proper emergency Access is 

maintained through inspections with the City’s Fire Marshal. The tent 

requires an operations (fire) permit prior to installation. The Applicant is 

also required to maintain ire land and emergency access for personnel, 

vehicles, and equipment in the vicinity of the tent, and adjacent permanent 

Structures. Emergency clearance shall be to the satisfaction of the Fire 

Marshal. 

c. Noise. Condition of Approval 1 – Wedding events in the courtyard have 

amplified music. All music is directed inward rather than toward the 

Parkview Condominiums. The Applicant indicates that all activity in the 

courtyard is over by 9:45 PM and hotel quite hours start at 10:00 PM. 

d. Signs and Lighting. Conditions of Approval 2 & 3 – Signs are exterior 

lighting are not proposed with this application. 

e. Heath Code, Fire Code, and Mass Gatherings. Condition of Approval 4. 

f. International Building Code. Condition of Approval 5 – Section 3103 of the 

2018 IBC regulates Temporary Structures installed for less than 180 days. 

“Tents, umbrella structures and other membranes structures erected for a 

period of less than 180 days shall comply with the International Fire Code” 

(IFC). Section 105.6.47 of the 2018 IFC says, “An operational permit is 

required to operate an air-supported temporary membrane structure, a 

temporary special event structure or a tent having an area in excess of 

400 square feet”. 

18. The proposal, as conditioned, complies with the Conditional Use Permit criteria 

outlined in LMC § 15-1-10(E). 

a. Size and Location of Site. Complies – The tent is 20 feet by 40 feet. 

During the warm months, the tent does not have walls. In cold months, the 

ten will be enclosed with temporary walls. The tent is installed in the rear 

courtyard and is surrounded by the hotel on three sides—north, east, and 

south. 

b. Traffic. Complies – In the Summer, the tent is used for events, such as 

weddings, and will be utilized by guests of the hotel. The event planner is 

required by the hotel to hire a private shuttle service to pick up any event 

guests not staying at the Peaks Hotel. Theses event guests stay at other 

hotels in the area or a nightly rental. The private shuttle schedules times to 

pick up event guests, making only one trip to drop off at the private event. 

So far this year, the Peaks Hotel has held ten private events and no 
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private shuttle service was needed. In the Winter, the tent will be used by 

hotel guests only and will not create additional traffic. 

c. Utility Capacity. Complies – The Water Department and Public Utilities 

reviewed the proposal and do not have concerns. 

d. Emergency Vehicle Access. Complies – Park City Fire District reviewed 

the proposal and do not have concerns with access. The hotel’s north 

parking lot is large enough for emergency vehicle access. The Applicant is 

also required to maintain fire lane and emergency access for personnel, 

vehicles, and equipment in the vicinity of the Temporary Structures, and 

adjacent permanent Structures. Emergency clearance shall be to the 

satisfaction of the Fire Marshal. 

e. Location and Amount of Off-Street Parking. See Findings of Fact 17 

through 26. 

f. Internal Circulation. Complies – The location of the tent does not impact 

vehicles or pedestrians on site. 

g. Fencing, Screening, and Landscaping. Complies – The tent is surrounded 

on three sides by the hotel. The top of the tent is visible over the berm 

from Jupiter View Drive and is visible from the Park View Condominiums. 

Peaks Hotel added trees to their property to help screen the tent from the 

properties across Jupiter View Drive. However, the tent is still visible. 

h. Building Mass, Bulk, and Orientation. Complies – The tent is appropriately 

sized for the location of the courtyard. The Building’s mass helps to shield 

the tent on three sides. 

i. Open Space. Complies – The tent is installed on an existing concrete pad 

and does not interfere with Open Space. 

j. Signs and Lighting. Conditions of Approval 2 & 3 – New signs are not 

proposed with this modification. New temporary or permanent signs 

require a sign permit. No exterior lighting is proposed or approved with this 

CUP. Exterior lighting must be Fully Shielded and cannot exceed 3,000 

degrees Kelvin. Any exterior lighting must be reviewed and approved by 

the Planning Department prior to installation. String lights are permitted 

year-round on decks, porches, and patios, but are not allowed in 

landscaping. 

k. Physical Design and Compatibility. Conditions of Approval 6 through 10 – 

The tent is compatible with the courtyard in a temporary nature. All 

mechanical equipment is screened, and the tent is screened by the hotel 

on three sides. The view from Jupiter View drive impacts the neighbors 

view from across Jupiter View Drive as noted above. The Applicant 

requests to keep the frame of the tent up and remove the top panels when 

not in use for an event during the Summer installation period. The 
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Applicant requests to keep the tent top panels and walls installed during 

the Winter installation period. Pursuant to the IBC and the IFC, a 

temporary structure can be installed for 180 days and requires an 

operational (fire) permit. 

l. Noise. Condition of Approval 1 - Outdoor Uses must comply with the Park 

City Noise Ordinance. Wedding events in the courtyard have amplified 

music. All noise is directed inward rather than toward the Parkview 

Condominiums. Since approval last year, neither the City nor the Hotel 

received noise complaints. The Applicant indicates that all activity in the 

courtyard is over by 9:45 PM and hotel quite hours start at 10:00 PM. 

During the Winter, a heater is added to the tent to keep guests warm. The 

heather is screened from neighboring properties. No other mechanical 

factors are proposed for the tent. 

m. Delivery and Service Vehicles. Complies – Delivery and Service Vehicles 

will operate as normal. The tent does not modify the operations of the 

hotel as related to deliveries, loading, or unloading. 

n. Ownership and Management. Complies – The tent and all activity 

associated with the tent is managed by the Applicant. 

o. Within and adjoining the Site, Environmentally Sensitive Lands, Physical 

Mine Hazards, Historic Mine Waste and Park City Soils Ordinance, Steep 

Slopes, and appropriateness of the proposed Structure to the existing 

topography of the Site. Complies – The Peaks Hotel is outside the Soil 

Ordinance Boundary and the Sensitive Land Overlay. The location of the 

courtyard is level and does not connect to any neighboring Structure. 

p. Consistency with the Goals and Objectives of the Park City General Plan. 

Complies – The Peaks Hotel is located in the Park Meadows 

Neighborhood. It is significant to the Park City entryway corridor. Park 

Meadows is also the neighborhood with the highest population of full-time 

residents. The neighborhood has a high-quality aesthetic that the General 

Plan says should be preserved.  The tent will be significantly shielded by 

the hotel to protect the entryway corridor and neighborhood appeal. 

19. The Peaks Hotel has 135 parking spaces between the north lot, south lot, and 

parking garage. 

20. The Site has the following uses and requires the following number of Off-Street 

Parking spaces: 

• Hotel, Minor and Major – 127 spaces 

• Meeting/Conference Space – 8.2 spaces 

• Temporary Structure (tent) – 4 spaces 

• Restaurant, Standard and Bar – 29 spaces 

• TOTAL – 168.2 spaces 
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21. LMC § 15-3-7 authorizes the Planning Commission to reduce parking 

requirements. 

22. The Applicant was approved for a reduction of 41 spaces in 2022. The Applicant 

is now requesting a reduction of 33 spaces because Versante on the Lawn is 

discontinued, and the Peaks Hotel is no longer utilizing the outdoor space for the 

restaurant. 

23. The Applicant conducted a parking study from July 7, 2022, to August 1, 2022. A 

count of parked cars was taken every house, from 8:00 AM until 9:00 PM. 

24. The day with the highest average parking was Saturday, July 16 with an average 

of 84 parked cars. 

25. The day with the lowest average parking was Tuesday, July 26 with an average 

of 38 parked cars. 

26. Friday, July 8 at 6:00 PM was the only time to reach parking capacity of 135 cars. 

The count dropped to 84 cars at 7:00 PM and increased to 129 at 8:00 PM. 

27. The Applicant uses the following strategies to regulate Off-Street Parking: 

• Two on-site bike racks (parking for 36 bikes) 

• Garage remains open to public for use during hotel invite-only events 

• Maintains a towing contract 

• “No Parking” signs and a painted red curb along the hotel’s side of Jupiter 

View Drive. 

• Security to manage traffic during hotel events 

• Signs directing parking to garage entrance and south lot 

28. The parking study indicates that during peak summer season, there is sufficient 

Off-Street Parking available and the TDM plan is an effective parking mitigation 

tool. 

29. The Development Review Committee reviewed the proposal and finds it complies 

with required standards. 

30. Staff posted notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website, and 

posted to the property on June 14, 2023. Staff mailed courtesy notice to property 

owners with 300 feet on June 14, 2023. 

31. The Park Record published notice on June 14, 2023. 

32. The review of the proposal and the public hearing was continued to July 26, 

2023. The property was again noticed on July 12, 2023. 

Conclusions of Law 
1. The Application, as conditioned, complies with LMC § 15-1-10(E) Conditional 

Use Permit Criteria, LMC Chapter 15-2.14 Residential Development – Medium 

Zone, LMC § 15-4-16 Temporary Structures, Tents, and Vendors, and LMC § 15-

3-6(B) Parking Ratio Requirement for Non-Residential Uses. 

2. The proposed Use, as conditioned, is compatible with the surrounding structures 

in Use, scale, mass, and circulation. 
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3. The effect of any differences in Use or scale have been mitigated through careful 

planning. 

Conditions of Approval 
1. The Applicant shall comply with Municipal Code Chapter 6-3 Noise, which 

establishes a maximum of 65dBA from 6:00 AM through 10:00 PM. 

2. New temporary or permanent signs shall require a sign permit. 

3. Exterior lighting shall be Fully Shielded and cannot exceed 3,000 degrees Kelvin. 

Any exterior lighting shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department 

prior to installation. String lights are permitted year-round on decks, porches, and 

patios, but are not allowed in landscaping. Seasonal lights are permitted from 

November 1 to March 1 and must be turned off by midnight. 

4. The Use shall not violate the Summit County Health Code, the Fire Code, or 

State Regulations on mass gatherings. 

5. The Use shall not violate the International Building Code or the International Fire 

Code. 

6. Installation of the tent for the Summer is limited to the last week of May to the 

first week of October and cannot exceed 180 days. 

7. Installation of the tent for the Winter is limited from the last week of November to 

the second week of April and cannot exceed 180 days. 

8. Only the tent frame is allowed to remain installed during the Summer installation. 

The applicant shall install the top panels one day before and remove the top 

panels one day after a Summer, private event. 

9. At the end of the installation period, the frame must be dismantled and removed 

from the site. 

10. A Fire Permit is required prior to installation of the tent and inspection by the Fire 

Marshall after installation every two weeks. 

11. The tent shall not exceed 20 feet by 40 feet or 800 square feet. 

12. Operation of the tent with expired permits from any applicable City Department 

may result in the CUP becoming void. Building and Fire Permits must be up to 

date to install and use the tent. 

13. If the Planning Director determines the Applicant cannot manage parking for all 

the Uses on Site, including hotel, restaurant, events, and employees, the 

Planning Department will provide notice to the Applicant and they may be 

required to reduce attendance to an event, terminate programming, or create 

additional mitigation strategies to keep all parking on-site. If parking cannot be 

maintained on-site for hotel events, the Planning Director reserves the right to 

revoke this CUP. 

14. The Applicant committed to and shall continue to provide guests with detailed 

information regarding underground parking and requirements for parking during 
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hotel events. The hotel shall continue to operate their towing contract to ensure 

off-site parking regulations are enforced. 

 
If you have questions or concerns regarding this Final Action Letter, please call (435) 
615-5065 or email spencer.cawley@parkcity.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Laura Suesser 
Planning Commission Chair 

 
CC: Spencer Cawley, Project Planner 
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Date

8:00 AM 68 8:00 AM 65 8:00 AM 72 8:00 AM 75 8:00 AM 61 8:00 AM 49 8:00 AM 69 8:00 AM 63

9:00 AM 58 9:00 AM 59 9:00 AM 66 9:00 AM 52 9:00 AM 54 9:00 AM 49 9:00 AM 66 9:00 AM 65

10:00 AM 48 10:00 AM 51 10:00 AM 62 10:00 AM 41 10:00 AM 48 10:00 AM 46 10:00 AM 43 10:00 AM 46

11:00 AM 38 11:00 AM 39 11:00 AM 42 11:00 AM 35 11:00 AM 39 11:00 AM 43 11:00 AM 41 11:00 AM 40

12:00 PM 30 12:00 PM 33 12:00 PM 42 12:00 PM 30 12:00 PM 33 12:00 PM 38 12:00 PM 38 12:00 PM 31

1:00 PM 33 1:00 PM 37 1:00 PM 48 1:00 PM 28 1:00 PM 28 1:00 PM 37 1:00 PM 36 1:00 PM 35

2:00 PM 36 2:00 PM 46 2:00 PM 48 2:00 PM 30 2:00 PM 33 2:00 PM 39 2:00 PM 43 2:00 PM 40

3:00 PM 45 3:00 PM 49 3:00 PM 76 3:00 PM 44 3:00 PM 35 3:00 PM 46 3:00 PM 60 3:00 PM 41

4:00 PM 52 4:00 PM 66 4:00 PM 90 4:00 PM 58 4:00 PM 39 4:00 PM 48 4:00 PM 59 4:00 PM 51

5:00 PM 55 5:00 PM 95 5:00 PM 86 5:00 PM 70 5:00 PM 57 5:00 PM 60 5:00 PM 70 5:00 PM 59

6:00 PM 76 6:00 PM 135 6:00 PM 93 6:00 PM 100 6:00 PM 67 6:00 PM 62 6:00 PM 81 6:00 PM 69

7:00 PM 88 7:00 PM 84 7:00 PM 117 7:00 PM 94 7:00 PM 64 7:00 PM 75 7:00 PM 101 7:00 PM 82

8:00 PM 76 8:00 PM 129 8:00 PM 119 8:00 PM 92 8:00 PM 54 8:00 PM 69 8:00 PM 96 8:00 PM 78

9:00 PM 80 9:00 PM 114 9:00 PM 106 9:00 PM 88 9:00 PM 70 9:00 PM 73 9:00 PM 80 9:00 PM 75

Average 56 71 76 60 49 52 63 55

8:00 AM 66 8:00 AM 96 8:00 AM 113 8:00 AM 48 8:00 AM 57 8:00 AM 54 8:00 AM 56 8:00 AM 67

9:00 AM 73 9:00 AM 93 9:00 AM 110 9:00 AM 48 9:00 AM 53 9:00 AM 44 9:00 AM 49 9:00 AM 73

10:00 AM 68 10:00 AM 76 10:00 AM 75 10:00 AM 39 10:00 AM 46 10:00 AM 43 10:00 AM 41 10:00 AM 60

11:00 AM 58 11:00 AM 53 11:00 AM 52 11:00 AM 26 11:00 AM 35 11:00 AM 34 11:00 AM 46 11:00 AM 37

12:00 PM 52 12:00 PM 51 12:00 PM 39 12:00 PM 22 12:00 PM 31 12:00 PM 28 12:00 PM 39 12:00 PM 27

1:00 PM 47 1:00 PM 49 1:00 PM 40 1:00 PM 24 1:00 PM 32 1:00 PM 34 1:00 PM 40 1:00 PM 28

2:00 PM 45 2:00 PM 57 2:00 PM 63 2:00 PM 23 2:00 PM 31 2:00 PM 30 2:00 PM 39 2:00 PM 31

3:00 PM 48 3:00 PM 71 3:00 PM 63 3:00 PM 23 3:00 PM 34 3:00 PM 40 3:00 PM 46 3:00 PM 54

4:00 PM 69 4:00 PM 98 4:00 PM 75 4:00 PM 32 4:00 PM 40 4:00 PM 47 4:00 PM 47 4:00 PM 71

5:00 PM 77 5:00 PM 112 5:00 PM 65 5:00 PM 45 5:00 PM 57 5:00 PM 55 5:00 PM 51 5:00 PM 91

6:00 PM 88 6:00 PM 111 6:00 PM 81 6:00 PM 63 6:00 PM 65 6:00 PM 72 6:00 PM 75 6:00 PM 94

7:00 PM 102 7:00 PM 113 7:00 PM 75 7:00 PM 72 7:00 PM 75 7:00 PM 82 7:00 PM 78 7:00 PM 79

8:00 PM 105 8:00 PM 98 8:00 PM 75 8:00 PM 79 8:00 PM 90 8:00 PM 76 8:00 PM 79 8:00 PM 76

9:00 PM 101 9:00 PM 98 9:00 PM 73 9:00 PM 74 9:00 PM 88 9:00 PM 40 9:00 PM 76 9:00 PM 76

Averge 71 84 71 44 52 49 54 62

8:00 AM 81 8:00 AM 80 8:00 AM 69 8:00 AM 43 8:00 AM 54 8:00 AM 61 8:00 AM 74 8:00 AM 86

9:00 AM 75 9:00 AM 66 9:00 AM 61 9:00 AM 38 9:00 AM 56 9:00 AM 65 9:00 AM 64 9:00 AM 71

10:00 AM 73 10:00 AM 61 10:00 AM 59 10:00 AM 32 10:00 AM 46 10:00 AM 56 10:00 AM 63 10:00 AM 70

11:00 AM 49 11:00 AM 38 11:00 AM 27 11:00 AM 24 11:00 AM 30 11:00 AM 43 11:00 AM 53 11:00 AM 57

12:00 PM 46 12:00 PM 35 12:00 PM 24 12:00 PM 24 12:00 PM 27 12:00 PM 42 12:00 PM 45 12:00 PM 46

1:00 PM 51 1:00 PM 29 1:00 PM 29 1:00 PM 19 1:00 PM 32 1:00 PM 42 1:00 PM 37 1:00 PM 43

2:00 PM 40 2:00 PM 41 2:00 PM 27 2:00 PM 20 2:00 PM 29 2:00 PM 50 2:00 PM 47 2:00 PM 43

7/21/2022 TH 7/22/2022 F

7/29/2022 F 7/30/2022 S

7/15/2022 F

7/23/2022 S 7/24/2022 S 7/25/2022 M 7/26/2022 T 7/27/2022 W 7/28/2022 TH

7/16/2022 S 7/17/2022 S 7/18/2022 M 7/19/2022 T 7/20/2022 W

7/7/2022 TH 7/8/2022 F 7/9/2022 S 7/10/2022 S 7/11/2022 M 7/12/2022 T 7/13/2022 W 7/14/2022 TH
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3:00 PM 72 3:00 PM 41 3:00 PM 28 3:00 PM 27 3:00 PM 42 3:00 PM 59 3:00 PM 67 3:00 PM 43

4:00 PM 72 4:00 PM 49 4:00 PM 34 4:00 PM 42 4:00 PM 47 4:00 PM 49 4:00 PM 70 4:00 PM 62

5:00 PM 84 5:00 PM 61 5:00 PM 38 5:00 PM 49 5:00 PM 69 5:00 PM 54 5:00 PM 93 5:00 PM 72

6:00 PM 88 6:00 PM 81 6:00 PM 58 6:00 PM 56 6:00 PM 62 6:00 PM 71 6:00 PM 91 6:00 PM 70

7:00 PM 95 7:00 PM 80 7:00 PM 68 7:00 PM 55 7:00 PM 75 7:00 PM 95 7:00 PM 100 7:00 PM 83

8:00 PM 83 8:00 PM 78 8:00 PM 66 8:00 PM 57 8:00 PM 82 8:00 PM 96 8:00 PM 112 8:00 PM 84

9:00 PM 79 9:00 PM 73 9:00 PM 57 9:00 PM 51 9:00 PM 77 9:00 PM 91 9:00 PM 106 9:00 PM 50

Average 71 58 46 38 52 62 73 63

8:00 AM 81 8:00 AM 30

9:00 AM 79 9:00 AM 30

10:00 AM 60 10:00 AM 27

11:00 AM 41 11:00 AM 25

12:00 PM 21 12:00 PM 23

1:00 PM 20 1:00 PM 21

2:00 PM 21 2:00 PM 25

3:00 PM 34 3:00 PM 27

4:00 PM 41 4:00 PM 36

5:00 PM 40 5:00 PM 43

6:00 PM 60 6:00 PM 60

7:00 PM 60 7:00 PM 75

8:00 PM 57 8:00 PM 75

9:00 PM 46 9:00 PM 72

Average 47 41

7/31/2022 S 8/1/2022 M
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The continued use of the tent for the 180 day permit is to shade our hotel guests in the 
courtyard space. The daily use of the tent is for outdoor breakfast seating in the morning, break 
out space for our meeting groups (many like to have their lunch outside). Evening events for our 
hotel guests who like to have private space to gather and cater dinner, cocktail events.  
 
