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PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
January 25, 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.

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.

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

2.A Consideration to Approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from
December 19, 2022.
12.19.2022 Minutes

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

5.A 1305 Lowell Avenue - Conditional Use Permit - The Applicant Proposes to
Install Concealed Rooftop Antennas and Associated Equipment to Increase
Telecommunications Capacity Coverage in the Recreation Commercial Zoning
District. PL-22-05449
(A) Public Hearing; (B) Continue to a Date Uncertain
1305 Lowell Avenue Continuation Report

6. REGULAR AGENDA

6.A 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue - Plat Amendment - Request to Create Two (2)
Lots of Record, Removing the Internal Lot Lines Existing on the Lots Currently.
PL-22-05331 (20 mins.)

(A) Public Hearing; (B) Possible Recommendation for Council Consideration on
March 2, 2023

Ontario Plat Amendment Staff Report

Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance

Exhibit B: Planning Director Determination of Status

Exhibit C: Ordinance 97-41


https://www.parkcity.org/government/city-council/city-council-meetings/current-public-meeting-info-listen-live
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/1750372/PC_12.19.2023_Minutes_-_PENDING.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1754261/1305_Lowell_Avenue_Continuation_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1754220/Ontario_Avenue_Plat_Amendment_Staff_Report_Final.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1754219/Exhibit_A_-_Draft_Ordinance.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1753774/Signed_Letter.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1727831/Ordinance_97-41.pdf

6.B

6.C

Exhibit D: Existing Conditions Survey
Exhibit E: Site Photos
Exhibit F: Encroachment Agreement

7979 Roamer Court - Plat Amendment - The Applicant Proposes Amending
the Platted Building Pad to Reflect Current Built Conditions and to
Accommodate the Addition of A Garage and Deck Extension. PL-22-05456
(A) Public Hearing; (B) Possible Recommendation for City Council's
Consideration on February 16, 2023

7979 Roamer Court Staff Report

Exhibit A: 7979 Roamer Court Plat Amendment Draft Ordinance and Proposed Plat
Exhibit B: Applicant Statement

Exhibit C: Existing Plat

Exhibit D: Engineer's Survey

Exhibit E: Property Photos

103 Alice Court - Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit - The Applicant
Proposes to Construct a New Single Family Home on a Steep Slope in the
Historic District (HR-1) Zoning District. PL-22-05421 (30 mins.)

(A) Public Hearing; (B) Action

103 Alice Court Staff Report

Exhibit A: Draft Final Action Letter
Exhibit B: Proposed Plans

Exhibit C: Alice Claim Subdivision
Exhibit D: 103 Alice Court Renderings

7. WORK SESSION

7.A

7.B

Land Management Code Amendments -- Sensitive Land Overlay -- The
Planning Commission Will Conduct a Work Session on Expanding the Sensitive
Land Overlay to include the Recently Annexed Property in the Quinn's Junction
Area to Establish Designated Ridgelines and Vantage Points, and to Consider
Updates to the Overall Sensitive Land Overlay Regulations Outlined in Land
Management Code Chapter 15-2.21, Including Criteria When Evaluating
Construction of Trails in the Sensitive Land Overlay.

Sensitive Land Overlay Staff Report

Exhibit A: Resolution No. 30-91

Exhibit B: Ordinance No. 92-17

Exhibit C: Ordinance No 00-4

Exhibit D: Ordinance No. 07-81

Land Management Code Amendments - The Planning Commission Will
Review Potential Land Management Code Amendments to Prioritize in 2023,
Including Amendments to Incentivize Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Development, to Improve Active Transportation Facilities and Connectivity, and
to Outline Criteria for Traffic Impact Studies and Transportation Demand
Management Strategies for Master Planned Development, and Additional
Potential Priorities.

2023 Land Management Code Amendments Staff Report


https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1720282/Exhibit_C_-_Existing_Conditions_Survey.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1720283/Exhibit_D_-_Site_Photos.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1720284/Signed_Encroachment_Agreements.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1751778/7979_Roamer_Court_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1751779/Exhibit_A_7979_Roamer_Court_Plat_Amendment_Draft_Ordinance_and_Proposed_Plat.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1742834/Exhibit_B_Applicant_Statement.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1742833/Exhibit_C_Existing_Plat.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1742837/Exhibit_D_Engineers_Survey.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1742839/Exhibit_E_Property_Photos.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1753991/103_Alice_Court_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1753992/Exhibit_A_Draft_Final_Action_Letter_103.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1753998/Exhibit_B_Proposed_Plans.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1732880/Exhibit_C_Alice_Claim_Subdivision.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1742516/Exhibit_D_103_Alice_Court_Renderings.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1752932/DRAFT_SLO_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1744209/Exhibit_A_Resolution_No._30-91.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1744210/Exhibit_B_Ordinance_No._92-17.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1744211/Exhibit_C_Ordinance_No_00-4.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1744212/Exhibit_D_Ordinance_No._07-81.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1752964/1.25.2023_Staff_Report.pdf

8. ADJOURN

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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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
PROSPECTOR LODGE & CONVENTION CENTER

2175 SIDEWINDER DRIVE

DECEMBER 19, 2022

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

EX OFFICIO: Gretchen Milliken, Planning Director; Rebecca Ward, Assistant Planning Director;
Alexandra Ananth, Senior City Planner; City Engineer, John Robertson; Housing Manager,
Jason Glidden; Transportation Director, Matthew Neely; Transportation Planning Manager, Julia
Collins; Jaron Ehlers, City Planner; Mark Harrington, City Attorney

1. ROLL CALL

Vice Chair Sarah Hall called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and reported that all
Commissioners were present either in person,or on Zoom. She noted that Chair Laura Suesser
was attending the meeting via Zoom.

Vice Chair Hall set forth the schedulesfer the meeting and noted that it would begin with a Staff
presentation followed by a presentationsy the applicant. Following the presentations, there
would be 5 to 10 minutes for direct questions from the Commissioners, and then one hour would
be allotted for public comment. A ‘shert”discussion by the Commissioners would take place
thereafter. She stated thatithe.next meeting on this application would occur on January 18,
2023.

She reported that .over 100 pages of public comment had been received to date and many
people shared similar concerns. She requested that speakers express their shared concerns
with those of prior.speakers to allow the opportunity to hear the different opinions of as many
members ofthespublic as possible.

Vice ChairHall “encouraged members of the public to e-mail comments ahead of future
meetingsito planning@parkcity.org. She stated that emailed comments are read before the
meeting. She asked the public to remain respectful during the meeting and to adhere to the
specified time limits.



http://www.planning@parkcity.org

Park City Municipal Corporation
Special Planning Commission Meeting
December 19, 2022

2. REGULAR AGENDA

A. Deer Valley Snow Park Base Area Redevelopment - Substantive
Amendment to the MPD; Conditional Use Permit for Phase 1; Petition to
Vacate Right-of-Way - The Planning Commission Will Hold a Work Session
With a Focus On the Applicant’s Transportation, Circulation, Parking, and
Right-Of-Way Transfer Plans. PL-21-04767 & PL-21-04811.

Senior City Planner, Alexandra Ananth introduced City Engineer, John Robertson, and the
City’s Independent Traffic Engineer, Wahl Consulting Group. She reported that a number of
City Staff were in attendance via Zoom. She identified Housing Manager, Jason Glidden; City
Transportation Director, Matthew Neely; Transportation Planning Manager, Julia Collins; and
Planning Director, Gretchen Milliken. Planner Ananth reiterated the schedule for the meeting
and reminded those present that there would be further upcoming meetings. on this application.
She indicated that public comment could be emailed directly to her|or to the website identified
by Vice Chair Hall.

Tonight's meeting was to serve as a Work Session _onthe applicant’'s Transportation,
Circulation, and Parking plans, as well as the applicant’s request to vacate portions of City
Right-of-Way (“ROW”). After public input, the Planning  Commission would discuss the
applicant’s request for parking exceptions as wellsas the City Council’s request to forward a
recommendation on the applicant’s Circulation plans and request to vacate public ROW.