All activity in our courtyard area is over by 9:45pm and our hotel quiet hours start sharply at 
10pm. Signage is located around property and PM security ensures the space is vacant in a 
timely manner.  
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The costs shown on this estimate are guaranteed for 15 days past the date on the estimate.  After that 
we reserve the right to change them as our costs increase.

Ace Signs & Designs

4115 Atkinson Ave
Park City, UT  84098 US
435-655-6300
john@acesignsutah.com
www.acesignsutah.com

Estimate
ADDRESS

Park City Peaks Hotel

ESTIMATE # 5150
DATE 05/17/2022

  

DESIGNER
AS

ACTIVITY QTY RATE AMOUNT

Sales
18" x 14" Towing Enforced Sign - No 
Unauthorized Parking

3 143.00 429.00T

 

SUBTOTAL 429.00
TAX 31.96
TOTAL $460.96

Accepted By Accepted Date
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1

4115 atkinson Ave. Park City, UT

PROOF
HALEY

Revision Revision Revision

- -

- - - - -

NO 
UNAUTHORIZED 

PARKING 

PARK CITY PEAKS HOTEL

Tow Sign - 18” x 24” with rounded corners (x3 copies)
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Versante Hearth + Bar is a big fan and supporter of KPCW.  

  

Versante on the Lawn is looking forward to another summer season of outdoor dining. 

Open Tuesday - Sunday 

4pm - 830pm with live music every weekend. 

  

Park City fans can dine like a local this summer. BIKE - BUS AND CARPOOL options 

available. 

  

Cheers from the Versante team  

 

 

 

 

 

Brooke Ahlberg 
Underwriting Manager 

KPCW Radio, 91.7, 91.9 & 88.1 FM 

Cell:  (435) 901-8805 

PO Box 1372 | 460 Swede Alley 

Park City, UT 84060 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 395 Deer Valley Drive Plat Amendment 
Application:  PL-22-05370 
Authors:  Jaron Ehlers, Planning Technician 
   Spencer Cawley, Planner II 
Date:   July 26, 2023 
Type of Item: Administrative – Plat Amendment   
 
Recommendation 
(I) Review the proposed 395 Deer Valley Drive Plat Amendment to remove an internal 
lot line to create one lot, (II) hold a public hearing, and (III) consider forwarding a 
positive recommendation for the City Council’s consideration on August 22, 2023, 
based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as 
outlined in the Draft Ordinance (Exhibit A). 
 
Description 
Applicant: Work Smart LLC 

Alliance Engineering, Applicant Representative 
Location: 395 Deer Valley Drive 
Zoning District: Residential – 1  
Adjacent Land Uses: Single-Family Dwellings, Open Space 
Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission 

recommendation and City Council action1  
 
BOA Board of Adjustment 
LMC Land Management Code 
R-1     Residential – 1 
ROW Right-of-Way 
 
Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1. 

 
Background 
395 Deer Valley Drive is in Block 65, 
Amended Plat of Park City Survey and 
consists of all of Lots 9 & 26, the 
westerly 18.75 feet of Lots 8 & 27, and 
the easterly one-half of Lots 10 & 25, 
for a total of 0.194 acres or 8,437 
square feet. The subject property is in 
Park City’s Residential – 1 (R-1) 
Zoning District.  
 

 
1 LMC § 15-7.1-2(B) 
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On September 2, 2022, the Applicant submitted a Plat Amendment application and 
Planning Staff deemed the application complete on September 16, 2022. The Applicant 
proposes to create a lot of record from lots 9 & 26 and part of Lots 8, 10, 25, & 27 of 
Block 65 of the Park City Survey. This will remove all internal Lot lines to allow for a 
remodel of a non-historic, Single-Family Dwelling, including relocating the driveway for 
compliance with grade, and constructing a new garage. The proposed garage will sit at 
an elevation lower than the existing garage and will be located at the front of the Single-
Family Dwelling. The current driveway has a slope of approximately 19%, which 
exceeds the maximum of 14% required by Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-3-
3(A)(4). The proposed driveway configuration will allow for a slope of nine percent (9%) 
and will move the driveway entrance approximately 40 feet east of the existing driveway 
entrance. This new placement will improve the sight distance along Deer Valley Drive 
(Exhibit B). 
 
The Single-Family Dwelling (built in 1978) is 18.6 feet from the property line, which is 
also the edge of the historic platted Heber Avenue Right-of-Way (ROW). However, the 
Dedication Plat of Deer Valley Road Section “A” is the ROW in use in this area. 
Subsequently, the Single-Family Dwelling is 51.6 feet from the currently platted Deer 
Valley Drive ROW. 
 
Parcel PC-519-R-X, owned by Summit County, fronts the property and is a portion of 
the historic Heber Avenue ROW. The following image, highlighted by Staff, shows the 
unbuilt portion of Deer Valley Drive and Heber Avenue and the corresponding 
ownership – Park City in red and Summit County in blue:

 
See Exhibit C for the site survey. 
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On June 20, 2023, the Board of Adjustment (BOA) reviewed the Applicant’s Variance 
request to reduce the 20-foot Setback to a four-foot Front Setback to accommodate 
construction of a front-facing garage at 395 Deer Valley Drive. The BOA held a public 
hearing and approved the Variance (Staff Report; Meeting Audio). 
 
Analysis 
A Plat Amendment is required to amend platted elements.2 Plat Amendments require 
Planning Commission review and recommendation to City Council for Final Action.3 
 
(I) The proposed Plat Amendment complies with LMC Chapter 15-2.12 Residential 
(R-1) District. 
 
The purpose of the R-1 Zoning District is to: 

A. Allow continuation of land Uses and architectural scale and styles of the original 
Park City residential Area; 

B. Encourage Densities that preserve the existing residential environment and that 
allow safe and convenient traffic circulation; 

C. Require Building and Streetscape design that minimizes impacts on existing 
residents and reduces architectural impacts of the automobile; 

D. Require Building design that is Compatible with the topographic terrain and steps 
with the hillsides to minimize Grading; 

E. Encourage Development that protects and enhances the entry corridor to the 
Deer Valley Resort Area; 

F. Provide a transition in Use and scale between the Historic Districts and the Deer 
Valley Resort; and, 

G. Encourage designs that minimize the number of driveways accessing directly 
onto Deer Valley Drive.4  

 
Single-Family Dwellings5 are an Allowed Use in the R-1 Zoning District. The table below 
outlines the R-1 Zoning District Lot and Site Requirements established in LMC § 15-
2.12-3: 
 

 
Requirement 
  

 
Analysis of Proposal 

Minimum Lot Area: 2,812 
square feet for a Single-
Family Dwelling. 

Complies. 
 
The proposed site contains an existing Single-Family 
Dwelling built over Lots 9 & 26, the westerly 18.75 
feet of Lots 8 & 27, and the easterly one-half of Lots 
10 & 25 to create a 0.194-acre/8,437-square-foot 

 
2 LMC § 15-7.1-3(B) 
3 LMC § 15-12-15(B)(9) 
4 LMC § 15-2.12.1 
5 LMC § 15-2.12-2(A)(1) 
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Lot.  

Front Setback: 15 feet.  
20 feet for new Front Facing 
Garages. 
 

Four-foot Front Setback Variance for the 
proposed garage granted by the BOA. 
 
The approved Variance reduces the Front Setback 
from 20 feet to four feet for the Front Setback in 
order to construct a new garage. 
 
Condition of Approval 5:  A Variance was granted 
reducing the Front Setback for the Garage to four 
feet. Any other addition to the Structure is required to 
comply with the Front Setback of 15 feet. 
 
Conditions of Approval 6 and 7:  The Applicant’s 
proposed site plan includes retaining walls in the 
Front Setback that exceed four feet in height. The 
Applicant shall obtain an Administrative Conditional 
Use Permit for retaining walls that exceed four feet in 
height prior to applying for a Building Permit. 
 
Fences, walls, retaining walls, uncovered stairs 
leading to the Main Structure, decks, porches, roof 
overhangs, eaves, cornices, sidewalks, patios, and 
pathways in the Front Setback shall comply with 
LMC § 15-2.12-3(C)(1-7) Front Setback Exceptions. 
 

 Rear Setback: 10 feet. Complies. 
 
The existing Single-Family Dwelling is 93 feet from 
the rear Lot line. A standalone composite deck with a 
metal railing is seven feet from the rear Lot line. Due 
to the slope of the site, the deck ranges from zero to 
eight feet from grade as depicted in this image. 
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Only a small portion of the deck is in the Rear 
Setback. It complies with the Rear Setback exception 
which states, “Patios, decks, pathways, steps and 
similar Structures not more than 30 inches above 
Final Grade, located at least five feet from the Rear 
Lot Line”.6 The image below identifies the area of the 
deck that is in the Rear Setback, highlighted in red. 
This area is zero feet from grade. The Applicant does 
not propose any changes to the Rear Setback. 
 

 
Side Setback:  5 feet. Complies. 

 
The existing Structure is 7.9 feet from the west Lot 
line and 10.9 feet from the east Lot line. The 
Applicant does not propose any changes to the Side 
Setback. 

 
6 LMC § 15-2.12-3(E)(9) 
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Building Height: 28 feet from 
Existing Grade. 

Condition of Approval 8 
 
The new Front Facing Garage is proposed to sit 
below the existing Single-Family Dwelling and will be 
attached to the Structure. No additional changes are 
proposed to the existing Structure.  
 
In the R – 1 Zoning District, detached Accessory 
Buildings are limited to a height of 18 feet. Although 
the new garage is proposed to be attached to the 
existing Structure, the garages of neighboring 
properties are smaller in scale than the allowed Zone 
Height. Staff recommends a Condition of Approval 
that limits the height of the new garage to 18 feet 
from Existing Grade. 
 

 
Architectural Review LMC § 15-2.12.6 
Prior to issuance of a Building Permit for any Conditional or Allowed Use, the Planning 
Department shall review the proposed plans for Compliance with LMC Chapter 15-5 
Architectural Review. 
 
Nightly Rental 
Pursuant to LMC § 15-2.12-2, a Nightly Rental is an allowed use in the R – 1 Zoning 
District. The Applicant intends to use 395 Deer Valley Drive as a Nightly Rental. 
Condition of Approval 4 requires the Applicant to obtain a business license from the 
City for the Nightly Rental Use and shall renew the license annually or else the Use is 
terminated. 
 
Driveway Standards 
The current driveway has a slope of approximately 19%, which exceeds the maximum 
of 14% required by today’s Land Management Code § 15-3-3(A)(4). The proposed 
driveway configuration reduces the slope to nine percent (9%) and will move the 
driveway entrance approximately 40 feet east of the existing driveway entrance. The 
new driveway configuration will impact Significant Vegetation, including two evergreen 
trees. See Analysis Section IV for further discussion of Significant Vegetation. 
 
The existing driveway is 1,265 square feet and the proposed driveway is 1,145 square 
feet. The Applicant’s proposed driveway will decrease the site’s impervious surface by 
120 square feet. The proposed driveway is 15 feet at Deer Valley Drive and increases 
to a width of 27 feet at the proposed garage addition. Pursuant to LMC § 15-3-3(H)(1), 
the maximum driveway width for a Single-Family Dwelling is 27 feet. 
 
The image below is taken from the site plan. Staff highlighted the existing driveway in 
blue, and the proposed driveway in red:  
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(II) The proposal complies with LMC § 15-7.1-3(B) Plat Amendment. 
 
Plat amendments shall be reviewed according to LMC § 15-7.1-6 Final Subdivision Plat, 
and approval shall require a finding of Good Cause and a finding that no Public Street, 
ROW, or easement is vacated or amended. 
 

A. There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment because it resolves a non-
conformity, is consistent with previous Plat Amendments, and improves 
traffic safety along Deer Valley Drive. 

 
Removing the internal lot lines resolves the issue of the existing structure crossing Lot 
lines. Removing the internal Lot lines is consistent with the development patterns along 
Deer Valley Drive. Additionally, other nearby sites have undergone similar Plat 
Amendments to combine Lots platted under the Park City Survey. These Plat 
Amendments include Conditions of Approval that the Planning Commission may also 
consider: 

• 415 Deer Valley Drive – 1993 – 415 Deer Valley Drive Plat Amendment  
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o Plat note 2:  The ‘no-build’ area shall preclude the owner from constructing 
buildings, fences, or similar structures. The ‘no-build’ area shall be kept in 
its natural state and no vegetation from this area shall be removed or 
introduced and the area shall remain un-irrigated so as to prevent erosion.  

• 501 Deer Valley Drive – 1998 – Jorgensen Replat 
o Plat note 4:  Any new construction or addition to the existing structure 

shall be similar in architecture and comply with the Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 

• 505 Deer Valley Drive – 2001 – 505 Deer Valley Drive Replat 
o Plat note 4:  All structures including decks in excess of 30 inches above 

grade shall maintain a 75-foot rear yard setback 
 

 
 
The Engineering Department acknowledges that the existing driveway is out of 
compliance with LMC § 15-3-3 and may increase the chance for accidents, especially in 
inclement weather. 
 

B. No Public Street or Right-of-Way is vacated or amended. 
 
Platted Deer Valley Drive and Heber Avenue will remain as it exists today. 
 

C. No easement is vacated or amended. 
 
(III) The Development Review Committee met on January 3, 2023, reviewed the 
proposal, and requests Conditions of Approval.7  

 
7 The Development Review Committee meets the first and third Tuesday of each month to review and 
provide comments on Planning Applications, including review by the Building Department, Engineering 
Department, Sustainability Department, Transportation Planning Department, Code Enforcement, the City 
Attorney’s Office, Local Utilities including Rocky Mountain Power and Dominion Energy, the Park City Fire 
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The Engineering Department requests the following Conditions of Approval: 
9. If at some point in the future, Deer Valley Drive is widened, or re-aligned, the 

Applicant is responsible for the removal of retaining walls, stairs, and/or the 
driveway at the property owner’s expense and in an expeditious manner (within 
90 days of written notice). 

10. The Applicant shall obtain permits for construction in the Right-of-Way from the 
City Engineer prior to issuance of a Building Permit. 

11. Encroachment permits are required for retaining walls, stairways, or driveways 
built in the platted Rights-of-Way and Summit County Parcel PC-519-R-X. 

12. City Engineer review and approval of all appropriate grading, utility installation, 
and public improvements is a condition precedent to building permit issuance. An 
approved shoring plan is required prior to excavation. 

 
(IV) The Forestry Board met on July 6, 2023, reviewed the proposal, and requests 
Conditions of Approval. 
 
The Applicant will remove Significant Vegetation when the new driveway is constructed. 
At least two of the evergreen trees are unhealthy. The Forestry Board supports the 
removal of these trees, but requires the Applicant replace them in the unbuilt, platted 
ROW.  The Applicant shall receive permission from the City Engineer and Summit 
County prior to installing any new vegetation in the unbuilt, platted Right-of-Way or the 
Summit County owned parcel. 
 
Condition of Approval 13: Upon application of a Building Permit, the Applicant shall 
provide a landscape plan consistent with LMC § 15-5-5(N), showing replacement of all 
removed Significant Vegetation. If the Applicant cannot replace the same number of 
plants removed from their property and the ROW, then the Applicant shall return to the 
Forestry Board for further review. The Applicant shall receive permission from the City 
Engineer and Summit County prior to installing any new vegetation in the unbuilt, 
platted ROW or the Summit County owned parcel. 
 
Department Review 
The Planning Department, Engineering Department, and City Attorney’s Office reviewed 
this application.  
 
Notice 
Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website and 
posted notice to the property on July 12, 2023. Staff mailed courtesy notice to property 
owners within 300 feet on July 12, 2023. The Park Record published notice on July 12, 
2023.8  
 
Public Input 

 
District, Public Works, Public Utilities, and the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).  
 
8 LMC § 15-1-21. 
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Staff did not receive any public input at the time this report was published.  
 
Alternatives  

• The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation for 
Ordinance No. 2023-XX, Approving the 395 Deer Valley Drive Plat Amendment, 
to the City Council for consideration on August 22, 2023;  

• The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation for 
Ordinance No. 2023-XX, Denying the 395 Deer Valley Drive Plat Amendment, to 
the City Council and direct staff to make Findings for the denial; or 

• The Planning Commission may request additional information and continue the 
discussion to a date certain. 

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A:  Draft Ordinance No. 2023-XX and Proposed Plat 
Exhibit B:  Applicant Statement 
Exhibit C:  Licensed Engineer’s Survey 
Exhibit D:  Property Photos 
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Ordinance No. 2023-XX 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 395 DEER VALLEY DRIVE PLAT AMENDMENT, 

LOCATED AT 395 DEER VALEY DRIVE, PARK CITY, UTAH 
 

 WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 395 Deer Valley Drive 
petitioned the City Council for approval of the 395 Deer Valley Drive Plat Amendment; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, on July 12, 2023, notice was published in the Park Record and on 
the City and Utah Public Notice websites; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on July 23, 2023, courtesy notice was mailed to property owners 
within 3000 feet of 395 Deer Valley Drive; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on July 26, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the application 
and held a public hearing; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on July 26, 2023, the Planning Commission forwarded a _________ 
recommendation for City Council’s consideration on August 22, 2023; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on August 22, 2023, the City Council reviewed the proposed Plat 
Amendment and held a public hearing; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code 
including § 15-7.1-3(B), § 15-12-15(B)(9), and Chapters 15-2.2 and 15-7. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah, as 
follows: 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL The 395 Deer Valley Drive Plat Amendment, located at 395 
Deer Valley Drive, as shown in Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Findings of Fact 

1. The property is located at 395 Deer Valley Drive in the Residential – 1 Zoning 
District. 

2. The property is in Block 65, Amended Plat of Park City Survey and consist of all 
of Lots 9 & 26, the westerly 18.75 feet of Lots 8 & 27, and the easterly one-half of 
Lots 10 & 25. 

3. The Summit County parcel tax ID is PC-518-A-3. 
4. The existing Single-Family Dwelling was built in 1978. 
5. The Applicant proposes to remove all internal Lot lines to allow for a remodel of a 

non-historic, Single-Family Dwelling, including relocating the driveway for 
compliance with grade, and a new garage addition. 
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6. The current driveway has a slope of approximately 19%, which exceeds the 
maximum of 14% required by LMC § 15-3-3-(A)(4). 

7. The proposed driveway will have a slope of 9% will move 40 feet east along Deer 
Valley Drive. 

8. The existing Single-Family Dwelling is 18.6 feet from the property line and 51.6 
feet from the platted Deer Valley Right-of-Way. 

9. Parcel PC-519-R-X, owned by Summit County, fronts the property and is a 
portion of the historic Heber Avenue Right-of-Way. 

10. On June 20, 2023, the Board of Adjustment granted a Variance reducing the 
Zone’s required 20-foot Front Setback for a Front Facing Garage to four-feet. 