Planner Ananth reported that Deer Valley Corporation submitted two applications. The first was
to amend the existing Master Planned Development (“MPD”) with a new amendment to allow for
the project. The second application was for a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) for Phase 1 only.
She explained that Phase 1 included the overall conceptual Site and Circulation Plan, as well as
the request to vacate ROW. Phase 1 alsa included the parking structure on the south parcel
south of Doe Pass Road, the applicant’s request for a 20% reduction in the required number of
parking stalls, the new Transit Center, and road and utility improvements. Phases 2 and 3
would include the future wertical development, which would include the hotel, residential, and
commercial development. “Those phases would require future CUP applications to the Planning
Commission and would come back for public discussion.

Planner Ananth reported that the Planning Commission has purview over the MPD as well as
the CUP and:the applicant’s request for parking exceptions. The City Council has purview over
the ROW._vacation, but it expected a recommendation from the Planning Commission. Vacation
of the ROW required two findings including (1) good cause for the vacation, and (2) no material
injury toseither the public or any person caused by the vacation. Since the applications were
submitted in Spring 2021, the Planning Commission had already held six Work Sessions on the
project and taken public input at each Work Session. The last meeting on the applications was
held .in March 2022 and was a joint meeting between the Planning Commission and City
Council. It was at that meeting that the City Council directed the applicant to consider
alternatives to the proposed ROW vacation and to work with the Planning Commission on a
Circulation Plan prior to returning to the Council on the request to vacate ROW.

In terms of the existing MPD for the site, Planner Ananth stated that there was no approved Site
Plan for this parcel. Density and Building Heights were considered approved under the existing
MPD. She added that the applicant proposed to meet the majority of the MPD’s requirements
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including Setbacks, Open Space, Density, and Building Height. However, the applicant was
seeking exceptions to the parking requirements and for the vacation of the ROW.

Planner Ananth reported that the City’s transportation goals for the site were primarily focused
on increasing the safety for all modes of transportation, improving emergency response and
egress to U.S. 40, and reducing vehicle miles traveled by prioritizing alternative modes of
transportation. She referred to the Staff Report for a further description of these goals. To date,
the applicant submitted three different Circulation Plans, which are referred to as Alternatives A,
B, and C. Alternative A was reviewed during the Joint Meeting in March 2022 and involvedia
bus-only lane. Staff referred to this alternative as the Transit Priority Plan.

Alternative B was submitted by the applicant over the past summer in response to‘community
feedback for safe and separated bike lanes. This plan was referred to as the:Bike Priority Plan.
Planner Ananth reported that following the submission of the Bike Priority Plan, the City and the
applicant worked on Alternative C, which Staff believes addressed the community’s desire for
bike lanes and the City’s transportation and safety goals. Theyarefer to Alternative C as the
Shared Mobility Lane. This alternative was submitted in December 2022.

The Shared Mobility Lane (“‘SML”) would add an 11+foot wide vehicle travel lane to the
circulation pattern from the Y-intersection around the Deer Valley. She noted that the SML was
contemplated as a bike lane for most of the year but could be re-purposed for public transit and
buses during peak traffic times, which would include the ski season and special events. Planner
Ananth indicated that Alternative C was the City’s preferred option moving forward.

With respect to the applicant’s request for a parking reduction, Planner Ananth explained that
Deer Valley currently has 1,340 day-skier parking stalls in the surface lots. The applicant would
be required to have 2,262 parking ;stalls for both day-skier parking and the new development.
The applicant proposed to eliminate the averflow parking that happens around the Loop on
those 10% of ski days as allowed inithe MPD and during special events. This would increase
the day-skier parking requirement to. 1,500 stalls plus the new development stalls. She advised
that the applicant was seeking,to provide 1,810 total parking stalls for the new development and
day-skier parking, which is‘@.20% reduction among all the various uses.

In terms of the vacation of the ROW, the City identified the following possible good cause for the
Planning Commission’s consideration. First, the Transportation and Circulation Plan prioritized
bike lanes for,.the ‘majority of the year with the addition of the SML. Secondly, the SML
prioritizedstransit during peak congestion times when it is needed the most. Finally, it would
allow for improved access for emergency vehicles.

On behalfiofsthe applicant, Todd Bennett, President of Deer Valley Resort, indicated that he
grew.up in Lake Placid, New York, and relocated his family from Southern California to Park
City this past summer. His wife was a ski racer and they were excited to raise their family in
Park City. He was thrilled to be a part of the Deer Valley community, and the Park City
community, and to have the opportunity to lead the team. He has a professional background in
hospitality and spent nearly two decades integrating experiences that balanced communities,
creative commercial, and operating disciplines.

Mr. Bennett felt that Snow Park was an important evolution in Deer Valley’s reputation of service
and hospitality, food and beverage, and providing a great ski experience. He added that this
project provides an opportunity to thoughtfully create a new village that staff, the community,
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and their guests could be proud of. He commented that the Snow Park plan hit on a couple of
important pieces for the future. First, it would respect Deer Valley's history and the people that
built it. The plan was part of Edgar and Polly’s original vision for the resort, and the goal was to
thoughtfully evolve the experience. He commented that the proposed Snow Park Base Area
was reflective of a world-class experience and an arrival and departure experience that they are
trying to create for their guests. It would also support many of the goals of the community.
Mr. Bennett stated that they want to reduce single-occupancy vehicle traffic, which is good for
Deer Valley and the community at large. They also want to spread out the peak load .demand
associated with skier arrivals and departures. The project will support the City’s ‘overall
transportation grid with a state-of-the-art Mobility Hub, create a safer and optimized circulation
pattern, and add many opportunities for year-round retail, dining, and entertainment‘for guests
and the community.

Wade Budge was also present on behalf of the applicant Deer Valley Resort and stated that
they were taking notes and considering the comments not only fromthe Commissioners but the
public. He recalled the joint meeting in March 2022 where_they received input about the
redevelopment of the Snow Park area. Over the past eight months, they have been busy
locating all prior plans for how the Snow Park parking lots_could'be developed. He noted that
some of the plans date back to the 1980s. They took thesprior plans and married them with what
this community has expressed through the General Plan/and communications from elected
officials, staff, and experts. He stated that they understood, through these communications that
the community values of having this resort operate in‘a way that has created the recreational
asset that they all enjoy. Deer Valley is a top-class, world-renowned resort because it is
operated so well.

Mr. Budge added that they have also_taken into account one of the concepts in the General
Plan that calls for prioritization of transit as part'of any redevelopment effort. He identified this
as a key element as they thoughtiabout how to ensure that the redevelopment of Snow Park
would accommodate that goal as.communicated in the General Plan. The applicant evaluated
various options, some of which invelved maintaining current routes and the current arrangement
whereby those who arrive by transit-are dropped off have to walk across travel lanes to the ski
hill. They also looked at other opportunities to create the type of multi-modal facility called out in
the General Plan. Mr. Budge)stated that they also discussed how they could keep the arrival
experience the same or better than what it is currently. They wanted to avoid creating impacts
that would take away from the fantastic resort that they all know. They determined that to do
Snow Park cerrectly,they need to create a village in the area. He explained that a village would
be a unified structure whereby those arriving by car were able to enter the village seamlessly
withoutshaving to'travel through a drop-off area.

Mr. Budgeiadded that they have created a new drop-off area that would be closer to the current
location of the Carpenter Lift. They also created additional connectivity by bringing the
Carpenter Lift down into the village and by upgrading the Silver Lake Express and turning it into
a gondola to provide yet another transportation link that could operate during ski operational
hours and which would allow travel between villages. Mr. Budge stated that in addition, they
incorporated an arrival experience that would be unrivaled in this community for those coming
into the Transit Center. The Transit Center will be located in the parking structure and allow
those arriving by transit to arrive by bus in a covered location and walk into a lounge area.
Guests could then use an elevator or escalator to the village and the extended lift and gondola
options mentioned previously. He felt the village concept would allow them to create a world-
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class experience for both locals and out-of-town guests and allow them to experience the village
in an unrivaled way.