11. A Single-Family Dwelling and Parking Areas with four or fewer space are Allowed 
Uses in the R-1 Zoning District. 

12. A Single-Family Dwelling must provide two Off-Street parking spaces. The 
Applicant’s proposal will provide four Off-Street parking spaces, two in the 
garage, and two in the driveway. 

13. The property contains 0.194 acres or 8,437 square feet. 
14. The Front Setback requirement is 15 feet/20 feet for Front Facing Garages. The 

Variance reduces the setback for the proposed garage to four feet. 
15. The Rear Setback requirement is 10 feet. The existing Single-Family Dwelling is 

93 feet from the rear Lot line. A standalone composite deck with a metal railing is 
seven feet from the rear Lot line. 

16. The Side Setback requirement is five feet each side. The existing Structure is 7.9 
feet from the west Lot line and 10.9 feet from the east Lot line. 

17. Building Height cannot exceed 28 feet in the R-1 Zoning District. 
18. The existing driveway is 1,265 square feet and the proposed driveway is 1,145 

square feet. The Applicant’s proposed driveway will decrease the site’s 
impervious surface by 120 square feet. 

19. The proposed driveway is 15 feet at Deer Valley Drive and increases to a width 
of 27 feet at the proposed garage addition. 

20. There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment because it resolves a non-

conformity, is consistent with previous Plat Amendments, and improves traffic 

safety along Deer Valley Drive. 

21. No Public Street or Right-of-Way is vacated or amended. 

22. No easement is vacated or amended. 

23. The Development Review Committee met on January 3, 2023, reviewed the 

proposal, and did not identify any issues. 

24. The Forestry Board met on July 6, 2023, reviewed the proposal, and has 

Conditions of Approval. 

Conclusions of Law 
1. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code, 

including LMC Chapter 15-2.12, Residential (R-1) Zoning District, and LMC § 15-
7.1-6, Final Subdivision Plat. 

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

 
Conditions of Approval 

1. The Planning Department, City Attorney, and City Engineer will revie and 
approve the final form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the 
Land Management Code, and the Conditions of Approval, prior to recordation of 
the plat. 

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

3. The plat shall note that fire sprinklers are required for all new construction. 
4. In order to use the property as a Nightly Rental, the Applicant must obtain a 

business license from the City for the Nightly Rental Use and shall renew the 
license annually or else the Use is terminated. 

5. A Variance was granted reducing the Front Setback for the Garage to four feet. 
Any other addition to the Structure is required to comply with the Front Setback 
of 15 feet. 

6. The Applicant shall obtain an Administrative Conditional Use Permit for retaining 
walls that exceed four feet in height in the Front Setback prior to applying for a 
Building Permit. 

7. Fences, walls, retaining walls, uncovered stairs leading to the Main Structure, 
decks, porches, roof overhangs, eaves, cornices, sidewalks, patios, and 
pathways in the Front Setback shall comply with LMC § 15-2.12-3(C)(1-7) Front 
Setback Exceptions. 

8. The new garage shall not exceed 18 feet from Existing Grade. 
9. If at some point in the future, Deer Valley Drive is widened, or re-aligned, the 

Applicant is responsible for the removal of retaining walls, stairs, and/or the 
driveway at the property owner’s expense and in an expeditious manner (within 
90 days of written notice). 

10. The Applicant shall obtain permits for construction in the Right-of-Way from the 
City Engineer prior to issuance of a Building Permit. 

11. Encroachment permits are required for retaining walls, stairways, or driveways 
built in the platted Rights-of-Way and Summit County Parcel PC-519-R-X. 

12. City Engineer review and approval of all appropriate grading, utility installation, 
and public improvements is a condition precedent to building permit issuance. An 
approved shoring plan is required prior to excavation. 

13. Upon application of a Building Permit, the Applicant shall provide a landscape 
plan consistent with LMC § 15-5-5(N), showing replacement of all removed 
Significant Vegetation. If the Applicant cannot replace the same number of plants 
removed from their property or the Right-of-Way, then the Applicant shall return 
to the Forestry Board for further review. The Applicant shall receive permission 
from the City Engineer and Summit County prior to installing any new vegetation 
in the unbuilt, platted Right-of-Way or the Summit County owned parcel. 
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14. Remodels and Additions shall comply with the Land Management Code and 
International Building Code in effect at the time of Building Permit application. 

15. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a Construction Mitigation Plan must be 
submitted to the Building Department for review by the Building, Engineering, 
and Planning Departments for final approval. 

 
 
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of August 2023. 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      

 
________________________________ 

Nann Worel, MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
   
 
____________________________________ 
City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
________________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 
 
 
 
Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat 
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PARK CITY SURVEY, BLOCK 65, 

LOTS 9 & 26 and part of Lots 8, 10, 25 & 27 

 

(395 Deer Valley Drive) 

 

August 29, 2022 

 

PROJECT INTENT 

 

     The property at 395 Deer Valley Drive is in Block 65, Park City Survey and consists 

of Lots 9 & 26 and part of Lots 8, 10, 25 & 27.  The property is currently occupied by a single 

family residence.  The owner is submitting this plat amendment application with the goal of 

removing all of the internal lot lines to create a single lot of record.  The owner is currently in the 

process of designing a remodel of the residence, but is in the early stages and a final plan hasn’t 

been determined.  Given the length of time for the plat amendment process, the owner would like 

to submit the application now in anticipation of future remodeling of the existing structure. 
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395 Deer Park Ave- front - looking northwesterly 
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395 Deer Park Ave - front - looking northerly
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395 Deer Park Ave - front - looking northeasterly 
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395 Deer Park Ave - rear - looking southwesterly 
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395 Deer Park Ave - rear - looking southeasterly 
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395 Deer Park Ave - rear - looking southerly 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Communication 
 
Subject: Lot Combinations in Historic Districts 
Application:  PL-23-05655 
Author: Planning Team 
Date:   July 26, 2023 
Type of Item: Legislative – Land Management Code Amendments  
 
Recommendation 
(I) Open a public hearing, and (II) continue the public hearing to August 23, 2023.  
 
Description 
Applicant: Planning Department 
Zoning Districts: Historic Residential Low – Density  

Historic Residential – 1 
Historic Residential – 2 
Historic Residential Medium 
  

Land Management Code 
Sections Amended:  
 

Historic Residential Low – Density  
§ 15-2.1-2 Lot and Site Requirements  
§ 15-2.1-4 Existing Historic Buildings and/or Structures 
 
Historic Residential – 1 
§ 15-2.2-3 Lot and Site Requirements 
§ 15-2.2-4 Existing Historic Buildings and/or Structures 
 
Historic Residential – 2 
§ 15-2.3-3 Lot and Site Requirements 
§ 15-2.3-4 Existing Historic Buildings and/or Structures 
 
Historic Residential Medium 
§ 15-2.4-3 Lot and Site Requirements 
§ 15-2.4-4 Existing Historic Buildings and/or Structures 
 

Reason for Review: The Planning Commission reviews and forwards a 
recommendation to the City Council for Land 
Management Code amendments; the City Council takes 
Final Action1  

 
Background 
On July 27, 2006, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 06-56 to mitigate infill 
development on larger lots in the Historic Residential – 1, Historic Residential – 2, and 
Historic Residential Low – Density Zoning Districts, the Old Town residential areas (Staff 

 
1 LMC Section 15-1-7 

159

https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/parkcity/ordinances/documents/06-56.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/media.legistar.com/parkcity/Minutes/1715/Agenda%20Packet.pdf
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-1-7_Amendments_To_The_Land_Management_Code_And_Zoning_Map


Report, p. 105). The Land Management Code (LMC) establishes Maximum Building 
Footprint regulations in the Historic Residential – 1,2 Historic Residential – 2,3 and Historic 
Residential Low – Density4 Zoning Districts that reduce the building footprint as lot size 
increases:  
 

MAXIMUM FP = (A/2) x 0.9A/1875 1 LMC § 15-2.2-1(D) 2 
LMC § 15-2.3-1(E) Where FP = maximum Building Footprint 
and A = Lot Area. 
 
Example: 3,750 sq. ft. Lot: (3,750/2) x 0.9(3750/1875) = 
1,875 x 0.81 = 1,519 sq. ft.3  

 
The Table below shows the reduced percentage of the lot that can be built upon as the lot 
size increases:  
 

 
 
The LMC further outlines examples of Maximum Building Footprint for combinations of 
various lot sizes: 
 

The Maximum Building Footprint of any Structures shall be located on a 
Lot, or combination of Lots, not exceeding 18,750 square feet [ten 25-foot 
by 75-foot lots] in Lot Area, shall be calculated according to the following 
formula for Building Footprint . . .  
 
 

 

 
2 LMC § 15-2.2-3(E) 
3 LMC § 15-2.3-3(E) 
4 LMC § 15-2.1-3(E) 
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In addition to the Zoning District regulations, properties within the Historic Districts—
whether designated Landmark or Significant Historic Structures on Park City’s Historic 
Sites Inventory or not—must complete a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) 
process to ensure future development complies with LMC Chapter 15-13 Design 
Guidelines For Historic Districts and Historic Sites. Universal Guidelines for new infill 
include evaluation of the streetscape and character area: 

• Size and mass of a structure shall be compatible with the size of the site so that 
lot coverage, building bulk, and mass are compatible with Historic Sites within the 
Streetscape or character area.  

• New construction activity shall not physically damage nearby Historic Sites. 

• New infill residential buildings shall reinforce visual unity within the context of the 
Streetscape or character area. The specific context of each Streetscape or 
character area is an important feature of the Historic District. The context of each 
Streetscape or character area shall be considered in its entirety, as one would 
see it when standing on the street viewing both sides of the street for the entire 
length of the Streetscape or character area. Special consideration should be 
given to adjacent and neighboring Historic Sites to reinforce existing rhythms and 
patterns.5  

As part of the HDDR evaluation, LMC § 15-13-8(B)(1)(a)(3) states “[t]he historic town grid 
shall be preserved by retaining the formal street pattern, maintaining historic lot sizes 
rather than aggregating the historic-sized lots into larger lots, and preserving the regular 
rhythm and pattern of lot sizes in a way that reinforces the perception of the grid.” While 
encouraging traditional 25-foot by 75-foot lots, LMC § 15-13-8(B)(2)(a)(8) acknowledges 
that structures may be built on lots greater than 25 feet wide and states they should be 
designed so that the facades visible from the primary public right-of-way reinforce the 
rhythm along the street in terms of traditional building width, depth, and patterns within 

 
5 LMC § 15-13-8(A) 
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the façade and “[r]egardless of lot frontage, the primary façade shall be compatible with 
the width of surrounding historic buildings. The greater width of the building shall be set 
back significantly from the plane of the primary façade. The width of the new building shall 
not appear to be visibly greater than historic buildings in the Streetscape or character 
area. Modules on a primary façade should generally not exceed eleven (11) feet to 
twenty-five (25) feet in width.”  
 
The General Plan recommends evaluating a maximum lot size. 
 
Objective 15B of the General Plan is to maintain character, context, and scale of local 
Historic Districts with compatible infill development and additions. Community Planning 
Strategy 15.12 Historic Character Goals encourages the City to examine lot sizes in Old 
Town to determine if a maximum lot size would provide more compatible mass and scale 
for new structures as well as additions to existing structures. 
 
Park City has over 400 registered historic sites, two National Historic Districts, and six 
Historic Zoning Districts. Goal 15 in the Park City General Plan is to “[p]reseve the 
integrity, mass, scale, compatibility and historic fabric of the nationally and locally 
designated historic resources and districts for future generations.” The General Plan 
states “[w]hile the uses within these districts may evolve over time, the built environment 
of the local historic districts should stay true to its architectural roots, specifically relative 
to the integrity, mass, scale and historic fabric of the mining boom era (1872-1929).”  
 
Historically, lots in Park City’s Old Town were platted 25 feet in width and 75 feet in depth, 
illustrated on the 1927 Map of Park City by Caldwell & Richards Engineers Park City 
showing the Park City Survey to the south, and the Snyder’s Addition to the north:  
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This resulted in a higher-density development pattern in Old Town. The image below from 
the General Plan illustrates historic lot sizes shown in the Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps:  
 

 
 
The topography of Old Town dictated how and where neighborhoods were developed. 
Main Street sits at the base of the V-shaped canyon with parallel terraces of residential 
streets extending through Old Town. During the Mining Boom Era most residential 
development occurred along Marsac, Park, Prospect, Daly, and Woodside Avenues. The 
homes were first built on the uphill side of the street and were very small, generally only 
consisting of one story and two rooms. Larger, more ornate homes were outliners during 
this time since wealthy miners chose to construct their homes in Salt Lake City. Larger 
structures were typically only used for civic, institutional, or industrial uses such as 
schools, churches, and mills. The demands of the local mines brought a large influx of 
people into Park City and residences needed to be built quickly to house the workforce, 
resulting in the historic development pattern of small, dense miner cottages.  
 
Although some miners’ cottages were small enough to fit on one lot, many Historic 
Structures were built across property lines on two or more adjacent lots and parcel 
ownership may include a combination of lots, as well as a combination of full and partial 
lots. Planning staff evaluated average parcel6 size for properties designated Significant 

 
6 LMC § 15-15-1 defines “parcel” as an unplatted unit of land described by metes and bounds and 
designated by the County Recorder’s Office with a unique tax identification number. In the context of GIS 

164

https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-15-1_Definitions


and Landmark Historic Sites on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory within the Historic 
Residential Zoning Districts.7  
 
Average Significant and Landmark Historic Sites 
 

Zoning District 
 

Parcel Acreage Parcel Square Footage 

Historic Residential Low – Density 
 

0.13 5,737 

Historic Residential – 1 
 

0.09 3,866 

Historic Residential – 2 0.10 4,530 
 

Historic Residential Medium 0.08 3,561 
 

Overall Average    4,424  
[2.36 Old Town Lots] 

 
Preliminary average parcel size for Single-Family Dwellings in Historic Residential Zoning 
Districts in general are shown below: 
 
Non-Historic Single-Family Dwellings in Historic Districts  
 

Zoning District 
 

Parcel Acreage Parcel Square Footage 

Historic Residential Low – Density 
 

0.12 3,839 

Historic Residential – 1 
 

0.14 5,908 

Historic Residential – 2 0.09 5,096 
 

Historic Residential Medium 0.06 2,638 
 

Overall Average    4,370 
[2.23 Old Town Lots] 

 
Many adjacent and partial 25-foot by 75-foot lots in Old Town are under common 
ownership—including both Historic and non-Historic Sites—and were developed as one 
parcel, one property, with structures crossing lot lines. Some of these structures are 
designated Significant and Landmark on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory, requiring 
preservation. Today’s LMC requires multiple lots under one parcel ownership to be 
combined into one lot for new development.  

 
analysis, “parcel” means ownership of property and may include single Old Town lots, ownership of 
multiple lots, and ownership of lots and portions of adjacent lots.  
7 LMC § 15-11-10(D) 
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Due to anomalies within the historic surveys, like Block 24 of the Snyder’s Addition that 
was later sold and developed as metes-and-bounds parcels over time, shown below, 
result in non-conforming lots that may not meet minimum lot size.  
 

 
 
Additionally, some Historic Structures (and non-Historic Structures) were built over 
property lines and portions of properties were conveyed between neighbors to address 
encroachments but were not necessarily platted at the time of conveyance, resulting in 
unusual lot configurations. As far as staff research has found, the City did not begin to 
require plat amendments for construction over lot lines, historic or new, until 1994-95. If 
the Planning Commission pursues amendments to lot combinations, staff recommends 
flexibility be considered to address unique properties that have evolved over the decades.  
This flexibility will need to balance state legislation which increasingly makes plat 
amendments more administrative and less discretionary, as well as making it easier for 
property owners to do lot line adjustments and boundary line agreements with minimal 
city oversight.   
 
In the fall of 2022, the Planning Commission conducted a series of work sessions to 
identify LMC amendments for 2023. On January 25, 2023, the Planning Commission 
reviewed the list of amendments for 2023 and prioritized Conventional Chain Business 
and Vibrancy Ordinances, Final Action, and Affordable Master Planned Developments 
(Minutes, p. 37-38). On April 26, 2023, the Planning Commission requested to also 
prioritize lot combinations in Historic Districts (Audio). 
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The Planning team has been researching the background on the formation of current lot 
combination regulations and the General Plan recommendations, and compiling GIS 
data for lots in the Historic Districts regarding the number of vacant lots, adjoining 
vacant lots, and average lot sizes.  
 
In response to the Planning Commission’s April 26, 2023 request to prioritize lot 
combinations, the Planning team issued public notice of a Pending Ordinance 
Establishing Maximum Lot Sizes for Lot Combinations in the Historic Districts on May 
10, 2023. As a result, lot combination applications submitted prior to the pending 
ordinance will continue to be processed under the established standards in the LMC 
and applications submitted after May 10, 2023 will be processed only to the extent they 
comply with the pending ordinance until new standards are adopted.  
 
The Planning Commission conducted an initial public hearing on May 24, 2023. 
Additional public hearings are scheduled for July 26, 2023, and August 23, 2023. 
 
The Pending Ordinance establishes a baseline for the Planning Commission 
discussions as follows, but may be modified throughout the six-month period:  
 

• Historic Residential Low – Density Zoning District  
o Establish a maximum lot size of 5,623 square feet, or three Old Town 

lots, for Single-Family Dwelling (the only residential use allowed) 
o Exempt Historic Sites that exceed the maximum lot size  

• Historic Residential Medium Zoning District 
o Establish maximum lot sizes for Single-Family, Duplex, Triplex, and 

Fourplex Dwellings and Planning Commission discretion to establish a 
maximum lot size during Conditional Use Permit review 

o Exempt Historic Sites that exceed the maximum lot size 

• Historic Residential – 1 and Historic Residential – 2 Zoning Districts  
o Establish a maximum lot size of 3,750 square feet, or two Old Town lots, for 

Single-Family Dwellings and a maximum lot size of 7,500 square feet, or 
four Old Town lots, for Duplexes. 

o Exempt Historic Sites that exceed the maximum lot size 
 
In addition to preparing information for Planning Commission consideration, the 
Planning team sent public notice of the pending ordinance to property owners within the 
Historic Residential Zoning Districts. Many community members, architects, and 
surveyors have reached out regarding potential amendments. As a result, staff met with 
community stakeholders, including property owners, architects, developers, and 
community members. Initial input submitted for consideration is summarized below: 
 

• When evaluating maximum lot sizes, consider requirements for construction 
staging and impacts to neighborhoods 

• Allow flexibility for unique features in Old Town, including:  
o Unusual lot configurations 
o Rights-of-Way that are not constructed as platted 
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o Parcels that reflect property ownership of existing structures and sites, 
but have not yet been platted   

• Establish criteria for compatible infill that reflects Old Town’s historic residential 
character while allowing for modern living, including accommodations for service 
and delivery vehicles and larger living areas 

• Mitigate impacts that may result from smaller lot size requirements, including 
increased vehicles in neighborhoods and pavement and parking on sites, snow 
shedding between properties, long-term maintenance of structures and impacts 
on adjacent properties, and landscaping and Wildland Urban Interface 
requirements 

• Address existing Master Planned Development, subdivision and resulting non-
conforming status of lots previously combined in excess of the proposed new 
regulations 

 
On May 24, 2023, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and provided 
the following input to protect the Historic streetscape and scale: 
 

• Evaluate whether the Lot Combination regulations for Single-Family Dwellings 
should expand to the Recreation Commercial and other Zoning Districts. 

• Consider opportunities to incentivize deed restricted Accessory Apartments with 
requirements for primary residency for larger lot combinations. 

• Allow exceptions for unusual lot configurations and ensure remnant lots are 
addressed. 