Another important element was the opportunity for those guests coming off the mountain to
have a place to mingle and utilize restaurants and retail, which would benefit the community by
lessening impacts down the line in terms of traffic in the afternoon and evening hours. Beyond
the traffic value, Mr. Budge offered that there was value in creating a place where those who
have been skiing are allowed to continue their experience on the mountain or in the village. He
commented that it has been a marvelous opportunity to interact with the community. and
particularly referenced the previous week where they were able to meet with approximately ‘500
members of the public through three open houses. During these open houses, they 'were able
to explain what they have seen and incorporate the input received into the plan.

Mr. Budge introduced Jake Romney, from Alterra Director of Development, on behalf of the
applicant, who reviewed some of the specifics of how they would address the circulation
concerns and illustrated how the extensive modeling, re-design=of facilities, and expansion of
opportunities for drop-off would ensure that the experiencefwould be even better than it is
currently. Mr. Romney recalled that from the March 2022 meeting, the applicant was directed to
come up with more options and public outreach. He presented\the different iterations of the
Traffic Circulation plans presented since April 2021 "andow they arrived at the preferred
Circulation Plan. They were able to set up several meetings with surrounding Homeowners’
Associations (“HOAs”) and individuals and garner letters of support. They also reached out to
the broader community and undertook some polling. He highlighted the value of the recent
open houses, where they had five sessions avemnthree nights, in which they had approximately
500 attendees. He felt it was educational for both the public and the applicant.

Mr. Romney stated that the result of this.work could be found in the updated Circulation Plan,
which marries the July submission that included more bike lanes, with the plan calling for
dedicated bus lanes. He presented a.video to help illustrate what the roadways would look like
from the Y-intersection down_Deer\Valley Drive East. He highlighted the proposed SML and
reminded those present that the images in the video were conceptual. As the video played, Mr.
Romney highlighted the entrances to the garage and the new and improved drop-off. He also
noted Snow Park Lodge and the extended Ski Beach. He mentioned the multi-use path, which
would also be used for emergency vehicle access across the plaza.

Mr. Romneysnext addressed the applicant’s Traffic Analysis. He commented that in working
with the community, they came up with a very efficient layout at the intersection of Deer Valley
Drive East, Deer Valley Drive, and Deer Valley Drive West. They created a free-flow right-hand
turn leaving Deer Valley Drive East by removing the stop sign and mitigating the traffic coming
down Deer Valley Drive East. He offered that the City liked this concept. He added that they
took this concept a few steps further by including a traffic signal controlled by the bus operators.
These changes would create better flow through the intersection and improve the intersection.

With regard to Deer Valley Drive West, he mentioned the SML, which would create a purpose-
driven and intuitive arrival experience. Day skiers arriving for parking would turn down Deer
Valley Drive West and into the garage; whereas, if one was going to drop off skiers, they would
turn down Deer Valley Drive East to the drop-off area. They also retained Jon Nepstad, Fehr &
Peers, to do the analysis to ensure they would meet the Levels of Service goals of the City.
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Mr. Budge added that when arriving by Deer Valley West, there is a one-way driveway before
Royal Street used for egress. A major component of the plan is to convert it into a public-width
road and make it work in both directions and continue Deer Valley West onto Doe Pass Road.
He stressed that this would contribute to the free flow of traffic into the parking garages and
drop-off areas and would also help the flow for the homeowners in the area. The majority of
traffic will free flow onto the new and improved Doe Pass Road, which was key to creating the
same connectivity needed for this system to operate and meet the Deer Valley standard of a
flawless arrival experience. He noted that there was some confusion during the meetings with
the public and stated that the Loop would be two-way with the SML lane. Doe Pass Roadwould
be widened and become an integral part of the system by creating an inner loop to allow.for the
flow of traffic. He reiterated the continuation of traffic onto Doe Pass Road, and thesnly traffic
movements would be to turn right into the parking garages or drop-off area. "Right turns are
traffic movements that could be made without interruption into the arrival.

Mr. Nepstad mentioned the Mobility Hub on the southeast corner and noted that all transit
vehicles would also take advantage of the right-turn access. In_terms of the Traffic Analysis, he
reported that they met with City Staff who provided the ground rules by which they would
complete the analyses, including when to collect data_and«the City’s Levels of Service
requirements. He referenced the grading system of A through F, with A representing free
movement and F representing gridlock. He explained thatsthe City standards were a Level of
Service C. Mr. Nepstad explained that they took the data and layered on the net new trips from
the development. He mentioned that the way the land/use is planned for the village they would
have a lot of people who would linger after their ski'day, which will in turn have a big impact on
traffic flows. He mentioned that they were conservative with the numbers because they would
initially take a “wait and see” approach.

They also took into account the complementary land uses, transit usage, and other factors. He
presented a table reflecting the analysis and noted an issue with the Y-intersection. He stated
that the ultimate solution for thatllocation would be a traffic signal. Mr. Nepstad stated that they
proposed some geometric improvements at Solamere and would initially take a wait-and-see
posture since the community.did not necessarily want traffic signals throughout the Loop. He
highlighted that this plan met the City standards in terms of Level of Service, which was vetted
by the City’s third-party traffici.consultants. He addressed the questions regarding a signal at
the Y-intersection ,and parking ingress/egress from the village and noted the -current
percentages of traffic inbound and outbound and the forecast for the future.

Mr. Nepstad reiterated that they thought through a lot of the arrival experiences, including who
arrives«and leaves when and by what entrance. He presented a simulation of the traffic flow
and explained that this platform allowed them to look at the benefits of the SML for transit
vehicles. "Heemphasized the benefits of Doe Pass Road and noted that it would be a lynchpin
inyterms of the overall circulation pattern. Parking would not only be a free flow inbound from
the roadway system but once a visitor entered the parking structure there would be extensive
wayfinding and traffic management to give users the best real-time information possible. He
referenced the short-term parking at Salt Lake Airport, which is managed level by level. He
stated they would model that and take it even further.

Mr. Romney clarified the simulations reflected 2040 in the a.m. and depicts a typical day on the
left and a congested situation on the right. He introduced a simulation for 2040 p.m. that starts
at the Y-intersection. Mr. Nepstad identified the transit vehicles in the simulation and stated that
they would have a travel time advantage. He added that as a bus leaves Doe Pass Road to the
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east, they would also have a specialized traffic signal that bus operators could activate remotely
to provide a travel time advantage on Deer Valley Drive East as they loop around.

Mr. Romney wanted to expand on the polling they completed as part of the public outreach, and
invited Matt Lusty, Honey Communications, to explain the work they conducted. Mr. Lusty
advised that he was brought in to help Deer Valley gauge community sentiment without bias as
to what people were saying about this project in Park City and Summit County. He explained
that they designed a survey instrument that was distributed via MMS, or peer-to-peer texting, to
a random sample of individuals throughout Summit County. They wanted to reach a, 95%
confidence level and a margin of error below 4.5%. This required them to get 450 responses,
and he reported that they received 501 responses throughout the County.

Mr. Lusty advised that they found that support for Snow Park Village was high;,and a majority of
the respondents who read the summary of the proposed village supportedithe plan. He noted
that 54.4% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the proposal, while only 20.4%
responded with strongly disagree or disagree entirely with the,proposal. The rest of the
respondents either needed more information or were neutral. /He noted that his firm was
brought in because the applicant wanted to minimize peer biasiand have a randomized sample.

Mr. Lusty explained that they designed the survey so the questions were holistic, meaning they
described the project in its entirety and then broke™ out the individual components. Within the
individual components, they saw that there was particular interest in a couple of areas. He
reported that 70.4% of the respondents stated they would be more likely or much more likely to
support this proposal if these changes reduceduup to 20% of peak hour arrival or departure
traffic out of the Snow Park area on peak ski days.” He also reported that 69.6% of respondents
supported a flex lane (bus and bike) being funded by this plan. Mr. Lusty also pointed out that
57.86% of respondents supportedithe redevelopment of the Deer Valley day-use surface
parking lot.