• Update the purpose sections of the Zoning Districts. 

• Take steep slope development into consideration (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 24). 
 
Each is analyzed below: 
 
Evaluate whether the Lot Combination regulations for Single-Family Dwellings 
should expand to the Recreation Commercial and other Zoning Districts. 
 
The City’s Historic Residential Zoning Districts are limited to HRL, HR-1, HR-2, and 
HRM, shown in the City’s Zoning Map in light blue below: 
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However, the Old Town neighborhood outlined in the General Plan encompasses 
portions of the Recreation Commercial, Residential – 1, and Residential Medium Zoning 
Districts:  
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The purpose of the Recreation Commercial Zoning District includes promotion of 
buildings with designs that reflect traditional Park City architectural patterns, character, 
and site designs and mountain and Historic character by designing projects that relate 
to the mining and Historic architectural heritage of the City.8 LMC § 15-2.16-5(A) 
establishes a minimum lot size of 1,875 square feet for Single-Family Dwellings and 
3,750 square feet for Duplexes in the Recreation Commercial Zoning District.  
 
The purpose of the Residential – 1 Zoning District includes continuation of land uses 
and architectural scale and styles of the original Park City residential area and transition 
in use and scale between the Historic Districts and Deer Valley Resort.9 LMC § 15-2.12-
3(A) establishes a minimum lot size of 2,812 square feet (one and one-half Old Town 
lots) for a Single-Family Dwelling and 3,750 square feet for a Duplex in the Residential 
– 1 Zoning District.   
 
The purpose of the Residential Medium Zoning District includes encouraging new 
development compatible with historic structures in the surrounding area that provides a 

 
8 LMC § 15-2.16-1(H) and (I) 
9 LMC § 15-2.12-2(A) and (E) 
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transition in use and scale between the Historic District and resort developments.10 LMC 
§ 15-2.15-3(A) establishes a minimum lot size of 2,812 square feet (one and one-half 
Old Town lots) for a Single-Family Dwelling and 3,750 square feet for a Duplex in the 
Residential Medium Zoning District.  
 
Based on the Planning Commission’s May 24, 2023 input, the updated draft ordinance 
establishes a maximum lot size for Single-Family Dwellings of 3,750 square feet, or two 
25-foot by 75-foot Old Town lots, and 7,500 square feet for Duplexes in the Recreation 
Commercial, Residential – 1, and Residential Medium Zoning Districts. Public notice for 
the August 23, 2023 public hearing will now be sent to property owners within the 
Historic Residential Zoning Districts and the Recreation Commercial, Residential – 1, 
and Residential Medium Zoning Districts.  
 
Consider opportunities to incentivize deed restricted affordable Accessory 
Apartments with requirements for primary residency for larger lot combinations. 
 
The City Council requested the Planning Commission consider whether there is an 
opportunity to require a deed restricted affordable Accessory Apartment as part of the 
lot combination amendments. The affordable housing Resolution No. 25-2020 outlines 
requirements for those occupying deed restricted affordable rental units, including full-
time employment within the Park City School District, and an Area Median Income (AMI) 
of 80% or less. Deed restrictions recorded against the property require at least a six-
month rental term and annual compliance verification.  
 
LMC § 15-4-7 outlines the regulations for Accessory Apartments, a self-contained 
apartment with cooking, sleeping, and sanitary facilities, created by adding on to or 
within a detached Single-Family Dwelling or detached garage. Accessory Apartments 
may range from 280 to 1,000 square feet and may not exceed two bedrooms. One on-
site parking space per Accessory Apartment bedroom is required.  
 
The Planning Commission could consider amending the LMC to require Applicants 
proposing a lot combination for a Single-Family Dwelling that exceeds the maximum lot 
size within the Zoning District to include an Accessory Apartment within the property 
that meets a certain square footage, exempting the Accessory Apartment from the 
square footage maximum established by the Building Footprint formula, creating a 
bonus density.  
 
For example, the maximum Building Footprint for two Old Town lots is 1,519 square 
feet. The maximum Building Footprint for three Old Town lots is 2,050 square feet, an 
increase of 531 square feet. The Planning Commission could consider an allowance 
more than 1,519 square feet on the condition that any square footage exceeding 1,519 
square feet be constructed as a deed restricted affordable Accessory Apartment, with 
limitations on the Accessory Apartment square footage.  
 
Goal 7 of the General Plan is to create a diversity of primary housing opportunities to 

 
10 LMC § 15-2.15-1(B) and (D) 
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address the changing needs of residents and Objective 7A is to increase diversity of 
housing stock to fill voids within housing inventory (including price, type, and size) to 
create a variety of context sensitive housing opportunities. Objective 7B is to focus 
efforts for diversity of primary housing stock within primary residential neighborhoods to 
maintain majority occupancy by full time residents within these neighborhoods.11 The 
General Plan recommends maintaining a balance of residential and resort-oriented 
development in Old Town by including a mix of uses and balancing nightly rentals with 
primary housing stock.12 Requiring Accessory Apartments for some lot combinations 
would establish primary housing opportunities within the Old Town neighborhood.  
 
Additionally, Goal 8 of the General Plan is to increase affordable housing opportunities 
and services for the workforce of Park City, Objective 8A is to provide increased 
housing opportunities that are affordable to a wide range of income levels within all Park 
City neighborhoods, and Objective 8B is to increase rental housing opportunities for 
seasonal workers in close proximity to resorts and mixed-use centers.13 There are 
limited affordable units in the Old Town neighborhood, and requiring a deed restricted 
affordable Accessory Apartment for some lot combinations could increase affordable 
units close to Park City Mountain Resort and the City’s Historic Commercial Zoning 
Districts.  
 
Allow exceptions for unusual lot configurations and ensure remnant lots are 
addressed. 
 
The proposed amendments exempt Significant and Landmark Historic Sites from the 
maximum lot area. Additional considerations need to be given for existing Master 
Planned Development, subdivisions, plat amendments, and resulting non-conforming 
status of lots previously combined in excess of the proposed new regulations. 
 
Update the purpose sections of the Zoning Districts. 
 
One purpose section within the LMC addresses lot combinations: the HR-1 Zoning 
District (LMC § 15-2.2-1(D)), which states the purpose is to encourage single family 
development on combinations of 25-foot by 75-foot historic lots, and is removed in the 
draft ordinance.  
 
Take steep slope development into consideration. 
 
Since discussing lot combinations on May 24, 2023, the Planning Commission 
conducted a work session on steep slope standards and provided direction to staff on 
June 21, 2023 (Staff Report; Audio).  
 
Department Review 
The Planning Department and City Attorney’s Office reviewed this report.  

 
11 General Plan Sense of Community, p. 4 
12 General Plan Neighborhoods, p. 34 
13 General Plan Sense of Community, p. 8 
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Exhibit A:  Updated Draft Ordinance 
Exhibit B:  Public Input 
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DRAFT PENDING ORDINANCE 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE RESIDENTIAL 
MAXIMUM LOT SIZE FOR THE HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL LOW – DENSITY, 

HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL-1, HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL-2, HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL 
MEDIUM, RESIDENTIAL-1, RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM, AND RECREATION 

COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICTS 
  

WHEREAS, Park City has over 400 registered historic sites, two National Historic 

Districts, and six Historic Zoning Districts; 

WHEREAS, Goal 15 in the Park City General Plan is to “[p]reseve the integrity, 

mass, scale, compatibility and historic fabric of the nationally and locally designated 

historic resources and districts for future generations;”  

WHEREAS, the General Plan states “[w]hile the uses within these districts may 

evolve over time, the built environment of the local historic districts should stay true to its 

architectural roots, specifically relative to the integrity, mass, scale and historic fabric of 

the mining boom era (1872-1929);”  

WHEREAS, Historically, lots in Park City’s Old Town were platted 25 feet in width 

and 75 feet in depth; 

WHEREAS, to mitigate infill development on larger lots, the LMC establishes 

Maximum Building Footprint regulations in the Historic Residential – 1, Historic 

Residential – 2, and Historic Residential Low – Density Zoning Districts that 

proportionally reduce the building footprint as lot size increases;  

WHEREAS, the Land Management Code establishes minimum lot sizes but does 

not establish maximum lot sizes for residential Historic Districts;  
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WHEREAS, the Land Management Code establishes the Recreation 

Commercial, Residential – 1, and Residential Medium Zoning Districts to transition use 

and scale between the Historic Districts and resort and town development;  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission requested Lot Combination land use 

regulations be prioritized for evaluation and updates; 

WHEREAS, the Land Management Code implements the goals and policies of 

the General Plan in part to promote the health, safety, and welfare of the present and 

future inhabitants, to protect and enhance the vitality of the City’s resort-based 

economy, and to protect or promote moderate income housing;  

WHEREAS, on May 24, 2023, July 26, 2023, and August 23, 2023, the Planning 

Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing;  

WHEREAS, on August 23, 2023 the Planning Commission forwarded a 

____________ recommendation for City Council’s consideration; 

WHEREAS, on ______ the City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing;  

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

follows: 

SECTION 1. AMEND MUNICIPAL CODE OF PARK CITY LAND MANAGEMENT 

CODE TITLE 15. Municipal Code of Park City Title 15 Land Management Code 

Sections 15-2.1-3 Historic Residential Low – Density Lot and Site Requirements and 

15-2.1-4 Historic Residential Low – Density Existing Historic Buildings And/Or 

Structures, 15-2.2-1 Historic Residential – 1 Purpose, 15-2.2-3 Historic Residential – 1 
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Lot and Site Requirements, 15-2.2-4 Historic Residential – 1 Existing Historic Buildings 

And/Or Structures, 15-2.3-3, Historic Residential – 2 Lot and Site Requirements, 15-2.3-

4 Historic Residential – 2 Existing Historic Buildings And/Or Structures, 15-2.4-3 Historic 

Residential Medium Lot and Site Requirements, 15-2.4-4 Historic Residential Medium 

Existing Historic Buildings And/Or Structures, 15-2.12-3 Residential – 1 Lot and Site 

Requirements, 15-2.15-3 Residential Medium Lot and Site Requirements, and 15-2.16-

5 Recreation Commercial Special Requirements for Single Family and Duplex 

Dwellings, as outlined in Attachment 1.  

 

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall be effective upon publication.   

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS ___th day of ______ 2023. 

 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

 

 

      _____________________________________ 

      Nann Worel, Mayor 

 

 

 

Attest: 
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___________________ 

City Recorder 

 

 

Approved as to form: 

 

 

 

___________________ 

City Attorney’s Office  
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Attachment 1 1 

15-2.1-3 Lot And Site Requirements 2 

Except as may otherwise be provided in this Code, no Building Permit shall be issued 3 

for a Lot unless such Lot has the Area, width, and depth as required, and Frontage on a 4 

Street shown as a private or Public Street on the Streets Master Plan, or on a private 5 

easement connecting the Lot to a Street shown on the Streets Master Plan. 6 

 7 

All Development activity must comply with the following minimum Lot and Site 8 

requirements: 9 

A. LOT SIZE. The minimum Lot Area is 3,750 square feet. The maximum Lot Area 10 

for a Single-Family Dwelling is 5,625 square feet. 11 

B. LOT WIDTH (HRL DISTRICT). The minimum width of a Lot is thirty-five feet 12 

(35'), measured fifteen feet (15') back from the Front Lot Line.  In the case of 13 

unusual Lot configurations, Lot width measurements shall be determined by the 14 

Planning Director. 15 

C. BUILDING ENVELOPE (HRL DISTRICT). The Building Pad, Building Footprint, 16 

and height restrictions define the maximum Building Envelope in which all 17 

Development must occur, with exceptions as allowed by Section 15-2.1-3(D). 18 

D. BUILDING PAD (HRL DISTRICT). The Building Pad is the Lot Area minus 19 

required Front, Rear and Side Setback Areas.  20 

1. The Building Footprint must be within the Building Pad. The remainder of 21 

the Building Pad must be open and free of any other Structure except: 22 

a. Porches or decks, with or without roofs; 23 
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b. At Grade patios; 24 

c. Upper level decks, with or without roofs;  25 

d. Bay Windows; 26 

e. Chimneys; 27 

f. Sidewalks, pathways, and steps; 28 

g. Screened hot tubs; and 29 

h. Landscaping. 30 

2. Exceptions to the Building Pad Area, excluding Bay Windows, are not 31 

included in the Building Footprint calculations, and are subject to Planning 32 

Department approval based on a determination that the proposed 33 

exceptions result in a design that: 34 

a. provides increased architectural interest consistent with the Design 35 

Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites; 36 

b. maintains the intent of this section to provide horizontal and vertical 37 

Building articulation. 38 

E. BUILDING FOOTPRINT (HRL DISTRICT). The maximum Building Footprint of 39 

any Structure shall be located on a Lot, or combination of Lots, not exceeding 40 

18,750 square feet in Lot Area, shall be calculated according to the following 41 

formula for Building Footprint. The maximum Building Footprint for any Structure 42 

located on a Lot or combination of Lots, exceeding 18,750 square feet in Lot 43 

Area, shall be 4,500 square feet; with an exemption allowance of 400 square feet 44 

per dwelling unit for garage floor area.  A Conditional Use Permit is required for 45 

all Structures with a proposed footprint of greater than 3,500 square feet. 46 
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 47 

Accessory Buildings listed on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory that are not 48 

expanded, enlarged or incorporated into the Main Building, shall not count in the 49 

total Building Footprint of the Lot. 50 

MAXIMUM FP = (A/2) x 0.9A/1875 51 

Where FP = maximum Building Footprint and A = Lot Area.   52 

Example:  3,750 sq. ft. Lot: (3,750/2) x 0.9(3750/1875) = 1,875 x 0.81 = 1,519 sq. ft. 53 

See the following Table 15-2.1. for a schedule equivalent of this formula for 54 

common Lot Sizes. 55 

TABLE 15-2.1. 56 

Lot Depth (ft.) ** Lot Width (ft.)  Lot Area Sq. Ft. 
Max. Bldg. Footprint 

Sq. Ft. 

75 ft. 37.5* 2,813 1,201 

75 ft. 50.0 3,750 1,519 

75 ft. 62.5 4,688 1,801 

75 ft. 75.0 5,625 2,050 

75 ft. 87.5 6,563 2,269 

75 ft. 100.0 7,500 2,460 

75 ft. Greater than 100.0 Greater than 7,500 Per Formula 

* for existing 25' wide lots, Use HR-1 standards. 57 

** for lots > 75’ in depth use Footprint formula  58 
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 59 

 60 

F. FRONT AND REAR SETBACKS. Front and Rear Setbacks are as follows: 61 

TABLE 15-2.1a 62 

Lot Depth Minimum Front/Rear Setback Total of Setback 

Up to 75 ft., inclusive 10 ft. each 20 ft. 

From 75 ft. to 100 ft. 12 ft./13 ft. (or vice versa) 25 ft. 

Over 100 ft. 15 ft. each 30 ft. 

 63 

G. FRONT SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Front Setback must be open and free of 64 

any Structure except: 65 

1. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than four feet (4') in height, or 66 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2 Fences and Retaining Walls. On Corner 67 

Lots, Fences more than three feet (3') in height are prohibited within 68 

twenty-five feet (25') of the intersection, at back of curb. 69 
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2. Uncovered steps leading to the Main Building, provided the steps are not 70 

more than four feet (4') in height from Final Grade, not including any 71 

required handrail, and do not cause any danger or hazard to traffic by 72 

obstructing the view of the Street or intersection.  73 

 74 

3. Decks, porches, or Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide and 75 

projecting not more than three feet (3') into the Front Setback. 76 

4. Roof overhangs, eaves, or cornices projecting not more than three feet (3') 77 

into the Front Setback.   78 

5. Sidewalks and pathways. 79 

6. Driveways leading to either a garage or an approved Parking Area. No 80 

portion of a Front Yard, except for driveways, allowed Parking Areas and 81 

sidewalks, may be Hard-Surfaced or graveled.  82 

H. REAR SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Rear Setback must be open and free of 83 

any Structure except:  84 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide and projecting not more 85 

than two feet (2') into the Rear Setback. 86 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide and projecting not more than 87 

two feet (2') into the Rear Setback. 88 
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3. Window wells not exceeding the minimum International Residential Code 89 

(IRC) or International Building Code (IBC) requirements for egress may 90 

extend not more than four feet (4') into the Rear Setback. Should egress 91 

requirements be met within the building pad, no Rear Setback exception is 92 

permitted. 93 

4. Roof overhangs or eaves projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 94 

Rear Setback. 95 

5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, exterior siding, or other 96 

ornamental features projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the 97 

main Structure to which they are attached. 98 

6. Detached Accessory Buildings not more than eighteen feet (18') in height, 99 

and including any free-standing Solar Energy Systems, located a 100 

minimum of five feet (5') behind the front facade of the Main Building, and 101 

maintaining a minimum Rear Setback of one foot (1'). Such Structure must 102 

not cover over fifty percent (50%) of the Rear Setback. See the following 103 

illustration:  104 

183



 105 

 106 

7. A Hard-Surfaced Parking Area subject to the same location requirements 107 

as a Detached Accessory Building.  108 

8. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 109 

Structures located at least three feet (3') from the Rear Lot Line. 110 

9. Fences, walls, and retaining walls as permitted in Section 15-4-2 Fences 111 

and Retaining Walls. 112 

10. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, or similar Structures not more than thirty 113 

inches (30") above Final Grade, not including any required handrail, and 114 

located at least one foot (1') from the Rear Lot Line. 115 

11. Pathways or Steps connecting to a City staircase or pathway. 116 

12. One (1) Shared Driveway leading to either a garage or an approved 117 

Parking Area. See Section 15-2.1-7 Parking Regulations for additional 118 

requirements. 119 
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I. SIDE SETBACKS. Side Setbacks are as follows: 120 

TABLE 15-2.1b 121 

Lot Width (ft.) up to: 
Minimum Side 

Setback 
Total of Setback 

37.5* 3 ft. each side 6 ft. 

50.0 5 ft. each side 10 ft. 

62.5 5 ft. minimum 14 ft. 

75.0 5 ft. minimum 18 ft. 

87.5 10 ft. minimum 24 ft. 

100.0 10 ft. minimum 24 ft. 

Greater than 100.0 10 ft. minimum 30 ft. 

* for existing 25' wide lots, Use HR-1 standards. 122 

On Corner Lots, the minimum Side Setback that faces a side Street or a platted 123 

Right-of-Way is five feet (5'). A three foot (3') Side Setback along the platted 124 

Right-of-Way may be approved by the City Engineer when the Lot Width is less 125 

than 37.5 feet; no Side Setback exceptions shall be utilized and the sight triangle 126 

shall be maintained when the Setback is three feet (3') along the Right-of-Way. 127 

J. SIDE SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Side Setback must be open and free of any 128 

Structure except:  129 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide and projecting not more 130 

than two feet (2') into the Side Setback. 131 
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2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide and projecting not more than 132 

two feet (2') into the Side Setback. 133 

3. Window wells not exceeding the minimum International Residential Code 134 

(IRC) or International Building Code (IBC) requirements for egress may 135 

extend not more than four feet (4') into the Side Setback. Only permitted 136 

on Lots with a minimum required Side Setback of five feet (5') or greater. 137 

Should egress requirements be met within the building pad, this Side 138 

Setback exception is not permitted. 139 

4. Roof overhangs or eaves projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 140 

Side Setback on Lots with a minimum required Side Setback of five feet 141 

(5') or greater. A one foot (1’) eave overhang is permitted on Lots with a 142 

Side Setback less than five feet (5’). 143 

5. Window sills, belt courses, trim, exterior siding, cornices, or other 144 

ornamental features projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the 145 

main Structure to which they are attached. 146 

6. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, or similar Structures not more than thirty 147 

inches (30") in height from Final Grade, not including any required 148 

handrail. 149 

7. Fences, walls or retaining walls, as permitted in Section 15-4-2 Fences 150 

and Retaining Walls. 151 

8. One (1) private or Shared Driveway leading to a garage or an approved 152 

Parking Area. See Section 15-2.1-7 Parking Regulations for additional 153 

requirements. 154 
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9. Pathways or steps connecting to a City staircase or pathway. 155 

10. Detached Accessory Buildings, not more than eighteen feet (18') in height, 156 

and including any free-standing Solar Energy Systems, located a 157 

minimum of five feet (5') behind the front Facade of the Main Building, 158 

maintaining a minimum Side Setback of three feet (3'). See the following 159 

illustration: 160 

 161 

11. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 162 

Structures, located at least three feet (3’) from the Side Lot Line. 163 

K. SNOW RELEASE. Site plans and Building designs must resolve snow release 164 

issues to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official. 165 

L. CLEAR VIEW OF INTERSECTION. No visual obstruction in excess of two feet 166 

(2') in height above road Grade shall be placed on any Corner Lot within the Site 167 

Distance Triangle. A reasonable number of trees may be allowed, if pruned high 168 
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enough to permit automobile drivers an unobstructed view. This provision must 169 

not require changes in the Natural Grade on the Site. 170 

HISTORY 171 

Adopted by Ord. 00-15 on 3/2/2000 172 

Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006 173 

Amended by Ord. 15-35 on 10/12/2015 174 

Amended by Ord. 2018-27 on 5/31/2018 175 

Amended by Ord. 2018-43 on 7/19/2018 176 

Amended by Ord. 2020-42 on 9/17/2020 177 

Amended by Ord. 2022-16 on 5/26/2022 178 

15-2.1-4 Existing Historic Buildings And/or Structures 179 

Significant and Landmark Historic Sites that exceed the maximum Lot Area, and 180 

Historic Buildings and/or Structures that do not comply with Building Footprint, Building 181 

Height, Building Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location standards are valid 182 

Non-Complying Structures. Additions must comply with Building Setbacks, Building 183 

Footprint, driveway location standards and Building Height. Additions to Historic 184 

Buildings and/or Structures are exempt from Off-Street parking requirements provided 185 

the addition does not create a Lockout Unit or Accessory Apartment. All Conditional 186 

Uses proposed on the Site, excluding Development on a Steep Slope, shall comply with 187 

parking requirements of Chapter 15-3.  188 

A. EXCEPTION. In order to achieve new construction consistent with the Design 189 

Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites, the Planning Commission may 190 
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grant an exception to the Building Setback and driveway location standards for 191 

additions to Historic Buildings and/or Structures, including detached Garages: 192 

1. Upon approval of a Conditional Use permit, and 193 

2. When the scale of the addition and/or driveway is Compatible with the 194 

Historic Building and/or Structure, and 195 

3. When the addition complies with all other provisions of this Chapter, and  196 

4. When the addition complies with the adopted Building and Fire Codes, 197 

and 198 

5. When the addition complies with the Design Guidelines for Historic 199 

Districts and Historic Sites.  200 

HISTORY 201 

Adopted by Ord. 00-15 on 3/2/2000 202 

Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 203 

Amended by Ord. 2020-42 on 9/17/2020 204 

Amended by Ord. 2022-16 on 5/26/2022 205 

15-2.2-1 Purpose 206 

The purpose of the Historic Residential HR-l District is to:  207 

A. A. preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of 208 

Park City; 209 

B. B. encourage the preservation of Historic Buildings and/or Structures; 210 

C. C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to 211 

the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential 212 

neighborhoods; 213 
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D. [encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots;] 214 

E. D. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan 215 

policies for the Historic core; and 216 

F. E. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes 217 

which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment. 218 

HISTORY 219 

Adopted by Ord. 00-15 on 3/2/2000 220 

Amended by Ord. 09-14 on 4/9/2009 221 

Amended by Ord. 2020-42 on 9/17/2020 222 

15-2.2-3 Lot And Site Requirements 223 

Except as may otherwise be provided in this Code, no Building Permit shall be issued 224 

for a Lot unless such Lot has the Area, width, and depth as required, and Frontage on a 225 

Street shown as a private or Public Street on the Streets Master Plan, or on a private 226 

easement connecting the Lot to a Street shown on the Streets Master Plan.  227 

 228 

All Development activity must comply with the following minimum Lot and Site 229 

requirements: 230 

A. LOT SIZE. The minimum Lot Area is 1,875 square feet for a Single Family 231 

Dwelling and the maximum Lot Area is 3,570 square feet. The minimum Lot Area 232 

is [and] 3,750 square feet for a Duplex and the maximum Lot Area is 7,500 233 

square feet. For properties platted as lots within the historic Park City Survey and 234 

originally platted as 25 foot wide 75 foot deep with a lot size of 1,875 square feet, 235 

the Planning Director may make a determination that the minimum Lot Size may 236 
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be reduced up to 20 square feet if subsequent surveys find that the final lot 237 

dimensions are less than 25 feet by 75 feet. The Footprint shall be reduced in 238 

accordance with the Lot Size and no variation to setbacks will be allowed. 239 

B. LOT WIDTH. 240 

The minimum width of a Lot is twenty five feet (25'), measured fifteen feet (15') 241 

back from the Front Lot Line. In the case of unusual Lot configurations, Lot width 242 

measurements shall be determined by the Planning Director. 243 

C. BUILDING ENVELOPE (HR-1 DISTRICT). The Building Pad, Building Footprint 244 

and height restrictions define the maximum Building envelope within which all 245 

Development must occur, with exceptions as allowed by Section 15-2.2-3. 246 

D. BUILDING PAD (HR-1 DISTRICT).  The Building Pad is the Lot Area minus 247 

required Front, Rear, and Side Setback Areas. 248 

1. The Building Footprint must be within the Building Pad. The Building Pad 249 

must be open and free of any other Structure except: 250 

a. Porches or decks with or without roofs; 251 

b. At Grade patios; 252 

c. Upper level decks, with or without roofs; 253 

d. Bay Windows; 254 

e. Chimneys; 255 

f. Sidewalks, pathways, and steps; 256 

g. Screened hot tubs; and 257 

h. Landscaping. 258 
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2. Exceptions to the Building Pad Area, excluding Bay Windows, are not 259 

included in the Building Footprint calculations, and are subject to Planning 260 

Director approval based on a determination that the proposed exceptions 261 

result in a design that: 262 

a. provides increased architectural interest consistent with the Design 263 

Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites; 264 

b. maintains the intent of this section to provide horizontal and vertical 265 

Building articulation. 266 

E. BUILDING FOOTPRINT (HR-1 DISTRICT). The maximum Building Footprint of 267 

any Structure located on a Lot or combination of Lots, not exceeding 18,750 268 

square feet in Lot Area, shall be calculated according to the following formula for 269 

Building Footprint. The maximum Building Footprint for any Structure located on 270 

a Lot or combination of Lots, exceeding 18,750 square feet in Lot Area, shall be 271 

4,500 square feet; with an exemption allowance of 400 square feet, per Dwelling 272 

Unit, for garage floor area. A Conditional Use permit is required for all Structures 273 

with a proposed footprint of greater than 3,500 square feet. 274 

 275 

Accessory Buildings listed on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory that are not 276 

expanded, enlarged or incorporated into the Main Building, shall not count in the 277 

total Building Footprint of the Lot. 278 

MAXIMUM FP = (A/2) x 0.9A/1875 279 

Where FP = maximum Building Footprint and A= Lot Area.  280 

Example: 3,750 sq. ft. lot: (3,750/2) x 0.9(3750/1875) = 1,875 x 0.81= 1,519 sq. ft. 281 
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See the following Table 15-2.2.for a schedule equivalent of this formula for 282 

common Lot Sizes. 283 

TABLE 15-2.2 284 

Lot Depth (ft.) Lot Width (ft.) Lot Area Sq. Ft. 
Max. Bldg. Footprint Sq. 

Ft. 

75 ft. 25.0 1,875 844 

75 ft. 37.5 2,813 1,201 

75 ft. 50.0 3,750 1,519 

75 ft. 62.5 4,688 1,801 

75 ft. 75.0 5,625 2,050 

75 ft. 87.5 6,563 2,269 

75 ft. 100.0 7,500 2,460 

75 ft. 
Greater than 

100.0 

Greater than 75 

ft. 
Per Formula 

 285 

* For Lots > 75’ in depth use footprint formula. 286 
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 287 

 288 

F. FRONT AND REAR SETBACKS. Front and Rear Setbacks are as follows: 289 

TABLE 15-2.2a 290 

Lot Depth Minimum Front/Rear Setback Total of Setbacks 

Up to 75 ft., inclusive 10 ft. each 20 ft. 

From 75 ft. to 100 ft. 12 ft./13 ft. (or vice versa) 25 ft. 

Over 100 ft. 15 ft. each 30 ft. 

 291 

G. FRONT SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Front Setback must be open and free of 292 

any Structure except: 293 

1. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than four feet (4') in height, or 294 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2, Fences and Retaining Walls. On Corner 295 

Lots, Fences more than three feet (3') in height are prohibited within 296 

twenty-five feet (25') of the intersection, at back of curb.  297 
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2. Uncovered steps leading to the Main Building; provided the steps are not 298 

more than four feet (4') in height from Final Grade, not including any 299 

required handrail, and do not cause any danger or hazard to traffic by 300 

obstructing the view of the Street or intersection.  301 

 302 

3. Decks, porches, or Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10’) wide and 303 

projecting not more than three feet (3’) into the Front Setback. 304 

4. Roof overhangs, eaves or cornices projecting not more than three feet (3’) 305 

into the Front Setback. 306 

5. Sidewalks and pathways. 307 

6. Driveways leading to a Garage or approved Parking Area. No portion of a 308 

Front Yard, except for patios, driveways, allowed Parking Areas and 309 

sidewalks, may be Hard-Surfaced or graveled.  310 

H. REAR SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Rear Setback must be open and free of 311 

any Structure except: 312 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide and projecting not more 313 

than two feet (2') into the Rear Setback.  314 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide and projecting not more than 315 

two feet (2') into the Rear Setback.  316 
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3. Window wells not exceeding the minimum International Residential Code 317 

(IRC) or International Building Code (IBC) requirements for egress may 318 

extend not more than four feet (4') into the Rear Setback. Should egress 319 

requirements be met within the building pad, no Rear Setback exception is 320 

permitted. 321 

4. Roof overhangs or eaves projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 322 

Rear Setback. 323 

5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, exterior siding, or other 324 

ornamental features projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the 325 

main Structure to which they are attached.  326 

6. Detached Accessory Buildings, not more than eighteen feet (18') in height, 327 

and including any free-standing Solar Energy Systems, located a 328 

minimum of five feet (5') behind the front facade of the Main Building, and 329 

maintaining a minimum Rear Setback of one foot (1'). Such Structure must 330 

not cover over fifty percent (50%) of the Rear Setback. See the following 331 
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illustration: 332 

 333 

7. A Hard-Surfaced Parking Area subject to the same location requirements 334 

as a Detached Accessory Building. 335 

8. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 336 

Structures located at least three feet (3') from the Rear Lot Line. 337 

9. Fences, walls, and retaining walls as permitted in Section 15-4-2, Fences 338 

and Retaining Walls.  339 

10. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, or similar Structures not more than thirty 340 

inches (30") above Final Grade, not including any required handrail, and 341 

located at least one foot (1') from the Rear Lot Line. 342 

11. Pathways or steps connecting to a City staircase or pathway. 343 

12. One (1) Shared Driveway leading to a garage or approved Parking Area. 344 

See Section 15-2.2-8 Parking Regulations for additional requirements. 345 
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I. SIDE SETBACKS. Side Setbacks are as follows: 346 

TABLE 15-2.2b 347 

Lot Width (ft.) up to: Minimum Side Setback Total of Setbacks 

25.0 3 ft. each 6 ft. 

37.5 3 ft. each 6 ft. 

50.0 5 ft. each 10 ft. 

62.5 5 ft. minimum 14 ft. 

75.0 5 ft. minimum 18 ft. 

87.5 10 ft. minimum 24 ft. 

100.0 10 ft. minimum 24 ft. 

Greater than 100.0 10 ft. minimum 30 ft. 

 348 

1. On Corner Lots, the minimum Side Setback that faces a side Street or 349 

platted Right-of-Way is five feet (5'). A three foot (3') Side Setback along 350 

the platted Right-of-Way may be approved by the City Engineer when the 351 

Lot Width is less than 37.5 feet; no Side Setback exceptions shall be 352 

utilized and the sight triangle shall be maintained when the Setback is 353 

three feet (3') along the Right-of-Way.  354 

2. A Side Setback between connected Structures is not required where 355 

Structures are designed with a common wall on a Property Line, each 356 

Structure is located on an individual Lot, the Lots are burdened with a 357 

party wall agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney and Chief 358 
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Building Official, all applicable Building and Fire Code requirements are 359 

met, and the Use is an Allowed or Conditional Use in the Zoning District. 360 

a. Exterior Side Setbacks shall be based on the required minimum 361 

Side Setback for each Lot; however the Planning Commission may 362 

consider increasing exterior Side Setbacks during Conditional Use 363 

Permit review to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent Property. 364 

Side Setback exceptions continue to apply. 365 

b. Building Footprint shall be based on the total lot Area of the 366 

underlying Lots. The Planning Commission may consider 367 

decreasing Building Footprint during Conditional Use Permit review 368 

to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent Property. 369 

J. SIDE SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Side Setback must be open and free of any 370 

Structure except: 371 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide, and projecting not more 372 

than two feet (2') into the Side Setback. Only permitted on Lots with a 373 

minimum required Side Setback of five feet (5') or greater. 374 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide projecting not more than two 375 

feet (2') into the Side Setback. Only permitted on Lots with a minimum 376 

required Side Setback of five feet (5') or greater. 377 

3. Window wells not exceeding the minimum International Residential Code 378 

(IRC) or International Building Code (IBC) requirements for egress may 379 

extend not more than four feet (4') into the Side Setback. Only permitted 380 

on Lots with a minimum required Side Setback of five feet (5') or greater. 381 
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Should egress requirements be met within the building pad, no Side 382 

Setback exception is permitted. 383 

4. Roof overhangs or eaves projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 384 

Side Setback on Lots with a minimum required Side Setback of five feet 385 

(5') or greater. A one foot (1’) roof or eave overhang is permitted on Lots 386 

with a Side Setback of less than five feet (5’). 387 

5. Window sills, belt courses, trim, cornices, exterior siding, or other 388 

ornamental features projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the 389 

main Structure to which they are attached.  390 

6. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, or similar Structures not more than thirty 391 

inches (30") in height above Final Grade, not including any required 392 

handrails. 393 

7. Fences, walls, and retaining walls as permitted in Section 15-4-2, Fences 394 

and Retaining Walls. 395 

8. One (1) private or Shared Driveway leading to a garage or approved 396 

Parking Area. See Section 15-2.2-8 Parking Regulations for additional 397 

requirements. 398 

9. Pathways or steps connecting to a City staircase or pathway. 399 

10. Detached Accessory Buildings, not more than eighteen feet (18') in height, 400 

and including any free-standing Solar Energy Systems, located a 401 

minimum of five feet (5') behind the Front facade of the Main Building, 402 

maintaining a minimum Side Setback of three feet (3'). See the following 403 
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illustration: 404 

 405 

11. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 406 

Structures located at least three feet (3') from the Side Lot Line. 407 

K. SNOW RELEASE. Site plans and Building designs must resolve snow release 408 

issues to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official.  409 

L. CLEAR VIEW OF INTERSECTION. No visual obstruction in excess of two feet 410 

(2') in height above road Grade shall be placed on any Corner Lot within the Site 411 

Distance Triangle. A reasonable number of trees may be allowed, if pruned high 412 

enough to permit automobile drivers an unobstructed view. This provision must 413 

not require changes in the Natural Grade on the Site. 414 

HISTORY 415 

Adopted by Ord. 00-15 on 3/2/2000 416 

Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006 417 
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Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 418 

Amended by Ord. 15-35 on 10/12/2015 419 

Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 420 

Amended by Ord. 2018-27 on 5/31/2018 421 

Amended by Ord. 2018-43 on 7/19/2018 422 

Amended by Ord. 2019-07 on 1/29/2019 423 

Amended by Ord. 2020-42 on 9/17/2020 424 

Amended by Ord. 2022-16 on 5/26/2022 425 

15-2.2-4 Existing Historic Buildings And/or Structures 426 

Significant and Landmark Historic Sites that exceed the maximum Lot Area, and 427 

Historic Buildings and/or Structures that do not comply with Building Footprint, Building 428 

Height, Building Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location standards are valid 429 

Non-Complying Structures. Additions must comply with Building Setbacks, Building 430 

Footprint, driveway location standards and Building Height. Additions to Historic 431 

Buildings and/or Structures are exempt from Off-Street parking requirements provided 432 

the addition does not create a Lockout Unit or Accessory Apartment. All Conditional 433 

Uses proposed on the Site, excluding Development on a Steep Slope, shall comply with 434 

parking requirements of Chapter 15-3. 435 

A. EXCEPTION. In order to achieve new construction consistent with the Design 436 

Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites, the Planning Commission may 437 

grant an exception to the Building Setback and driveway location standards for 438 

additions to Historic Buildings and/or Structures, including detached Garages: 439 

 440 
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1. Upon approval of a Conditional Use permit, and 441 

2. When the scale of the addition and/or driveway is Compatible with the 442 

Historic Building and/or Structure, and 443 

3. When the addition complies with all other provisions of this Chapter, and 444 

4. When the addition complies with the adopted Building and Fire Codes, 445 

and 446 

5. When the addition complies with the Design Guidelines for Historic 447 

Districts and Historic Sites. 448 

HISTORY 449 

Adopted by Ord. 00-15 on 3/2/2000 450 

Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006 451 

Amended by Ord. 07-25 on 4/19/2007 452 

Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 453 

Amended by Ord. 2020-42 on 9/17/2020 454 

Amended by Ord. 2022-16 on 5/26/2022 455 

15-2.3-3 Lot And Site Requirements 456 

Except as may otherwise be provided in this Code, no Building Permit shall be issued 457 

for a Lot unless such Lot has Area, width, and depth as required, and Frontage on a 458 

private or Public Street shown on the Streets Master Plan, or on a private easement 459 

connecting the Lot to a Street shown on the Streets Master Plan. 460 

 461 

All Development activity must comply with the following minimum Lot and Site 462 

requirements: 463 
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A. LOT SIZE. The minimum Lot Area is 1,875 square feet for a Single Family 464 

Dwelling and the maximum Lot Area is 3,570 square feet. The minimum Lot Area 465 

is [and] 3,750 square feet for a Duplex Dwelling and the maximum Lot Area is 466 

7,500 square feet. For properties platted as lots within the historic Park City 467 

Survey and originally platted as 25 feet wide by 75 feet deep with a lot size of 468 

1,875 square feet, the Planning Director may make a determination that the 469 

minimum Lot Size may be reduced up to 20 square feet if subsequent surveys 470 

find that the final lot dimensions are less than 25 feet by 75 feet. The Footprint 471 

shall be reduced in accordance with the Lot Size and no variation to setbacks will 472 

be allowed. The Minimum Lot Area for all other Uses shall be determined by the 473 

Planning Commission during the Conditional Use or Master Planned 474 

Development review process. 475 

B. LOT WIDTH. The minimum width of a Lot is twenty five feet (25'), measured 476 

fifteen feet (15') back from the Front Lot Line. In the case of unusual Lot 477 

configurations, Lot width measurements shall be determined by the Planning 478 

Director. 479 

C. BUILDING ENVELOPE (HR-2 DISTRICT). The Building Pad, Building Footprint 480 

and height restrictions define the maximum Building Envelope within which all 481 