Mr. Romney noted that currently there is one arrival point at Deer Valley located right below the
Lodge where all the various users arrive at one location. They have proposed providing multiple
arrival options, which would create safer conditions and help distribute the arrival traffic. The ski
school and shuttle drop-off would be located below Snow Park Lodge, and the Mobility Hub
would be located off of Doe Pass Road. The other arrival options include utilizing the parking
garage. He emphasized that this was directed more toward the shared bus and bike lanes, and
also the multi-use path circulation. He noted the concerns raised about crossing the plaza and
noted thatrusers would be able to make that loop in the future by bicycle or on foot.

Mr. Romney presented slides that depicted all of the benefits of this plan, and how it aligns not
only with Park City’s goals but also with the Lower Deer Valley Neighborhood General Plan. He
stressed that these roadway improvements would provide better flow for transportation, bikes,
pedestrians, and vehicles.

Mr. Budge touched on the overall benefits of this proposal and noted the key component of the
intermodal hub and the multiple drop-offs. He highlighted the drop-off at the ski school and
added that the idea was that in the future, Snow Park would be primarily used for the ski school
and other employee purposes. The drop-off would be located right next to Snow Park Lodge so
that those dropping-off children would not have to cross anything. He also noted that the ease
of parking and multiple ways into the parking garage could encourage those who want to get
their children dressed in their car could to do so. He explained that they would still be providing
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a loop for the drop-off, but by also having four entrances into the day-skier parking areas, they
would encourage many to come in and park to help get their skiers ready before sending them
to Ski Beach. This would meet the Deer Valley standard of having multiple days to arrive and
begin the ski day.

Mr. Budge stated that another benefit of the Village was that they would have another area for
the amenities such as restaurants and shops. There would also be a skating rink. He added
that Snow Park Lodge could be active year-round. He noted that they were still modeling out
how they would develop above the parking structure, but the current thinking was.that with the
present entitlements, they would look at having a hotel with approximately 100 roomsy:and the
balance of the building would house 50 to 60 condominiums. He stressed that this was a well-
thought-out way to utilize the existing, approved entitlements in a way that would also be
coupled with creating a place that would be usable by the public. They weremnot just creating a
community that could be used by its members; rather, they were locating the existing
entitlements on top of a planned and intentional public area. He added that this proposal would
provide an amenity that is over and above what they have currently:and would convert Snow
Park into something that could accommodate an aprés experience that does not currently exist
at Snow Park.

Mr. Budge wanted the Commission to think not only about these benefits but also what they
would be able to achieve alongside development ofithe parking lots that were approved in 1978.
The proposed development would be done in a way that would take into account the input
received and marry it with the best-in-class science and best-in-class design to ensure that all of
the pieces would operate in a way that wouldwenhance the arrival experience with minimal
impacts to the surrounding areas of the Loop.

Mr. Bennett felt there had been good collaboration and they looked forward to the public
comments.

Vice Chair Hall invited the,.Commissioners to ask direct questions to the applicant and Staff
before taking public comment. She also acknowledged that Commissioner disclosures had
been made in prior meetings and invited the Commissioners to make any disclosures regarding
this application. Commissioner Henry Sigg disclosed that he had worked with Fehr & Peers in
the past.

Commissioner,Kenworthy disclosed that 15 years ago he built a seasonal housing compound
and campground underneath the dam, and Deer Valley has been his tenant for the past 15
years. He addedithat they have a substantial number of cabins, but he leases others as well.

Cammissioner Van Dine disclosed that she owns property in Lower Deer Valley Lakeside and
Stated that this ownership would not affect her decision on this application.

Chair Hall reported that she is a longtime client of Snell & Wilmer.

Chair Suesser understood that two boutique hotels were envisioned for the plaza and asked the
applicant how the hotel guests would be encouraged to take public transit. She expressed
concern that hotel guests would rely on car shares and shuttles rather than using public transit.

Mr. Budge explained that the design was the gold standard of transit multi-modal centers. It
includes a covered transit center that does not just put transit riders near the development; it
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puts them in the development. The users step out into a nice lounge area that facilitates the
transition up into the village. The current concept was to have only one hotel that would be
within a couple of hundred feet of transit users. They also added drop-off areas specific to the
hotel. Therefore, hotel guests would be able to arrive at the hotel in the same manner as a
skier, without impeding the arrival experience for the ski school or the day-skier parking
structures.

Mr. Budge explained that the applicant was seeking approval for an MPD that would allow the
parking structure on which all of the vertical development would be located. The approval for
the parking structure would allow them to understand what they are working with, 'so they could
then prepare the design for the vertical development. He emphasized that the function of the
parking structure and the multi-modal center would allow for connectivity with the hotel.

Mr. Nepstad was asked to comment on the trips generated by thehotel.,, He stated that the
design of the Mobility Hub would also encourage hotel guests to utilize transit by virtue of the
wayfinding and the design of the six bays in the Mobility Hub. Hesadded that the six bays would
be enumerated to allow all visitors, including hotel guests, to‘recognize and select convenient
transit.

Chair Suesser asked if the applicant gave any thought'to prohibiting car shares for pickup and
drop-off at the hotel to encourage transit or hotel shuttle use. She understood from this
discussion that shuttles would be dropping off people near the ski school and wondered about
the staging of those shuttles and whether that mightimpact the flow.

Mr. Romney addressed the issue of car share and stated that the applicant had not yet
addressed that detail, but would make_a note ofiit for discussion. He added that the plan to date
had been to accommodate car share and to ensure that the applicant’'s modeling took into
account car share operators as part of the experience. In terms of shuttles and staging, he felt
that was more of an operational, question. He noted that the shuttles would be arriving and
dropping off in the same leop. Itiwas noted that Deer Valley currently does not stage any
shuttles.

Chair Suesser observed that there are many hotels and shuttle services around town, and while
they are great, they,also take up more space than a passenger vehicle and often wait in the
parking areas. Mr. Romney reiterated that they would look at this issue. Mr. Budge added that
the new drop-off zone would still have three lanes and would still be staffed with “greencoats” to
help direct-theyfunction and flow in this zone. By having a drop-off, the same length as exists
currently, a good:“‘greencoat” crew has enough room to accommodate those shuttles that might
have to'wait, while at the same time moving guests through the zone.

Chair/Suesser referenced the width of Deer Valley Drive East and Deer Valley Drive West and
wanted assurance that it would not interfere with the multi-use path. Mr. Budge represented
that the applicant’s engineer was nodding his head and stated that he had analyzed this down
to the inch in terms of the paved surface and how they would configure these lanes within the
ROW.

Chair Suesser confirmed her understanding that the multi-use path would be usable year-round
and would not interfere with the Shared Mobility Lane or the other two lanes of traffic.
Mr. Budge concurred.
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Commissioner Johnson echoed the concerns of Chair Suesser regarding the drop-off zones.
He asked the applicant if they ran the numbers on the existing drop-off count versus the new
configuration. He also asked if they eliminated the proposed drop-off within the building for the
ski school. Mr. Budge responded that they could look at some numbers. Commissioner
Johnson felt the numbers would be helpful. In terms of the ski school, Mr. Budge stated that the
design was to place the drop-off as close as possible to the ski school. He acknowledged that
people could still park in the building and then use an elevator or escalator to come up on the
deck to access the ski school.

Mr. Romney reported that they did a recent one-day study that looked at the rate of usage for
passenger vehicles at the drop-off area versus the overall parking. He stated that they would do
some additional studies for traffic counts. He added the belief that the proposed plan calling for
the lifts to be brought down closer to the parking lot would result in a reduction.in the number of
drop-offs needed. He stated they would obtain the data on existing numbers versus proposed.
It was clarified that in addition to passenger vehicles, the requested numbers should also
include pick-ups, drop-offs, and transit.

Commissioner Johnson sought and received clarification that thesTraffic’ Analysis numbers were
based on pre-pandemic numbers. He asked City Engineer Robertson to confirm that the City’s
standard for Level of Service was C. City Engineer Robertson agreed and added that the City
had allowed Level of Service D as an acceptablesLevel of Service. In terms of the existing
capacity for buses at the Old Town Transit Center, City Engineer Robertson stated he would
have to defer to someone in the Transportation’Department and offered to provide this
information at a future meeting.

Commissioner Johnson mentioned the Park-and-Ride shuttle service and requested that this
issue be discussed at a future Work Session. He noted the reference to Richardson Flat and
sought confirmation that Treasure Mountain was no longer part of the applicant’s plan.

Hannah Tyler, Deer Valley. Vice ‘President of Resort Operations, advised that Deer Valley
currently has a lease for I reasure Mountain for overflow parking; however, due to the planned
future redevelopment on that site, they would not be counting on that property in the long term.
She stated that they were always willing to have discussions with the City regarding Park N
Ride solutions.

Commissioner,Van Dine referenced Levels of Service at Solamere and Deer Valley Drive East
and wonderedhif the applicant could break it down in terms of time so the Commission could
evaluate when the intersection was most impacted. She requested clarification of the proposed
traffic controls at Deer Valley Drive West and Doe Pass Road. Mr. Budge confirmed that this
intersection, would be free flow inbound and stop controlled outbound. There was discussion
aboutthe slight left from Royal Street onto Deer Valley West, and Mr. Romney noted that all of
the traffic would be diverted ahead of Royal Street onto Doe Pass Road. The only drivers that
would'continue up would be those going to Trail’'s End.

Commissioner Van Dine clarified that she was asking about the driver leaving Royal Street to go
back into Park City who would have to cross traffic. She would like to see numbers for the
residents coming down from Royal Street. It was noted that those residents could make all
rights and travel the entire loop; however, Commissioner Van Dine observed that many would
like to take the more direct route and turn left onto Deer Valley Drive West.
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Commissioner Van Dine asked about oversized parking. Mr. Budge advised that the parking
structure design would fit a Sprinter Van, but not a mega-Sprinter. He stated that it was
designed for a Suburban with a rocket box. He confirmed that Lot 5 would be the alternative for
vehicles that could not fit in the parking structure. Commissioner Van Dine echoed the
concerns about the staging of shuttles and acknowledged that the “greencoats” do a good job of
keeping vehicles moving.

Mr. Budge requested further information regarding the concerns over the staging of shuttles so
that the applicant could address them fully. Commissioner Van Dine stated that currently;.there
was generally plenty of room for all users, and it was the heavy peak days that they.want to
ensure are being well mitigated. She stated that they do not want to see the area clogged with
waiting shuttles on those peak days and felt it important to establish that now when they have
the space. She would like to know how it gets mitigated going forward. MraBudge confirmed
his understanding that the Commission wanted to make sure that the Level of Service and the
space works, and that they would be able to operate a majority of the time at the same Level of
Service they have today.

Commissioner Van Dine felt that the layout for the entrance to the parking lots was intricate and
asked the applicant to keep in mind the plowing plans,show the:flow would be on a big snow
day, and where the snow would be stored.

Commissioner Frontero stated that his main concerns were the ROW and mitigation, and the
20% reduction in parking. He felt this was not the proper time for those discussions but stated
he would focus on those when the applicant returns.

Commissioner Kenworthy asked the _applicant what the estimated increase in vehicle traffic
would be at full build-out. Mr. Nepstad offered that the P.M. peak would increase by
approximately 225 to 230 trips. Commissioner Kenworthy asked if the applicant had the room
to build the parking required by the </Land Management Code (“LMC”) in the current
configuration. The applicant.answered in the affirmative.

Commissioner Sigg wanted\to know more about the circulation inside the parking garage and
asked whether thes“greencoats” would be present, where the oversized parking would be
located, and electric, vehicle parking. He would like to see the Parking Plan and how orderly
parking within the,garagewould be accommodated. He also wanted to know how the internal
plan at Deer,Valley,dovetailed with Park City’s Master Transportation Plan. He asked how
many buses would be designated for capture lots if any. Commissioner Sigg would like to know
how the'transit plan would get people out of town, and how the plan at Deer Valley would impact
the overall'traffic mitigation, especially as one heads towards the roundabout, which becomes
gridlocked during the busy times of the year. Commissioner Sigg also wanted more information
on Doe Pass Road and its connectivity with Lot 5.

Vice Chair Hall reported that public comment should be limited to the Circulation and Transit
issues, as outlined in the Staff Report. Issues such as affordable housing would be addressed
at a future meeting. She advised that there would be another meeting on January 18, 2023.
She noted that emails could be sent to planning@parkcity.org with comments.

Based on the number of people who expressed a desire to speak, Vice Chair Hall stated that
each speaker would be allotted three minutes and requested that each speaker abide by the
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timer so that everyone’s time was respected and they could allow as many people as possible
comment.

Bill Watson identified himself as a Board Member at Solamere and President of the Board of the
Solamere Oaks Swim and Tennis Company. He stated that approximately nine months ago,
they formed a small group of eight people from Lower Deer Valley and American Flag. He
mentioned Scott Martin, who worked on the airport transportation. Mr. Watson advised that they
had attempted to work with Alterra Development over the past nine months, however, it had
been a slow process. He stressed that this group needed more meetings, with “Alterra
Development and added that Mr. Martin would love to meet with them. He commented that
Deer Valley is customer-focused and he felt they were losing some of that. ‘Mr. Watson
mentioned 30 letters from locals, primarily from the Lower Deer Valley Association, which
objected to abandonment of the Loop.

In terms of traffic, he felt there would be a problem with putting three lanes ‘on a road designed
for two lanes. He stated that Deer Valley East is 31 feet widessBuses are 10 feet wide and
would be given an 11-foot lane. Mr. Watson felt that the third{lane'was not needed and offered
that the traffic problem was getting out in the evening. He stressed that there is no backup in
the morning hours. He added that the lights were another prablem. Currently, the traffic moves,
albeit slowly, by alternating, but he felt that installing lights would create a bigger problem than
they currently have.

Mr. Watson noted that next week would be a high'week and asked the Planning Department
and Planning Staff to visit the area and observerthe traffic in action. He stated that they loved
the idea of reducing parking by 20%, but wantedsa plan other than charging higher fees, on how
it would work. He mentioned reduced fees'if a vehicle left by 3:00 p.m., or stayed past
6:00 p.m. Mr. Watson felt there was still a lot of work to be done, and although he heard many
good comments, they have to work together. He mentioned a meeting last April with Alterra
Development and noted it was ‘a different'group. He also mentioned a great meeting with the
City but nothing ever cameof it. His group of eight represents approximately 500 people, and
most of them have lived«in the area for 15 to 20 years, have seen the area grow, and might
have some ideas to share. \He would appreciate people listening to his group.

Mark Duross gave his address as 1774 Amber Road and identified himself as President of the
Amber Daystar Homeowners’ Association, located at Deer Valley Drive East and Solamere
Drive. He concurred, with the prior speakers’ comments and stated that on behalf of the HOA,
they weresgenerally very much in favor of the Deer Valley development. They were concerned
with maintaining the current neighborhood integrity of no stoplights. He felt that traffic studies
within thed oop.were constrained by the canyon and the traffic circle below. He reiterated that
they wouldlike to maintain the integrity of their neighborhood as much as possible and eliminate
the flex lanes.