Development must occur with exceptions as allowed in Section 15-2.3-4. 482 

D. BUILDING PAD (HR-2 DISTRICT). The Building Pad is the Lot Area minus 483 

required Front, Rear, and Side Setback Areas. 484 

1. The Building Footprint must be within the Building Pad. The remainder of 485 

the Building Pad must be open and free of any Structure except: 486 
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a. Porches or decks, with or without roofs; 487 

b. At Grade patios; 488 

c. Upper level decks, with or without roofs;  489 

d. Bay Windows; 490 

e. Chimneys;  491 

f. Sidewalks, pathways, and steps; 492 

g. Screened hot tubs; and 493 

h. Landscaping. 494 

2. Exceptions to the Building Pad Area, excluding Bay Windows, are not 495 

included in the Building Footprint calculations, and are subject to Planning 496 

Director approval based on a determination that the proposed exceptions 497 

result in a design that: 498 

a. provides increased architectural interest consistent with the Design 499 

Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites; and 500 

b. maintains the intent of this section to provide horizontal and vertical 501 

Building articulation. 502 

E. BUILDING FOOTPRINT (HR-2 DISTRICT).   503 

1. The maximum Building Footprint for any Structure located on a Lot, or 504 

combination of Lots, not exceeding 18,750 square feet in Lot Area, shall 505 

be calculated according to the following formula for Building Footprint. The 506 

maximum Building Footprint for any Structure located on a Lot or 507 

combination of Lots, exceeding 18,750 square feet in Lot Area, shall be 508 

4,500 square feet; with an exemption allowance of 400 square feet per 509 
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Dwelling Unit for garage floor area. A Conditional Use permit is required 510 

for all Structures with a proposed footprint greater than 3,500 square feet. 511 

 512 

Accessory Buildings listed on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory that 513 

are not expanded, enlarged or incorporated into the Main Building, shall 514 

not count in the total Building Footprint of the Lot. 515 

2. See Section 15-6-5 for maximum allowed Building footprint for Master 516 

Planned Developments within the HR-2 District.  517 

MAXIMUM FP = (A/2) x 0.9A/1875 518 

Where FP = maximum Building Footprint and A= Lot Area.   519 

Example:  3,750 sq. ft. lot: (3,750/2) x 0.9(3750/1875) = 1,875 x 0.81 = 1,519 520 

sq. ft. 521 

See the following Table 15-2.3 for a schedule equivalent of this formula for 522 

common Lot Sizes. 523 

TABLE 15-2.3. 524 

*For Lots > 75’ in depth use footprint formula. 525 

 526 

Lot Depth (ft.)* 
Lot Width 

(ft.)  
Lot Area Sq. ft.  Max. Bldg. Footprint 

75 ft. 25.0 1,875 844 

75 ft. 37.5 2,813 1,201 

75 ft. 50.0 3,750 1,519 
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75 ft. 62.5 4,688 1,801 

75 ft. 75.0 5,625 2,050 

75 ft. 87.5 6,563 2,270 

75 ft. 100.0 7,500 2,460 

75 ft. 
Greater than 

100.0 
Greater than 7,500 ft. Per formula 

 527 

 528 

529 

TABLE 15-2.3.a 530 

Lot Depth Min. Front/Rear Setback Total of Setbacks 

Up to 75 ft., inclusive 10 ft. 20 ft. 

From 75 ft. to 100 ft. 12 ft. 25 ft. 

Over 100 ft. 15 ft. 30 ft. 

 531 
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F. FRONT AND REAR SETBACKS. Front and Rear Setbacks are as follows:  532 

TABLE 15-2.3a 533 

Lot Depth Min. Front/Rear Setback Total of Setbacks 

Up to 75 ft., inclusive 10 ft. each 20 ft. 

From 75 ft. to 100 ft. 12 ft./13 ft. (or vice versa) 25 ft. 

Over 100 ft. 15 ft. each 30 ft. 

 534 

G. FRONT SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Front Setback must be open and free of 535 

any Structure except: 536 

1. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than four feet (4') in height or 537 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2, Fences and Retaining Walls. On Corner 538 

Lots, Fences more than three feet (3') in height are prohibited within 539 

twenty-five feet (25') of the intersection, at the back of curb. 540 

2. Uncovered steps leading to the Main Building; provided, the steps are not 541 

more than four feet (4') in height from Final Grade, not including any 542 

required handrail, and do not cause any danger or hazard to traffic by 543 

obstructing the view of the Street or intersection.  544 

 545 
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3. Decks, porches, or Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide and 546 

projecting not more than three feet (3') into the Front Setback.  547 

4. Roof overhangs, eaves or cornices projecting not more than three feet (3') 548 

into the Front Setback.  549 

5. Sidewalks and pathways. 550 

6. Driveways leading to a Garage or approved Parking Area. No portion of a 551 

Front Yard except for driveways, allowed Parking Areas and sidewalks, 552 

may be Hard-Surfaced or graveled.  553 

7. Single car detached Garages approved as part of a Master Planned 554 

Development in Subzone A.  555 

H. REAR SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Rear Setback must be open and free of 556 

any Structure except: 557 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide, and projecting not more 558 

than two feet (2') into the Rear Setback.  559 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide and projecting not more than 560 

two feet (2') into the Rear Setback.  561 

3. Window wells not exceeding the minimum International Residential Code 562 

(IRC) or International Building Code (IBC) requirements for egress may 563 

extend not more than four feet (4') into the Rear Setback. Should egress 564 

requirements be met within the building pad, no rear Setback exception is 565 

permitted. 566 

4. Roof overhangs or eaves projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 567 

Rear Setback.  568 
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5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, exterior siding, or other 569 

ornamental features projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the 570 

main Structure to which they are attached. 571 

6. Detached Accessory Buildings not more than eighteen feet (18') in height, 572 

and including any free-standing Solar Energy Systems, located a 573 

minimum of five feet (5') behind the front facade of the Main Building, and 574 

maintaining a minimum Rear Setback of one foot (1'). Such Structure must 575 

not cover over fifty percent (50%) of the Rear Setback.  See the following 576 

illustration:577 

 578 

7. A Hard-Surfaced Parking Area subject to the same location requirements 579 

as a detached Accessory Building. 580 

8. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 581 

Structures located at least three feet (3') from the Rear Lot Line. 582 
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9. Fences, walls, and retaining walls as permitted in Section 15-4-2 Fences 583 

and Retaining Walls.   584 

10. Patios, decks, steps, pathways, or similar Structures not more than thirty 585 

inches (30") above Final Grade, not including any required handrail, and 586 

located at least one foot (1') from the Rear Lot Line.   587 

11. Pathways or steps connecting to a City staircase or pathway. 588 

12. One (1) Shared Driveway leading to a garage or approved Parking Area. 589 

See Section 15-2.3-12 Parking Regulations for additional requirements. 590 

I. SIDE SETBACKS. The Side Setbacks are as follows: 591 

TABLE 15-2.3b 592 

Lot Width (ft.) up to: Minimum Side Setback Total of Setbacks 

25.0 3 ft. each 6 ft. 

37.5 3 ft. each 6 ft. 

50.0 5 ft. each 10 ft. 

62.5 5 ft. 14 ft. 

75.0 5 ft. 18 ft. 

87.5 10 ft. 24 ft. 

100.0 10 ft. 24 ft. 

Greater than 100.0 10 ft. 30 ft. 

 593 

1. On Corner Lots, the minimum Side Setback that faces a side Street or 594 

platted Right-of-Way is five feet (5'). A three foot (3') Side Setback along 595 

211



the platted Right-of-Way may be approved by the City Engineer when the 596 

Lot Width is less than 37.5 feet; no Side Setback exceptions shall be 597 

utilized and the sight triangle shall be maintained when the Setback is 598 

three feet (3') along the Right-of-Way. 599 

2. A Side Setback between connected Structures is not required where 600 

Structures are designed with a common wall on a Property Line, each 601 

Structure is located on an individual Lot, the Lots are burdened with a 602 

party wall agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney and Chief 603 

Building Official, all applicable Building and Fire Code requirements are 604 

met, and the Use is an Allowed or Conditional Use in the Zoning District. 605 

a. Exterior Side Setbacks shall be based on the required minimum 606 

Side Setback for each Lot; however the Planning Commission may 607 

consider increasing exterior Side Setbacks during Conditional Use 608 

Permit review to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent Property. 609 

Side Setback exceptions continue to apply. 610 

b. Building Footprint shall be based on the total lot Area of the 611 

underlying Lots. The Planning Commission may consider 612 

decreasing Building Footprint during Conditional Use Permit review 613 

to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent Property. 614 

J. SIDE SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Side Setback must be open and free of any 615 

Structure except: 616 
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1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide, and projecting not more 617 

than two feet (2') into the Side Setback. Only permitted on Lots with a 618 

minimum required Side Setback of five feet (5') or greater. 619 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide and projecting not more than 620 

two feet (2') into the Side Setback. Only permitted on Lots with a minimum 621 

required Side Setback of five feet (5') or greater. 622 

3. Window wells not exceeding the minimum International Residential Code 623 

(IRC) or International Building Code (IBC) requirements for egress may 624 

extend not more than four feet (4') into the Side Setback. Only permitted 625 

on Lots with a minimum required Side Setback of five feet (5') or greater. 626 

Should egress requirements be met within the building pad, no Rear 627 

Setback exception is permitted. 628 

4. Roof overhangs or eaves projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 629 

Side Setback on Lots with a minimum required Side Setback of five feet 630 

(5') or greater. A one foot (1’) roof or eave overhang is permitted on Lots 631 

with a Side Setback of less than five feet (5’). 632 

5. Window sills, belt courses, trim, cornices, exterior siding, or other 633 

ornamental features projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the 634 

main Structure to which they are attached.  635 

6. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, or similar Structures not more than thirty 636 

inches (30") in height from Final Grade, not including any required 637 

handrail. 638 
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7. Fences, walls, and retaining walls as permitted in Section 15-4-2 Fences 639 

and Retaining Walls. 640 

8. One (1) private or Shared Driveway leading to a garage or approved 641 

Parking Area. See Section 15-2.3-12 Parking Regulations for additional 642 

requirements. 643 

9. Pathway or steps connecting to a City staircase or pathway. 644 

10. Detached Accessory Buildings, not more than eighteen feet (18') in height, 645 

including any free-standing Solar Energy Systems, located a minimum of 646 

five feet (5') behind the front facade of the Main Building, maintaining a 647 

minimum Side Setback of three feet (3'). See the following illustration: 648 

 649 

11. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 650 

Structures located at least three feet (3') from the Side Lot Line. 651 
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K. SNOW RELEASE. Site plans and Building designs must resolve snow release 652 

issues to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official.  653 

L. CLEAR VIEW OF INTERSECTION. No visual obstruction in excess of two feet 654 

(2') in height above Road Grade shall be placed on any Corner Lot within the Site 655 

Distance Triangle. A reasonable number of trees may be allowed, if pruned high 656 

enough to permit automobile drivers an unobstructed view.  This provision must 657 

not require changes in the Natural Grade on the Site. 658 

M. MASTER PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS. The Planning Commission may 659 

increase or decrease Setbacks in Master Planned Developments in accordance 660 

with Section 15-6-5; however the above Grade spacing between houses shall be 661 

consistent with the spacing that would result from required Setbacks of the Zone 662 

and shall be Compatible with the Historic character of the surrounding residential 663 

neighborhood. The Planning Commission may increase or decrease Maximum 664 

Building Footprint in Master Planned Developments in accordance with Section 665 

15-6-5. 666 

HISTORY 667 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 668 

Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006 669 

Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 670 

Amended by Ord. 10-14 on 4/15/2010 671 

Amended by Ord. 15-35 on 10/12/2015 672 

Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 673 

Amended by Ord. 2018-27 on 5/31/2018 674 
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Amended by Ord. 2018-43 on 7/19/2018 675 

Amended by Ord. 2019-07 on 1/29/2019 676 

Amended by Ord. 2020-42 on 9/17/2020 677 

15-2.3-4 Existing Historic Buildings And/or Structures 678 

Significant and Landmark Historic Sites that exceed the maximum Lot Area, and 679 

Historic Buildings and/or Structures that do not comply with Building Footprint, Building 680 

Height, Building Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location standards are valid 681 

Non-Complying Structures. Additions must comply with Building Setbacks, Building 682 

Footprint, driveway location standards and Building Height. Additions to Historic 683 

Building and/or Structures are exempt from Off-Street parking requirements provided 684 

the addition does not create a Lockout Unit or Accessory Apartment. All Conditional 685 

Uses proposed on the Site, excluding Development on a Steep Slope, shall comply with 686 

parking requirements of Chapter 15-3. 687 

A. EXCEPTION. In order to achieve new construction consistent with the Design 688 

Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites, the Planning Commission may 689 

grant an exception to the Building Setbacks and driveway location standards for 690 

additions to Historic Buildings and/or Structures, including detached single car 691 

Garages:   692 

1. Upon approval of a Conditional Use permit, and 693 

2. When the scale of the addition, and/or driveway is Compatible with the 694 

Historic Building and/or Structure, and 695 

3. When the addition complies with all other provisions of this Chapter, and 696 
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4. When the addition complies with the adopted Building and Fire Codes; 697 

and 698 

5. When the addition complies with the Design Guidelines for Historic 699 

Districts and Sites. 700 

HISTORY 701 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 702 

Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 703 

Amended by Ord. 2020-42 on 9/17/2020 704 

15-2.4-3 Lot And Site Requirements 705 

Except as may otherwise be provided in this Code, no Building permit shall be issued 706 

for a Lot unless such Lot has Area, width, and depth as required, and Frontage on a 707 

private or Public Street shown on the Streets Master Plan or on a private easement 708 

connecting the Lot to a Street shown on the Streets Master Plan.  709 

 710 

All Development activity must comply with the following minimum Lot and Site 711 

requirements: 712 

A. LOT SIZE. Minimum Lot Areas for Residential Uses are as follows: 713 

Single Family Dwelling 1,875 sq. ft.  

Duplex Dwelling 3,750 sq. ft.  

Triplex Dwelling 4,687 sq. ft.  

Four-plex Dwelling  5,625 sq. ft. 

 714 
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 Maximum Lot Areas for Residential Uses are as follows: 715 

Single Family Dwelling 3,750 sq. ft.  

Duplex Dwelling 7,500 sq. ft.  

Triplex Dwelling 11,250 sq. ft.  

Four-plex Dwelling  15,000 sq. ft. 

 716 

B. LOT AREA. Minimum and maximum Lot Area for all other Uses shall be 717 

determined by the Planning Commission during the Conditional Use review.  718 

 719 

Developments consisting of more than four (4) Dwelling Units require a Lot Area 720 

at least equal to 5,625 square feet plus an additional 1,000 square feet per each 721 

additional Dwelling Unit over four (4) units. All Setback, height, parking, Open 722 

Space, and architectural requirements must be met. See Section 15-2.4-3, 723 

Conditional Use Permit Review. 724 

C. LOT WIDTH. The minimum width of a Lot is 37.50 feet, measured fifteen feet 725 

(15') from the Front Lot Line. Existing platted Lots of record, with a minimum 726 

width of at least twenty five feet (25’), are considered legal Lots in terms of Lot 727 

Width. In the case of unusual Lot configurations, Lot Width measures shall be 728 

determined by the Planning Director. 729 

D. FRONT SETBACK.  730 

1. The minimum Front Setback for Single-Family, Duplex Dwellings, and 731 

Accessory Buildings is fifteen feet (15'). If the Lot depth is seventy five feet 732 

(75’) or less, then the minimum Front Setback is ten feet (10’). 733 
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2. New Front Facing Garages for Single Family and Duplex Dwellings must 734 

be at least twenty feet (20') from the Front Lot Line.  735 

3. See Section 15-2.4-7 for special requirements for Triplexes and Multi-Unit 736 

Dwellings. 737 

E. FRONT SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Front Setback must be open and free of 738 

any Structure except: 739 

1. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than four feet (4') in height, or 740 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2. On Corner Lots, Fences more than three 741 

(3') in height are prohibited within twenty-five feet (25') of the intersection, 742 

at back of curb.  743 

2. Uncovered steps leading to the Main Building; provided the steps are not 744 

more than four feet (4') in height from Final Grade, not including any 745 

required handrail, and do not cause any danger or hazard to traffic by 746 

obstructing the view of a Street or intersection. 747 

 748 

3. Decks, porches, and Bay Windows, not more than ten feet (10’) wide and 749 

projecting not more than three feet (3’) into the Front Setback. 750 

4. Roof overhangs, eaves, and cornices projecting not more than three feet 751 

(3’) into the Front Setback. 752 
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5. Sidewalks, patios, and pathways. 753 

6. Driveways leading to a garage or approved Parking Area. No portion of a 754 

Front Yard except for approved driveways and patios, allowed Parking 755 

Areas, and sidewalks may be Hard-Surfaced or graveled.  756 

F. REAR SETBACK.  757 

1. The minimum Rear Setback is ten feet (10’) for all Main Buildings, and one 758 

foot (1’) for detached Accessory Buildings. 759 

2. See Section 15-2.4-7, Special Requirements for Multi-Unit Dwellings. 760 

G. REAR SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Rear Setback must be open and free of 761 

any Structure except: 762 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10’) wide and projecting not more 763 

than two feet (2’) into the Rear Setback.  764 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5’) wide and projecting not more than 765 

two feet (2’) into the Rear Setback. 766 

3. Window wells not exceeding the minimum International Residential Code 767 

(IRC) or International Building Code (IBC) requirements for egress may 768 

extend not more than four feet (4’) into the Rear Setback. 769 

4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than three feet (3’) into the 770 

Rear Setback. 771 

5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, and other ornamental features 772 

projecting not more than six inches (6”) beyond the main Structure to 773 

which they are attached.  774 
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6. Detached Accessory Buildings, not more than eighteen feet (18’) in height, 775 

and including any free-standing Solar Energy Systems, located a 776 

minimum of five feet (5’) behind the front façade of the Main Building, and 777 

maintaining a minimum Rear Setback of one foot (1’). Such Structure must 778 

not cover over fifty percent (50%) of the Rear Setback. See the following 779 

illustration: 780 

 781 

7. A Hard-Surfaced Parking Area subject to the same location requirements 782 

as a detached Accessory Building. 783 

8. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 784 

Structures located at least three feet (3’) from the Rear Lot Line. 785 

9. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not over six feet (6’) in height, or as 786 

permitted in Section 15-4-2 Fences and Retaining Walls. 787 
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10. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, and similar Structures not more than thirty 788 

inches (30”) above Final Grade, not including any required handrail, and 789 

located at least one foot (1') from the Rear Lot Line. 790 

11. One (1) Shared Driveway leading to a garage or approved parking Area. 791 

See Section 15-2.4-11 Parking Regulations for additional requirements. 792 

H. SIDE SETBACK. 793 

1. The minimum Side Setback for any Single Family, Duplex Dwelling or 794 

Accessory Building is five feet (5’). 795 

2. The minimum Side Setback for Lots twenty-five feet (25’) wide or less is 796 

three feet (3’).  797 

3. On Corner Lots, the minimum Side Setback that faces a side Street or 798 

platted Right-of-Way is ten feet (10') for both Main and Accessory 799 

Buildings. A three foot (3') Side Setback along the platted Right-of-Way 800 

may be approved by the City Engineer when the Lot Width is less than 801 

37.5 feet; no Side Setback exceptions shall be utilized and the sight 802 

triangle shall be maintained when the Setback is three feet (3') along the 803 

Right-of-Way. 804 

4. A Side Setback between connected Structures is not required where 805 

Structures are designed with a common wall on a Property Line, each 806 

Structure is located on an individual Lot, the Lots are burdened with a 807 

party wall agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney and Chief 808 