Mr. Duross appreciated the public relations spin on the texting, and offered that people were
generally in favor of flex lanes; however, when they do not go anywhere, they do not do any
good. He stated that the biggest flaw in the development was the uphill traffic. He felt that if
there was a collection point for day skiers on the west side, they could effectively preserve an
exit from the west and distribute the pain equally in the neighborhood. Having all of the garage
collection points on the east side of the development would allow the traffic to morph over to the
east side, which they saw as fundamentally unfair.
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Allison Keenan reported that she lives in Deer Lake Village in Lower Deer Valley and is one of
the founding members of Protect the Loop. She added that she is in regular contact with HOAs
that are part of the Lower Deer Valley coalition, other HOAs in the area, and area residents who
are concerned about the proposed Snow Park Development. She commented that after the
March 15" Joint Meeting, she emailed Planning Staff and asked how the residents could best
participate and be heard. This email was part of the public comment attached as Exhibit N.
She noted that she never received a response.

Ms. Keenan stated that Protect the Loop wanted to understand the community’s concerns, and
hired a consultant, Angela Moschetta, who created a survey to obtain community feedback.
She stated that they were not anti-development, but they want the community. to be informed.
Collaboration among community members, Alterra Development, and the City, would help to
equitably balance resident concerns about quality of life and safety with thewresort experience
and transportation improvements. She acknowledged that development was a reality and that
community benefit and resort growth did not have to be mutually exclusive. She stressed that
the community deserved to be represented in these discussions. and collaboration was
essential. Ms. Keenan felt there had not been significant collaboration.

She reviewed the plans in detail and requested Planning‘Staff and Alterra Development provide
clarification on two items. First, she observed that Alterra’s exhibit showed Doe Pass Road as a
ROW dedicated to the City or an easement. The Staff Report indicated that Alterra might retain
rights to Doe Pass Road. She stressed that an easement'was substantially different from a
ROW. In one situation, the City would own Doe Pass Road, whereas, in the other, Alterra
would own Doe Pass Road. She wanted clarification of.what was proposed.

Second, Alterra’s ROW Vacation Petition filed in.January 2022 included a portion of Deer Valley
Drive South at the Snow Park Base where the Transit Center was currently located. She
offered that Alterra now asserts that they own the land since they have been paying taxes on it,
yet the road above was dedicated to,the City in 1995. Ms. Keenan reported that she read the
Planning Commission Agenda and:Minutes from 1995 and it was clear that a ROW was to be
dedicated to the City at that'time. “She referenced Ordinance No. 95-59 which approved the
dedication of the ROW plat.for a portion of Deer Valley Drive South. The portion dedicated to
the City is the current portion:of the road in question at the Snow Park Base. She added that
Alterra has maintained the underground portion of the road where the current Deer Valley Tram
turnaround and tunnelito the Resort are located. The City has maintained the portion above the
road and paid,for capital improvements for over 20 years, clearly establishing public use as
noted in the Staff Report.

Ms. Keenan asked if Alterra’s application for the road vacation should include this portion of the
road.  Sheyfelt it should be based on the 1995 City Ordinance, but it should be clarified who
ownsthat portion of the road. She believes in transparency so that all community members are
informed. Ms. Keenan advised that Protect the Loop would continue to read, listen, research,
and do its best to be informed community advocates.

Donna Wells indicated that she works as a Concierge at the Deer Valley Lodges and supports
the proposed development. With regard to transit, a drop-off where guests do not have to cross
the street was much safer. Currently, it is very dangerous in that location. She also liked the
idea of separating the buses in a transit area away from the drop-off area. She felt that Deer
Valley and the “greencoats” could manage the stopped shuttles. She agreed it should be
flowing all the time and felt the management would do that.
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Ms. Wells also felt that all of the Concierges in the area do a good job of encouraging people to
not use their vehicles to get to the area. She commented that the development is a good idea
because now all of the guests go down to Main Street, where the restaurants are overcrowded.
The idea should be to keep these guests at Deer Valley, and if they have more restaurants it
would keep people off of Main Street, which would in turn improve the traffic pattern. Ms. Wells
felt that having a village would encourage people to stay in Deer Valley instead of going
elsewhere.

Angela Moschetta stated that in her capacity as a private resident, Alterra’s applicationwviolated
LMC Section 15-1-14, Termination of Applications for Inaction. She read the'Code@as follows:
“Recognizing the length of the Planning Review process will vary with the size and complexity of
each proposal, applicants must move their applications either to approve ‘or deny in a
reasonably expeditious manner. The Planning Director may formally deny applications which
remain inactive for a period of 180 days or longer, due to acts or omissions of the applicant.”

She argued that this application has not been before the Planning Commission since a Work
Session was conducted during the Joint Meeting on March 15,.2022.""At that meeting, Alterra
introduced its proposed ROW vacation, but it was notsincludediin any of its materials. She
recalled that Commissioner Suesser expressed frustration that the application was not moving
forward and the lack of other options offered by the.applicant.

Ms. Moschetta recounted that during a November'9 Planning Commission Meeting held 239
days after the Joint Meeting, the Planning. Director,indicated that Alterra re-submitted an
amendment to its application and would be ‘back before the Commission on December 14,
2022, which would have been 274 days since the last public action on the application. She
commented that this matter was presented today where Staff has ignored this violation of the
Code and accommodated the applicant‘while placing the burden on the public and the Planning
Commission to scrutinize an application«that should be canceled and resubmitted under an
entirely new MPD subject to,current,Code.

Ms. Moschetta next addressed,the results of the Protect the Loop survey, which she was
professionally commissioned to execute. She stated that she would furnish the survey results
and relevant conclusions via email to the Commission, the applicant, the City, and the media for
equitable consideration. She stated that the survey was open for a period of 105 days from
August 23 torBecember 6, 2022. It was promoted on KPCW, in the Park Record, and on Future
Park City.~It was also circulated among HOAs and other community groups. She explained that
nearly all of the 30 questions required an answer before the respondent was able to proceed.

She stressed that this was an objective survey that functioned to glean respondents’ usage
habits'regarding the Loop, ski access, public transportation, and more. Unlike the Deer Valley
survey, this survey did not ask a series of questions such as “would you support the plan if...?”
followed by reference to various unconfirmed promises such as workforce housing
development. She felt this was done to garner manipulated support for certain outcomes.

Ms. Moschetta reported that the Protect the Loop survey garnered 1,113 responses, which were
well balanced between Upper Deer Valley and Lower Deer Valley residents, as well as adjacent
neighborhoods. More than 50% of respondents were primary, local residents, and another 46%
were secondary property owners. She stressed that 96% of the respondents had a tax-based,
financial stake in the impacts of any development of the Snow Park Base. Nearly 30% of
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respondents admitted to never using public transit. She offered that this must be accepted
inside of the wishful plans about transit adoption, especially when the survey also revealed that
38% of respondents stated that nothing would make them utilize public transit more than they
already do.

Ms. Moschetta reported that nearly all respondents use the Loop for ski access. They also use
it for dog walking, leisure bike riding, and to access hiking, biking, The Ponds, and more. She
stressed that it was very much a part of the public domain and acts as a year-round pertal that
supports quality of life for people living in and around it. She added that 88% of.respondents
were somewhat familiar with Alterra’s plans, and despite the claims of extensive community
outreach and positive feedback, respondents remained overwhelmingly opposed t0 anything
beyond what was granted in the original MPD. The survey also showed that respondents were
opposed to the ROW vacation and were clear that the community benefit,was limited to a
couple of the HOA communities immediately adjacent to the ROW that would end up with ski-
in/ski-out properties. She noted that these HOAs had provided letters of support for Alterra.

Ms. Moschetta stated that it would not be impossible for Alterra to offer improved significant
community benefit, which should not be confused with consistency or compliance. Community
benefit means a significant gain in ways that are quantifiable for.the entire 84060 community.
She urged that this burden should fall on Alterra, not Planning Staff. She noted that it would be
a waste of taxpayer investment and Planning Commission time to assume Alterra would prove
broad community benefit and be granted the ROW vacation‘by City Council. She urged that it
was wise to demand that Alterra work on an actual alternate plan through Planning at the same
time.