Building Official, all applicable Building and Fire Code requirements are 809 

met, and the Use is an Allowed or Conditional Use in the Zoning District. 810 
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a. Exterior Side Setbacks shall be based on the required minimum 811 

Side Setback for each Lot; however the Planning Commission may 812 

consider increasing exterior Side Setbacks during Conditional Use 813 

Permit review to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent Property. 814 

Side Setback exceptions continue to apply. 815 

b. The longest dimension of a Building joined at the Property Line may 816 

not exceed one hundred feet (100’). 817 

5. See Section 15-2.4-7 special requirements for Multi-Unit Dwellings. 818 

I. SIDE SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Side Setback must be open and free of any 819 

Structure except: 820 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10’) wide and projecting not more 821 

than two feet (2’) into the Side Setback. Only permitted on Lots with a Side 822 

Setback of at least five feet (5') or greater. 823 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5’) wide and projecting not more than 824 

two feet (2’) into the Side Setback. Only permitted on Lots with a Side 825 

Setback of at least five feet (5') or greater. 826 

3. Window wells not exceeding the minimum International Residential Code 827 

(IRC) or International Building Code (IBC) requirements for egress may 828 

extend not more than four feet (4’) into the Side Setback. Only permitted 829 

on Lots with a minimum required Side Setback of five feet(5') or greater. 830 

Should egress requirements be met within the building pad, no Rear 831 

Setback exception is permitted. 832 
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4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than two feet (2’) into the 833 

Side Setback. Only permitted on Lots with a Side Setback of at least five 834 

feet (5') or greater. 835 

5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, and other ornamental features 836 

projecting not more than six inches (6”) beyond the main Structure to 837 

which they are attached.  838 

6. Fences, walls and retaining walls as permitted in Section 15-4-2 Fences 839 

and Retaining Walls. 840 

7. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, and similar Structures not more than thirty 841 

inches (30”) in height above Final Grade, not including any required 842 

handrail. 843 

8. One (1) private or Shared Driveway leading to a garage or approved 844 

Parking Area. See Section 15-2.4-11 Parking Regulations for additional 845 

requirements. 846 

9. Pathways and steps connecting to a City staircase or pathway. 847 

10. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 848 

Structures located at least three feet (3’) from the Side Lot Line. 849 

11. Detached Accessory Buildings, not more than eighteen feet (18') in height, 850 

and including any free-standing Solar Energy Systems, located at least 851 

five feet (5') behind the front façade of the Main Building, maintaining a 852 
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minimum Side Setback of three feet (3'). See the following illustration: 853 

 854 

J. SNOW RELEASE. Site plans and Building design must resolve snow release 855 

issues to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official. 856 

K. CLEAR VIEW OF INTERSECTION. No visual obstruction in excess of two feet 857 

(2’) in height above road Grade shall be placed on any Corner Lot within the Site 858 

Distance Triangle. A reasonable number of trees may be allowed, if pruned high 859 

enough to permit automobile drivers an unobstructed view. This provision must 860 

not require changes in the Natural Grade on the Site. 861 

HISTORY 862 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 863 

Amended by Ord. 06-69 on 10/19/2006 864 

Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 865 

Amended by Ord. 15-35 on 10/12/2015 866 
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Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 867 

Amended by Ord. 2018-27 on 5/31/2018 868 

Amended by Ord. 2018-43 on 7/19/2018 869 

Amended by Ord. 2020-42 on 9/17/2020 870 

15-2.4-4 Existing Historic Buildings And/or Structures 871 

Significant and Landmark Historic Sites that exceed the maximum Lot Area, and 872 

Historic Buildings and/or Structures that do not comply with Building Footprint, Building 873 

Height, Building Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location standards are valid 874 

Non-Complying Structures. Additions to Historic Buildings and/or Structures are exempt 875 

from Off-Street parking requirements provided the addition does not create a Lockout 876 

Unit or an Accessory Apartment. Additions must comply with Building Setbacks, 877 

Building Footprint, driveway location standards and Building Height. 878 

A. EXCEPTION. In order to achieve new construction consistent with the Historic 879 

District Design Guidelines, the Planning Commission may grant an exception to 880 

the Building Setback and driveway location standards for additions to Historic 881 

Buildings and/or Structures, including detached Garages: 882 

1. Upon approval of a Conditional Use permit, and 883 

2. When the scale of the addition and/or driveway is Compatible with the 884 

Historic Building and/or Structure, and 885 

3. When the addition complies with all other provisions of this Chapter, and 886 

4. When the addition complies with the adopted Building and Fire Codes, 887 

and 888 
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5. When the addition complies with the Design Guidelines for Historic 889 

Districts and Sites. 890 

HISTORY 891 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 892 

Amended by Ord. 06-69 on 10/19/2006 893 

Amended by Ord. 13-42 on 10/17/2013 894 

Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 895 

Amended by Ord. 2020-42 on 9/17/2020 896 

15-2.12-3 Lot And Site Requirements 897 

Except as may otherwise be provided in this Code, no Building Permit shall be issued 898 

for a Lot unless such Lot has Frontage on a Street shown as a private or Public Street 899 

on the Streets Master Plan, or on a private easement connecting the Lot to a Street 900 

shown on the Streets Master Plan. All Development must comply with the following: 901 

A. LOT SIZE. The minimum Lot Area for a Single-Family Dwelling is 2,812 square 902 

feet and the maximum Lot Area is 3,570 square feet. The minimum Lot Area for a 903 

Duplex Dwelling is 3,750 square feet and the maximum Lot Area is 7,500 square 904 

feet.[; and] The minimum Lot Area for a Triplex Dwelling is 5,625 square feet and 905 

the maximum Lot Area is 11,250 square feet. The minimum width of a Lot must 906 

be thirty-seven and one-half feet (37.5') measured fifteen feet (15') back from 907 

Front Lot Line. In the case of unusual Lot configurations, Lot Width 908 

measurements shall be determined by the Planning Director. 909 

B. FRONT SETBACK.  910 

1. The minimum Front Setback is fifteen feet (15').  911 
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2. New Front Facing Garages for Single Family and Duplex Dwellings must 912 

be at least twenty feet (20') from the Front Property Line.  913 

3. Parking Spaces are allowed within the required Front Yard, but not within 914 

five feet (5') of Side Lot Lines.  915 

C. FRONT SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Front Setback must be open and free of 916 

any Structure except: 917 

1. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than four feet (4') in height, or 918 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2. On Corner Lots, Fences more than three 919 

feet (3') in height are prohibited within twenty-five feet (25') of the 920 

intersection at back of curb. 921 

2. Uncovered steps leading to the Main Building provided the steps are not 922 

more than four feet (4') in height from Final Grade, not including any 923 

required handrails, and do not cause any danger or hazard to traffic by 924 

obstructing the view of a Street or intersection.  925 

3. Decks, porches, and Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide, 926 

projecting not more than five feet (5') into the Front Setback.  927 

4. Roof overhangs, eaves, and cornices projecting not more than two feet 928 

(2') into the Front Setback.  929 

5. Sidewalks, patios, and pathways. 930 

6. Driveways leading to a garage or Parking Area. No portion of a Front 931 

Yard, except for approved driveways, allowed Parking Areas, patios, and 932 

sidewalks may be Hard-Surfaced or graveled.  933 
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7. Circular driveways meeting all requirements stated in Section 15-3-4 934 

herein. 935 

D. REAR SETBACK. The minimum Rear Setback is ten feet (10').  936 

E. REAR SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Rear Setback must be open and free of 937 

any Structure except: 938 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide projecting not more than 939 

two feet (2') into the Rear Setback.  940 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide projecting not more than two 941 

feet (2') into the Setback. 942 

3. Window wells and light wells projecting not more than four feet (4') into the 943 

Rear Setback. 944 

4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 945 

Rear Setback. 946 

5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, and other ornamental features 947 

projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the window or Structure to 948 

which it is attached.  949 

6. Detached Accessory Buildings, not more than eighteen feet (18’) in height, 950 

located a minimum of five feet (5’) behind the front façade of the Main 951 

Building and maintaining a minimum Rear Setback of five feet (5’). Such 952 

Structure must not cover over fifty percent (50%) of the Rear Setback. See 953 
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the following illustration:  954 

 955 

7. Screened mechanical equipment, hot tubs, and similar Structures located 956 

at least five feet (5') from the Rear Lot Line. 957 

8. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than six feet (6') in height, or 958 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2. Retaining walls may have multiple steps; 959 

however, each exposed face cannot exceed six feet (6') in height and the 960 

horizontal distance between the walls, front face to rear face, must be at 961 

least three feet (3') and planted with approved vegetation. The Planning 962 

Director may approve minor deviations to the height and stepping 963 

requirements based on Site specific review.1 964 

9. Patios, decks, pathways, steps and similar Structures not more than thirty 965 

inches (30") above Final Grade, located at least five feet (5') from the Rear 966 

Lot Line. 967 

230



F. SIDE SETBACK. 968 

1. The minimum Side Setback is five feet (5').  969 

2. A Side Setback between connected Structures is not required where 970 

Structures are designed with a common wall on a Property Line, each 971 

Structure is located on an individual Lot, the Lots are burdened with a 972 

party wall agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney and Chief 973 

Building Official, all applicable Building and Fire Code requirements are 974 

met, and the Use is an Allowed or Conditional Use in the Zoning District. 975 

a. Exterior Side Setbacks shall be based on the required minimum 976 

Side Setback for each Lot; however the Planning Commission may 977 

consider increasing exterior Side Setbacks during Conditional Use 978 

Permit review to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent Property. 979 

Side Setback exceptions continue to apply. 980 

3. The minimum Side Setback for a Detached Accessory Building not greater 981 

than eighteen feet (18') in height, located at least five feet (5') behind the 982 

front facade of the Main Building is one foot (1'), except when an opening 983 

is proposed on an exterior wall adjacent to the Property Line, at which 984 

time the minimum Side Setback must be three feet (3'). See the following 985 
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illustration: 986 

 987 

4. On a Corner Lot, the Side Yard that faces a Street or platted Right-of-Way 988 

is considered a Front Yard, and a ten foot (10') Setback is required for 989 

both the Main and Accessory Buildings. 990 

G. SIDE SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Side Setback must be open and free of any 991 

Structure except: 992 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide, projecting not more than 993 

two feet (2') into the Side Setback. 994 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide projecting not more than two 995 

feet (2') into the Side Setback. 996 

3. Window wells and light wells projecting not more than four feet (4') into the 997 

Side Setback. 998 
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4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 999 

Side Setback.  1000 

5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, and other ornamental features 1001 

projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the window or main 1002 

Structure to which it is attached.  1003 

6. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, and similar Structures not more than thirty 1004 

inches (30") in height above Final Grade located at least a one foot (1') 1005 

from the Side Lot Line. 1006 

7. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than six feet (6') in height, or 1007 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2. A retaining wall may have multiple steps, 1008 

however, each exposed face cannot exceed six feet (6') in height and the 1009 

horizontal distance between the walls, front face to rear face, must be at 1010 

least three feet (3') and planted with approved vegetation. The Planning 1011 

Director may approve minor deviations to the height and stepping 1012 

requirements based on Site specific review.2 1013 

8. Driveways leading to an approved garage or Parking Area, maintaining a 1014 

three foot (3') landscaped Setback to the Side Lot Line. A paved turn out 1015 

Area, to aid in backing a vehicle out of a garage or Parking Area, is 1016 

allowed, but may not be used for parking and must maintain a one foot (1’) 1017 

landscaped Setback to the Side Lot Line. 1018 

9. Paths and steps connecting to a City stairway or path. 1019 

10. Screened mechanical equipment, hot tubs, and similar Structures located 1020 

a minimum of five feet (5') from the Side Lot Line. 1021 
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H. SNOW RELEASE. Site plans and Building design must resolve snow release 1022 

issues to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official. 1023 

I. CLEAR VIEW OF INTERSECTION. No visual obstruction in excess of two feet 1024 

(2') in height above Road Grade shall be placed on any Corner Lot within the Site 1025 

Distance Triangle. A reasonable number of trees may be allowed, if pruned high 1026 

enough to permit automobile drivers an unobstructed view. This provision must 1027 

not require changes in the Natural Grade on the Site. 1028 

1Fences and walls greater than six feet (6') in height require an administrative 1029 

Conditional Use permit. 1030 

2Fences and walls greater than six feet (6') in height require an administrative 1031 

Conditional Use permit. 1032 

HISTORY 1033 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 1034 

Amended by Ord. 06-76 on 11/9/2006 1035 

Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 1036 

Amended by Ord. 2018-43 on 7/19/2018 1037 

15-2.15-3 Lot And Site Requirements 1038 

Except as may otherwise be provided in this Code, no Building Permit shall be issued 1039 

for a Lot unless such Lot has the Area, width, and depth required, and Frontage on a 1040 

Street shown as a private or Public Street on the Streets Master Plan or on a private 1041 

easement connecting the Lot to a Street shown on the Streets Master Plan.  1042 

All Development must comply with the following: 1043 

A. LOT SIZE. Minimum Lot Area for Residential Uses is as follows: 1044 
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Single Family Dwelling 2,812 sq. ft. 

Duplex Dwelling 3,750 sq. ft. 

Triplex Dwelling 4,687 sq. ft. 

Four-plex Dwelling 5,625 sq. ft. 

 1045 

Maximum Lot Areas for Residential Uses are as follows: 1046 

Single Family Dwelling 3,750 sq. ft.  

Duplex Dwelling 7,500 sq. ft.  

Triplex Dwelling 11,250 sq. ft.  

Four-plex Dwelling  15,000 sq. ft. 

 1047 

B. Minimum Lot Area for all other Uses shall be determined by the Planning 1048 

Commission during the Conditional Use review. 1049 

 1050 

Developments consisting of more than four (4) Dwelling Units require a Lot Area 1051 

at least equal to 5,625 square feet plus an additional 1,000 square feet per each 1052 

additional Dwelling Unit over four (4) units. All Setback, height, parking, Open 1053 

Space, and architectural requirements must be met. See Section 15-1-10, 1054 

Conditional Use permit review. 1055 
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C. LOT WIDTH. The minimum width of a Lot is 37.50 feet, measured fifteen feet 1056 

(15') back from the Front Lot Line. In the case of unusual Lot configurations, Lot 1057 

Width measurements shall be determined by the Planning Director. The Planning 1058 

Commission may reduce the minimum Lot Width during review of a Master 1059 

Planned Development. 1060 

D. FRONT SETBACK.  1061 

1. The minimum Front Setback for all Single Family, Duplex Dwellings, and 1062 

Accessory Buildings is fifteen feet (15'). See 15-2.13-3(C)(3) for exception 1063 

for Lots with a depth of seventy-five feet (75’) or less. 1064 

2. New Front Facing Garages for Single-Family and Duplex Dwellings must 1065 

be at least twenty feet (20') from the Front Lot Line.  1066 

3. The minimum Front Setback for Lots seventy-five feet (75') deep or less is 1067 

ten feet (10').  1068 

4. See Section 15-2.15-4 for special requirements for Tri-Plex and Multi-Unit 1069 

Dwellings. 1070 

E. FRONT SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Front Setback must be open and free of 1071 

any Structure except: 1072 

1. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than four feet (4') in height, or 1073 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2. On Corner Lots, Fences more than three 1074 

feet (3') in height are prohibited within twenty-five feet (25') of the 1075 

intersection at back of curb. 1076 

2. Uncovered steps leading to the Main Building, provided, the steps are not 1077 

more than four feet (4') in height from Final Grade, not including any 1078 
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required handrails, and do not cause any danger or hazard to traffic by 1079 

obstructing the view of a Street or intersection. 1080 

3. Decks, porches, and Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide, 1081 

projecting not more than five feet (5') into the Front Setback. 1082 

4. Roof overhangs, eaves, and cornices projecting not more than three feet 1083 

(3') into the Front Setback.  1084 

5. Sidewalks, patios, and pathways.  1085 

6. Driveways leading to a garage or approved Parking Area. No portion of a 1086 

Front Yard, except for approved driveways, patios, allowed Parking Areas, 1087 

and sidewalks, may be Hard-Surfaced or graveled. 1088 

7. Circular driveways meeting all requirements stated in Section 15-3-4 1089 

herein. 1090 

F. REAR SETBACK.  1091 

1. The minimum Rear Setback for Single Family and Duplex Dwellings is ten 1092 

feet (10'). 1093 

2. See Section 15-2.15-4 special requirements for Multi-Unit Dwellings. 1094 

G. REAR SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Rear Setback must be open and free of 1095 

any Structure except: 1096 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide projecting not more than 1097 

two feet (2') into the Rear Setback.  1098 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide projecting not more than two 1099 

feet (2') into the Rear Setback.  1100 
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3. Window wells and light wells projecting not more than four feet (4') into the 1101 

Rear Setback.  1102 

4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than three feet (3') into the 1103 

Rear Setback. 1104 

5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, and other ornamental features 1105 

projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the window or main 1106 

Structure to which it is attached. 1107 

6. Detached Accessory Buildings not more than eighteen feet (18') in height 1108 

and maintaining a minimum Rear Setback of five feet (5'). Such Structures 1109 

must not cover over fifty percent (50%) of the Rear Setback. See the 1110 

following illustration: 1111 

 1112 

7. Hard-Surfaced Parking Areas subject to the same location requirements 1113 

as a detached Accessory Building. 1114 
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8. Screened mechanical equipment, hot tubs, and similar Structures located 1115 

at least five feet (5') from the Rear Lot Line. 1116 

9. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than six feet (6') in height, or 1117 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2. Retaining walls may have multiple steps, 1118 

however, each exposed face cannot exceed six feet (6') in height and the 1119 

horizontal distance between the walls, front face to rear face, must be at 1120 

least three feet (3') and planted with approved vegetation. The Planning 1121 

Director may approve minor deviations to the height and stepping 1122 

requirements based on Site specific review.1 1123 

10. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, or similar Structures not more than thirty 1124 

inches (30") above Final Grade, located at least five feet (5') from the Rear 1125 

Lot Line. 1126 

H. SIDE SETBACK. 1127 

1. The minimum Side Setback for any Single Family, Duplex Dwelling or 1128 

Accessory Building is five feet (5'). 1129 

2. A Side Setback between connected Structures is not required where 1130 

Structures are designed with a common wall on a Property Line, each 1131 

Structure is located on an individual Lot, the Lots are burdened with a 1132 

party wall agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney and Chief 1133 

Building Official, all applicable Building and Fire Code requirements are 1134 

met, and the Use is an Allowed or Conditional Use in the Zoning District. 1135 

a. Exterior Side Setbacks shall be based on the required minimum 1136 

Side Setback for each Lot; however the Planning Commission may 1137 
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consider increasing exterior Side Setbacks during Conditional Use 1138 

Permit review to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent Property. 1139 

Side Setback exceptions continue to apply. 1140 

3. The minimum Side Setback for a detached Accessory Building not greater 1141 

than eighteen feet (18') in height, located at least five feet (5') behind the 1142 

front facade of the Main Building is three feet (3'). See teh following 1143 

illustration: 1144 

 1145 

4. On Corner Lots, the Side Yard that faces a Street or platted Right-of-Way 1146 

is considered a Front Yard, and the minimum Setback is ten feet (10') for 1147 

both Main and Accessory Buildings. 1148 

5. See Section 15-2.15-4 Special Requirements for Multi-Unit Dwellings. 1149 

I. SIDE SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Side Setback must be open and free of any 1150 

Structure except: 1151 
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1. Bay windows not more than ten feet (10') wide projecting not more than 1152 

two feet (2') into the Side Setback.  1153 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide projecting not more than two 1154 

feet (2') into the Side Setback.  1155 

3. Window wells and light wells projecting not more than four feet (4') into the 1156 

Side Setback. 1157 

4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than three feet (3') into the 1158 