Tom Moore reported that he has lived.in Park City for over three decades. He asked whether
the option of building a ski bridge, much like that at the Town Lift project, had been considered.
He opined that this could allow for the skiers to access the village, and they could still maintain
the Loop. This would be a win-win'wherein the Loop would maintain its integrity, and Alterra
would get access to the village. “He also mentioned the emphasis on public transportation;
however, as he queried Ms. Tyler,"he wondered why there was such a big push for a Transit
Hub when only 8% of DeerValley visitors use public transportation.

Mr. Moore also addressed the Y-intersection and noted the comments by Commissioner Van
Dine that except for Christmas week and President’s weekend, that intersection works perfectly
fine. He noted.that'it has a natural zipper-line effect as people exit during peak times. He felt
that peaksperiods were bad case study test times to use as far as determining whether that
intersegtion fails.

He mentioned his discussions with Mr. Nepstad during a recent meeting, wherein Mr. Nepstad
indicated that while the Utah Department of Transportation (“‘UDOT”) controlled the lights in
town, the City would control the light at the Transit Hub, and the City would be in charge of the
light at the Y-intersection. Mr. Moore asked whether the City would turn off the signal at the Y-
intersection during the rest of the year to allow traffic to flow naturally.

Carol Shenevert reported that she serves on the Board of the Deer Lake Village HOA. She
stated that for years she and her neighbors have used the Deer Lake shuttle, at great cost, to
get to and from the mountain. She felt that this shuttle was important in keeping the Deer Lake
residents from driving and parking. When she comes off the hill, the shuttles are generally
already at the pickup spot or arrive within eight minutes. She observed that the new plan
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showed three lanes for drop-off, whereas the current configuration has six lanes, with three of
them dedicated to shuttles and three dedicated to passenger vehicles.

Ms. Shenevert queried where the shuttles would be staged when they come off the hill at the
end of the day, and wondered whether the residents would be required to wait 45 minutes for a
shuttle. If this occurred, she felt many would just drive to the resort. In addition, she felt that the
Transit Hub was a nice idea but noted that there was no access to transit for most of those who
live in Lower Deer Valley. She did not see its advantage given that residents cannot take a bus
without walking a mile. She added there is no place in town to catch a bus because there was
no parking along the bus routes.

Maureen Murtaugh stated that she also lives in Deer Lake Village. Her comments focused on
the traffic beyond the Deer Valley because last Thursday at 5:00 p.m. it tooksher 30 minutes to
get to Prospector. The traffic was not stopped until well after the Loop, andishe advised that the
traffic problems persist well beyond the Loop. She did not see that this plan addressed this
issue. These traffic issues affect her lifestyle and she was worried that in the future she would
not be able to go anywhere between 3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., particularly on the weekends.
With regard to transit, Ms. Murtaugh stated that she can walk.one-third of a mile to the bus;
however, this requires her to walk on the street, as there are ne. maintained sidewalks. She
added that there are no streetlights, which compounds thesafety issue. She did not see how
this plan addressed the safety of emergency vehicles for the neighborhoods. She felt it was fair
to ask whether the evacuation plan for the area worked now, let alone with increased density.

Wes Richards stated that he lives in The Oaksyin Deer Valley. He advised that he left his
house, which is 2.2 miles away, at 4:30 p.m. to.come to this meeting. He arrived at 5:20 p.m.
He felt that the applicant made a great presentation and believed his community supported the
development; however, he felt they were missing the point. The focus on the arrival experience
is only half of the equation. People have to leave to get to their homes or hotels. He felt there
could be 10 exit points out of theiresort, but they would all have pinch points. He mentioned the
huge planters and bike lanes.along:Bonanza Drive that only allow for one lane in each direction.
He commented on the road configuration along Kearns Boulevard where there are two lanes for
a block that get reduced to, one lane even though the road base is capable of handling two
lanes.

Mr. Richards urged the City to look at this from the perspective of not just the project, but from
five miles out:,He offered that those who do not like the experience were blasting the City on
social media. The fact that people are turning away from Park City is not good for commerce or
the perception ofithe community. He hoped the City would take a broader view going forward.

Jeff Whipple stated that he is a 14-year resident of Park City and has lived in Solamere for 1%
years¢ He echoed the comments of Mr. Richards. Mr. Whipple relayed that on July 31 he
suffered a heart attack, and emergency personnel arrived at his house in three minutes. As the
local hospital did not have a cath lab, it took 57 minutes from the time his daughter called 911 to
when he arrived at the Murray hospital. The responders advised him that was record time. He
posited that if it took 33 more minutes, he would have suffered serious, lifelong complications, or
worse. If his heart attack had not occurred when there was no traffic, he might not be here
today.

Mr. Whipple stated that it took him 24 minutes to get from the Y-intersection to this meeting, and
that did not include the excess traffic it would have taken to get to a freeway. He expressed
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gratitude for the emergency services in Park City and felt the excess traffic could put the City’s
residents at risk. He urged the City to be careful and consider all traffic implications.

David Glew reported that he lives on Rossie Hill Drive and felt that the Traffic Plan should
include not just the Loop, but also the traffic circle up to Snow Park. With regards to the Levels
of Service issues, he noted there was a four-way intersection halfway up the street between the
Y-intersection and the circle. At this location, Rossie Hill Drive, Coalition View Court, McHenry,
Deer Valley Loop, and several other streets funnel into the street. He also mentioned-all of the
driveways that come into Deer Valley Drive. He noted that the third-party evaluation alluded.to
the fact that the data is somewhat limited below the Loop. He felt this area shouldralso be
considered as part of the overall movement of traffic.

Alvid Avenon (sp?) reported that he resides full-time in Aspen Wood. He echoed some of the
prior comments about the lack of communication. He felt that a faney website and fancy open
house, along with select HOA outreach was not cutting it. They can and have to do better. He
felt that a traffic signal would not sit well with full-time residents.«He would like the Commission
and the applicant to take into account the human in the equation.; He noted that humans take
the path of least resistance. Creating an arrival experience that'is 2% times the size of taking
Deer Valley West was probably not going to be the most'used experience. He appealed to the
applicant and to the Commission to look at what is beingsdone if they truly want to mitigate
traffic and ensure that it is the experience that everyone would like to have. He reiterated that
humans want to use the shortest route.

Mr. Avenon echoed the comments regarding snew removal. He also felt that there was no
answer given to a question regarding bus traffic and the Transit Center as it related to hotel
traffic. He felt that there was no transit traffic from where the people want to go to where the
people are going. Deer Valley gets a lot.of traffic from the Wasatch Back, the Wasatch Front,
and the airport. He would like to seethe non-stop transit options that service these areas
because currently there were none. »As a‘result, visitors would continue to use car share, and
rental cars and the traffic would continue to increase.

Bob Dolan reported that heilives,in American Flag and requested that his written comments be
entered into the record. Vice Chair Hall accepted Mr. Dolan’s written comments.

Albert Gutierrez “identified” himself as the President of the Lakeside HOA. He echoed the
comments about the need for more cooperation. He stated that the HOA supported the
development, ‘but some of the Doe Pass Road and traffic issues were of concern. He also
echoedsthe comments that there was a much bigger problem. He felt this was all simple math.
Currently,«theresare effectively six lanes, and if they were to replicate the six lanes then traffic
mitigation‘would be the same. However, he felt it did not sound as though that was what was
being/contended.

Keith Golan advised that his family has resided in Park City for over 40 years. He felt that all
elements of planning would come together in this one project. He understood that it involved a
47-year-old entitlement, but they could bring it up to 2023/2024 and make it the best project that
the country or the world would marvel at. He believed that if the community and Alterra worked
together to make this a state-of-the-art village, they could make this so outstanding that even
Park City residents will love it.
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Paul Bromley assumed that the Carpenter Lift would be the one to take guests to the top of the
mountain. He noted that everyone uses Carpenter Lift and that the drop-off is right next to this
lift. He assumed that everyone would be using Deer Valley Drive East. He expressed that the
applicant vastly underestimated what was going on with the congestion at Deer Valley Drive
East. There is traffic going to and from the drop-off, along with two garage entrances and exits.
He felt this was potentially the biggest problem, excluding the Y-intersection.