Side Setback. 1159 

5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, and other ornamental features 1160 

projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the window or main 1161 

Structure to which it is attached. 1162 

6. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, and similar Structures not more than thirty 1163 

inches (30") in height above Final Grade, provided there is at least a one 1164 

foot (1') Setback to the Side Lot Line. 1165 

7. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than six feet (6') in height, or 1166 

as permitted in Section 15-4-2. Retaining walls may have multiple steps, 1167 

however each exposed face cannot exceed six feet (6') in height and the 1168 

horizontal distance between the walls, front face to rear face, must be at 1169 

least three feet (3') and planted with approved vegetation. The Planning 1170 

Director may approve minor deviations to the height and stepping 1171 

requirements based on Site specific review.1 1172 

8. Driveways leading to an approved garage or Parking Area maintaining a 1173 

three foot (3') landscaped Setback to the Side Lot Line. 1174 
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9. Paths, patios, and steps connecting to a City stairway or path. 1175 

10. Screened mechanical equipment, hot tubs, and similar Structures located 1176 

a minimum of five feet (5') from the Side Lot Line. 1177 

J. SNOW RELEASE. Site plans and Building design must resolve snow release 1178 

issues to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official. 1179 

K. CLEAR VIEW OF INTERSECTION. No visual obstruction in excess of two feet 1180 

(2') in height above Road Grade shall be placed on any Corner Lot within the Site 1181 

Distance Triangle. A reasonable number of trees may be allowed, if pruned high 1182 

enough to permit automobile drivers an unobstructed view. This provision must 1183 

not require changes in the Natural Grade on the Site. 1184 

1Fences and walls greater than six feet (6') in height require an administrative 1185 

Conditional Use permit 1186 

HISTORY 1187 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 1188 

Amended by Ord. 06-76 on 11/9/2006 1189 

Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 1190 

Amended by Ord. 2018-43 on 7/19/2018 1191 

15-2.16-5 Special Requirements For Single Family And Duplex Dwellings 1192 

Except as may otherwise be provided in this Code, no Building Permit shall be issued 1193 

for a Lot unless such Lot has Area, width, and depth as required, and Frontage on a 1194 

Street shown as a private or Public Street on the Streets Master Plan, or on a private 1195 

easement connecting the Lot to a Street shown on the Streets Master Plan. 1196 
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 1197 

The following minimum Lot and Site requirements apply to Single Family and Duplex 1198 

Dwellings in the RC District: 1199 

A. LOT SIZE. The minimum Lot Area is 1,875 square feet for a Single Family 1200 

Dwelling and 3,750 square feet for a Duplex. The minimum width of a Lot is 1201 

twenty five feet (25'); measured fifteen feet (15') back from the Front Lot Line. In 1202 

the case of unusual Lot configurations, Lot Width measurements shall be 1203 

determined by the Planning Director. 1204 

B. BUILDING ENVELOPE - RC DISTRICT. The Building Pad, Building Footprint 1205 

and height restrictions define the maximum Building Envelope within which all 1206 

Development must occur, with exceptions as allowed by Section 2-16-5(C).  1207 

C. BUILDING PAD - RC DISTRICT. The Building Pad is the Lot Area minus 1208 

required Front, Rear and Side Setback Areas. 1209 

1. The Building Footprint must be within the Building Pad. The remainder of 1210 

the Building Pad must be open and free of any other Structure except: 1211 

a. Porches or decks, with or without roofs; 1212 

b. At Grade patios; 1213 

c. Upper level decks, with or without roofs;  1214 

d. Bay Windows; 1215 

e. Chimneys; 1216 

f. Sidewalks, pathways, and steps; 1217 

g. Screened hot tubs; and 1218 

h. Landscaping. 1219 
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2. Exceptions to the Building Pad Area, excluding Bay Windows, are not 1220 

included in the Building Footprint calculations, and are subject to Planning 1221 

Director approval based on a determination that the proposed exceptions 1222 

result in a design that: 1223 

a. provides increased architectural interest consistent with the Design 1224 

Guidelines for Historic Districts and Sites; and  1225 

b. maintains the intent of this section to provide horizontal and vertical 1226 

Building articulation. 1227 

D. BUILDING FOOTPRINT – RC DISTRICT. The maximum Building Footprint of 1228 

any Single Family or Duplex Structure located on a Lot, or combination of Lots, 1229 

not exceeding 18,750 square feet in Lot Area, shall be calculated according to 1230 

the following formula for Building Footprint, illustrated in Table 15-2.16. 1231 

 1232 

Accessory Buildings listed on the Park City Historic Structures Inventory that are 1233 

not expanded, enlarged or incorporated into the Main Building, shall not count in 1234 

the total Building Footprint of the Lot. 1235 

 1236 

The maximum Building Footprint for any Structure located on a Lot or 1237 

combination of Lots, exceeding 18,750 square feet in Lot Area, shall be 4,500 1238 

square feet; with an exemption allowance of 400 square feet, per Dwelling Unit, 1239 

for garage floor area. A Conditional Use permit is required for all Structures with 1240 

a proposed footprint of greater than 3,500 square feet. 1241 

 1242 
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MAXIMUM FP = (A/2) x 0.9A/1875 1243 

Where FP= maximum Building Footprint and A= Lot Area.  1244 

Example: 3,750 sq. ft. lot: (3,750/2) x 0.9 (3750/1875) = 1,875 x 0.81= 1,519 sq. ft. 1245 

 1246 

See the following Table 15-2.16 below for a schedule equivalent of this formula. 1247 

 1248 

TABLE 15-2.16 1249 

Lot 

Depth 

</=ft.* 

Lot 

Width, 

ft. Up 

to:  

Side 

Setbacks 

Min. 

Total, ft.  

Lot 

Area 

Sq. ft.  

Bldg. 

Pad Sq. 

ft. 

Max. 

Bldg. 

Footprint 

75 ft. 25.0 
3 

ft.  

6 

ft. 
1,875 1,045 844 

75 ft. 37.5 3 ft. 
6 

ft. 
2,813 1,733 1,201 

75 ft. 50.0 5 ft. 
10 

ft. 
3,750 2,200 1,519 

75 ft. 62.5 5 ft. 
14 

ft. 
4,688 2,668 1,801 
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75 ft. 75.0 5 ft. 
18 

ft. 
5,625 3,135 2,050 

75 ft. 87.5 
10 

ft. 

24 

ft. 
6,563 3,493 2,270 

75 ft. 100.0 
10 

ft. 

24 

ft. 
7,500 4,180 2,460 

75 ft. 

Greater 

than 

100.0 

10 

ft. 

30 

ft. 

Greater 

than 75 

ft. 

Per 

Setbacks 

and Lot 

Area 

Per 

formula 
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E. *For Lots > 75’ in depth use Footprint formula and Table 15-2.16a for Front and 1250 

Rear Setbacks. 1251 

 1252 

F. FRONT AND REAR SETBACK. Front and Rear Setbacks are as follows: 1253 

 1254 

Table 15-2.16a 1255 

Lot Depth 

Min. 

Front/Rear 

Setback 

Total of 

Setbacks 

Up to 75 

ft., 

inclusive 

10 ft. 20 ft. 
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From 75 ft. 

to 100 ft. 
12 ft. 25 ft. 

Over 100 

ft. 
15 ft. 30 ft. 

 1256 

G. FRONT SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Front Setback must be open and free of 1257 

any Structure except: 1258 

1. Fences or walls not more than four feet (4') in height, or as permitted in 1259 

Section 15-4-2. Fences and Walls. On Corner Lots, Fences more than 1260 

three feet (3') in height are prohibited within twenty-five feet (25') of the 1261 

intersection at back of curb. 1262 

2. Uncovered steps leading to the Main Building; provided the steps are not 1263 

more than four feet (4') in height from Final Grade, not including any 1264 

required handrail, and do not cause any danger or hazard to traffic by 1265 

obstructing the view of the Street or intersection. 1266 

3. Decks, porches, and Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide, 1267 

projecting not more than three feet (3') into the Front Setback.  1268 

4. Roof overhangs, eaves, and cornices projecting not more than three feet 1269 

(3') into the Front Setback. 1270 

5. Sidewalks, patios, and pathways. 1271 
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6. A driveway leading to a garage or Parking Area. No portion of a Front 1272 

Yard, except for patios, driveways, allowed Parking Areas and sidewalks 1273 

may be Hard-Surfaced or graveled. 1274 

H. REAR SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Rear Setback must be open and free of 1275 

any Structure except: 1276 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide, projecting not more than 1277 

two feet (2') into the Rear Setback.  1278 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide projecting not more than two 1279 

feet (2') into the Rear Setback. 1280 

3. Window wells and light wells projecting not more than four feet (4') into the 1281 

Rear Setback.  1282 

4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 1283 

Rear Setback. 1284 

5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, exterior siding, and other 1285 

ornamental features projecting not more than six inches (6”) beyond the 1286 

window or main Structure to which it is attached. 1287 

6. Detached Accessory Buildings not more than eighteen feet (18’) in height, 1288 

located a minimum of five feet (5’) behind the front façade of the Main 1289 

Building, and maintaining a minimum Rear Setback of one foot (1’). Such 1290 

Structures may not cover more than fifty percent (50%) of the Rear 1291 
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Setback. See the following illustration: 1292 

 1293 

7. Hard-Surfaced Parking Areas subject to the same location requirements 1294 

as a detached Accessory Building. 1295 

8. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 1296 

Structures located at least three feet (3') from the Rear Lot Line. 1297 

9. Fences and walls as permitted in Section 15-4-2, Fences and Walls.  1298 

10. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, and similar Structures not more than thirty 1299 

inches (30") above Final Grade. 1300 

11. Pathways and steps connecting to a City staircase or pathway. 1301 

I. SIDE SETBACKS. 1302 

1. The minimum Side Setback is three feet (3'), but increases for Lots greater 1303 

than thirty-seven and one-half feet (37.5') in Width, as per Table 15-2.16 1304 

above.  1305 
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2. Site plans and Building designs must resolve snow release issues to the 1306 

satisfaction of the Chief Building Official. 1307 

3. On Corner Lots, the minimum Side Setback that faces a side Street or 1308 

platted Right-of-Way is five feet (5'). 1309 

4. A Side Setback between connected Structures is not required where 1310 

Structures are designed with a common wall on a Property Line, each 1311 

Structure is located on an individual Lot, the Lots are burdened with a 1312 

party wall agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney and Chief 1313 

Building Official, all applicable Building and Fire Code requirements are 1314 

met, and the Use is an Allowed or Conditional Use in the Zoning District. 1315 

a. Exterior Side Setbacks shall be based on the required minimum 1316 

Side Setback for each Lot; however the Planning Commission may 1317 

consider increasing exterior Side Setbacks during Conditional Use 1318 

Permit review to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent Property. 1319 

Side Setback exceptions continue to apply. 1320 

b. Building Footprint shall be based on the total lot Area of the 1321 

underlying Lots. The Planning Commission may consider 1322 

decreasing Building Footprint during Conditional Use Permit review 1323 

to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent Property. 1324 

J. SIDE SETBACK EXCEPTIONS. The Side Setback must be open and free of any 1325 

Structure except:  1326 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide projecting not more than 1327 

two feet (2') into the Side Setback.1  1328 
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2. Chimneys not more than five Feet (5’) wide projecting not more than two 1329 

feet (2’) into the Side Setback.1 1330 

3. Window wells and light wells Projecting not more than four feet (4’) into 1331 

the Side Setback.1 1332 

4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than two feet (2’) into the 1333 

Side Setback. A one foot (1’) roof or eave overhang is permitted on Lots 1334 

with a Side Setback of less than five feet (5’).1 1335 

5. Window sills, belt courses, trim, cornices, exterior siding, and other 1336 

ornamental features projecting not more than six inches (6") beyond the 1337 

window or main Structure to which it is attached. 1338 

6. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, or similar Structures not more than thirty 1339 

inches (30") in height from Final Grade. 1340 

7. Fences and walls as permitted in Section 15-4-2. 1341 

8. Driveways leading to a garage or approved Parking Area. 1342 

9. Pathways and steps connecting to a City staircase or pathway. 1343 

10. A detached Accessory Building, not more than eighteen feet (18') in 1344 

height, located a minimum of five feet (5') behind the front facade of the 1345 

Main Building, and maintaining a minimum Side Setback of three feet (3'). 1346 
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See the following illustration: 1347 

 1348 

11. Mechanical equipment (which must be screened), hot tubs, or similar 1349 

Structures located a minimum of three feet (3') from the Side Lot Line. 1350 

K. SNOW RELEASE. Site plans and Building designs must resolve snow release 1351 

issues to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official. 1352 

L. CLEAR VIEW OF INTERSECTION. No visual obstruction in excess of two feet 1353 

(2') in height above Road Grade shall be placed on any Corner Lot within the Site 1354 

Distance Triangle. A reasonable number of trees may be allowed, if pruned high 1355 

enough to permit automobile drivers an unobstructed view. This provision must 1356 

not require changes in the Natural Grade on the Site. 1357 

M. BUILDING HEIGHT. No Single Family or Duplex Dwelling Structure shall be 1358 

erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27'). This is the Zone Height 1359 

for Single Family and Duplex Dwellings. Final Grade must be within four vertical 1360 
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feet (4’) of Existing Grade around the periphery of the Structure, except for the 1361 

placement of approved window wells, emergency egress, and a garage entrance. 1362 

The following height requirements must be met: 1363 

1. A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured 1364 

from the lowest finish floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate 1365 

that supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters.  1366 

2. A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required 1367 

unless the First Story is located completely under the finished Grade on all 1368 

sides of the Structure. The horizontal step shall take place at a maximum 1369 

height of twenty three feet (23’) from where Building Footprint meets the 1370 

lowest point of existing Grade. Architectural features, that provide 1371 

articulation to the upper story façade Setback, may encroach into the 1372 

minimum ten foot (10’) Setback but shall be limited to no more than twenty 1373 

five percent (25%) of the width of the building encroaching no more than 1374 

four feet (4’) into the Setback, subject to compliance with the Design 1375 

Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic Districts.  1376 

3. Roof Pitch. The primary roof pitch must be between seven:twelve (7:12) 1377 

and twelve:twelve (12:12). A Green Roof may be below the required 7:12 1378 

roof pitch as part of the primary roof design. In addition, a roof that is not 1379 

part of the primary roof design may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch. 1380 

a. A structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of 1381 

thirty five feet (35’) measured from the lowest floor plane to the 1382 

highest wall top plate that supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters. 1383 
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The height of the Green Roof, including the parapets, railings, or 1384 

similar features shall not exceed twenty four inches (24”) above the 1385 

highest top plate mentioned above. 1386 

 1387 

N. BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS. The following height exceptions apply: 1388 

1. Antennas, chimneys, flues, vents, and similar Structures, may extend up 1389 

to five feet (5') above the highest point of the Building to comply with 1390 

International Building Code (IBC) requirements.  1391 

2. Water towers, mechanical equipment, and associated Screening, when 1392 

Screened or enclosed, may extend up to five feet (5') above the height of 1393 

the Building.  1394 

3. Elevator access. The Planning Director may allow additional height to 1395 

allow for an elevator compliant with the American Disability Acts 1396 

standards. The Applicant must verify the following: 1397 
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a. The proposed height exception is only for the Area of the elevator. 1398 

No increase in square footage is being achieved. 1399 

b. The proposed option is the only feasible option for the elevator on 1400 

the site. 1401 

c. The proposed elevator and floor plans comply with the American 1402 

Disability Act (ADA) standards.  1403 

4. Garage on Downhill Lot. The Planning Commission may allow additional 1404 

Building Height (see entire Section 15-2.16-5 (L) on a downhill Lot to 1405 

accommodate a single car wide garage in a Tandem Parking 1406 

configuration; to accommodate circulation, such as stairs and/or an ADA 1407 

elevator; and to accommodate a reasonably sized front entry area and 1408 

front porch that provide a Compatible streetscape design. The depth of the 1409 

garage may not exceed the minimum depth for internal Parking Space(s) 1410 

as dimensioned within this Code, Section 15-3. The additional Building 1411 

Height may not exceed thirty-five feet (35’) from Existing Grade. 1412 

1Applies only to Lots with a minimum Side Setback of five feet (5’) or greater. 1413 

HISTORY 1414 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 1415 

Amended by Ord. 06-76 on 11/9/2006 1416 

Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 1417 

Amended by Ord. 11-05 on 1/27/2011 1418 

Amended by Ord. 13-48 on 11/21/2013 1419 

Amended by Ord. 15-35 on 10/12/2015 1420 
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https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/parkcity/ordinances/documents/13-48.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/parkcity/ordinances/documents/15-35.pdf


Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 1421 

Amended by Ord. 2018-43 on 7/19/2018 1422 
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https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/parkcity/ordinances/documents/2018-43%20LMC%20Yard%20and%20Setbacks%20Definitions%20w%20exhibit-complete.pdf


May 24, 2023 

To: Planning Commission 

Re: Land Management Code Amendment – Lot Combinations 

Planning Commission, 

I recently attended two public input meetings held by planning staff on this topic as part of a citizen 

group. I work in the “H” districts regularly as an architect and was not aware that the current code 

provisions regarding lot combinations were in question. So, my first question to staff was what are the 

issues and why are we here meeting on this topic. After 2 meetings I don’t feel that these questions have 

been adequately answered. Staff seem to have been given marching orders and they are doing their best 

to come up with a solution to a problem I am not convinced exists. 

The current LMC provides a great deal of flexibility when dealing with Lot combinations. It is not 

uncommon to see whole lot and lot fragments when dealing with plat amendments in the “H” zones. As 

an example, you recently approved an amendment at 1120 Empire. It is in the HR-1 zone and consists of 

two lots plus a fragment of a third. There is an existing non-historic home on the site. Applying the 

interim ordinance to this site just raises questions as to how an applicant might go about getting 

approval to combine these parcels. The home straddles all the parcels so any improvements to the home 

would require a plat amendment but the interim ordinance restricts this lot to the maximum allowed 

which would be two lots.  The current code provided the flexibility to handle this amendment request 

with no issues.  

A second example is my home on Upper Norfolk Ave. In the 1990’s we did a remodel that required a plat 

amendment. The home straddles three lots so we did a lot combination to combine these lots. Shortly 

after this time we acquired an adjacent lot. So, we have the parcel that combines three lots and a fourth 

adjacent stand alone lot. We would like to combine this lot with the existing parcel at some point. Under 

the interim ordinance I would not be able to combine this lot. The stand alone lot is a fragment since the 

HRL zone requires a two-lot minimum. LMC encourages Lot combinations to eliminate fragments. Again, 

the current code offers the flexibility to clean up this situation. The proposed code change only offers 

questions and complications. 

Old town lot configurations are generally complicated. Trying to apply a cookie cutter approach in an 

effort to simplify lot configurations and try to limit building mass with the proposed code change will 

only complicate the application process and take away property owners’ current rights.  The current 

code, that includes the design guidelines, has sufficient teeth to address massing that is in keeping with 

the intent of the general plan. 

Please consider leaving the existing code regarding lot consolidation as is.  

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Do not hesitate to contact me with any questions you might have. 

Respectfully, 

Jonathan DeGray, 105 Upper Norfolk Ave. 435-640-6914 
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