Phil Palminteri reported that he lives on Solamere Drive and represented that it is a,1.8-mile
walk from his home to the closest bus stop on Deer Valley Drive. As a disabled skier, thisiwould
not allow him to entertain the thought of taking public transit. He found the simulation,for the
traffic to be misleading. He noted that simulations were always a function of the assumptions
built into the mathematical models. He felt it was clear that the models_used assumed there
was never a traffic jam at the traffic circle, Bonanza Drive, Kearns Boulevard,er Park Avenue.

He wondered why Alterra did not show an animation with more realistic assumptions that would
show precisely what the traffic would look like at the end of thexday.. Mrs Palminteri strongly
suspected that it would show that traffic would continue to be_.clogged on Deer Valley Drive past
Solamere Drive and up to Queen Esther Drive as happens_currently. He also wanted to make
sure that everyone would focus on the fact that the proposed development would bring more
automobiles through Park City and into Deer Valley. »A _hotel with 100 rooms would mean
roughly 100 automobiles. He doubted that people”would come from Salt Lake City in public
transit.

In addition, the hotel staff would also translate“into mere automobiles coming into and exiting
Deer Valley. He requested that these assumptions be built into the traffic model. The same
was true for the 60 condominiums, where one ‘could assume 2 to 3 vehicles per condominium.
He commented that these assumptions.were not built into this model. In terms of public
participation, he found Alterra’s claim of broad community support disingenuous. He has tried
to engage with Deer Valley on numeroeus accasions and found it difficult to engage with them.

At the recent open house, he .asked how he could be a part of the conversation, particularly for
those who are permanently.disabled skiers. He was told that the applicant wanted to work with
HOA presidents. Mr. Palmanteri understood that HOA presidents wanted to do the right thing,
but this was not a representative democracy wherein they speak for him and he could not speak
for himself. He found'it odd that Deer Valley claimed it wants public participation, but when the
rubber meets;the road, they do not.

Tom Petro identified himself as a member of the Chaparelle HOA and has been an owner for 22
years. He echoed the concerns raised by the neighbors regarding traffic lights and the third
transit lane, which he described as the transit lane to nowhere. He addressed concerns about
the recreational path around the existing Loop. From Deer Valley Market to Snow Park, this
path.is on the inside, and from Snow Park to the Market, this recreational path is on the outside
of the’Loop. He asked how the Traffic Plan would allow pedestrians to cross a busy road to
safely access the existing sidewalk/path.

Sally Jablon stated that she is a resident of Queen Esther. She expressed concern over the
fact that they glossed over the chart that discussed the current Levels of Service versus the
Levels of Service after the proposed changes. It seemed to her that both Queen Esther Drive
and Solamere Drive would have a worse Level of Service once the changes are completed.
Currently, it is almost impossible for residents of Solamere and Queen Esther to get out of Deer
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Valley at any reasonable time. She reported that as she was returning home from the market
today, she observed the traffic coming toward her and could not imagine it being worse.

Christina Shiebler stated that she has been a Coalition View Court resident for nearly 20 years.
She would like the communities to take into consideration student and children transport. She
has observed that the traffic and speeds are alarming. As they discuss traffic and transportation
impacts, she would like to keep the children in mind.

Andrew Walter stated that he is the President of the Black Bear Lodge HOA. He felt thatiit was
clear that there was a lot of opposition in the community to this proposal. He challenged the
Planning Commission to make sure they could do a better job asking for things from¢public and
private companies that dominate the economics around Park City to encourage positivity for
Park City. He felt that this was a rare opportunity for the community to come,together and ask
for more negotiation in a way that would benefit all of Park City’s residents, homeowners, and
taxpayers.

Stefanie Wilson stated that she lives at Queen Esther Village,«and is on the Board. She clarified
that she was not speaking on behalf of the Board. She concurred with many of the prior
comments. She highlighted the issue of public participation and the survey touted as showing
support. She started to take the survey and quit partway through because the questions were
so slanted that it did not allow her to say she did not'support this project. She felt the survey
needed to be taken with a grain of salt. Ms. Wilson addedthat this development would likely
take five years to complete, and she asked what would happen to skier traffic during
construction. She felt this was an important consideration because it could be quite awful for
quite some time. With regard to the traffic signal; she understood that no one preferred a traffic
signal in the neighborhood; however, she suggested consideration of a roundabout and noted
that this solution had worked well in@ther parts of the community.

Paul Lakin stated he has been an owner in Lakeside for approximately 20 years. He supported
the development and felt it was an exciting opportunity for the community if it is done right. He
concurred with many of the speakers'in terms of concerns regarding traffic in Deer Valley and
how it feeds into the rest of Park City. He was hopeful that the Planning Commission and all
involved with this praeject buildiin the potential for adapting as time goes on and things change.

Alison Kitching advised that she is the President of the Portico HOA, which is located below the
Y-intersection.in the'Rossie Hill area. She stated that during the Joint Session there seemed to
be a needsfor the community to come together to condense the issues and come together with a
more collective voice. She commented that the community seems to have spoken that the
ROW andsshortening the Loop would not be the optimal solution from a community perspective.
She was oaptimistic in thinking that Deer Valley and Alterra would come back with a Plan B that
would'leave the Loop alone. She was still waiting for the opportunity to weigh that plan against
the current plan. She would like to see collaboration with Deer Valley, Alterra, and the City to
achieve a ski village while keeping the Loop intact. She added that if this was truly a world-
leading development opportunity, they could collectively achieve that if that is the goal.

Michelle Dement stated she is a 20-year owner at Bristlecone Condominiums, located next to
the fire station. She felt that Alterra and Deer Valley were not accurately representing how
people arrive and depart from the ski hill. She advised that she takes public transit to the ski
area, and she represented that those buses were not very full even during peak times. She
reported heavy reliance on the shuttles and felt that Deer Valley needed to get a handle on the
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numbers of how skiers arrive and depart. The City’s emphasis on public transit for this
development might be slightly misplaced and she felt that more attention needed to be placed
on where the shuttles would be and where they would stage. Ms. Dement also noted that not
much attention was paid to what would be done to preserve the summer atmosphere and
experience of the Deer Valley Loop in the non-ski season. Many longtime residents and owners
want to ensure that the non-ski season experience and sense of community would be
preserved.

Rachel Solomon reported that she is an owner of the Sunspot Condominiums. She would like
to see information regarding service vehicles. She noted that currently, there weresvehicles
making deliveries all day long, and with the addition of the hotel and condominiums she felt
there would be additional service vehicle traffic. She agreed with the prior comments objecting
to a traffic signal and a three-lane roadway.

Kristen Gentilly (sp?) reported that she lives on Lower Deer Valley Drive. She agreed with the
prior speaker and many other residents. She works as a nursersin the hospital and referenced
the speaker who discussed his medical emergency. She shared these concerns and noted that
when she is on call, she is required to be at the hospital withiny30 minutes and it has taken her
over an hour to get to the hospital. She expressed concern aboutitraffic during construction and
after construction is completed.

There were no further public comments. Vice Chair Hall closed the public hearing and
reminded those present that there will be future meetings where people could provide comment.

Mr. Budge asked to be allowed to respond to seme of the comments. He noted some confusion
about the ROW and explained that there was no question that the ROW was owned and
operated by Park City. There was also.no question that if the ROW were vacated, it would
come back to only one entity, Deer Valley, as Deer Valley owns the land underlying and
adjacent to the ROW. He added. that they would utilize the ROW as part of the village. With
regard to Doe Pass Road, he.confirmed that the applicant was completely willing to make that a
public road or hold it and.operate in“accordance with the public requirements. He stressed that
their focus was to operate'in a way that would be two-way, with a third lane, and in a way to
ensure that people could traverse through it.

Commissioner Johnson referenced the identified concerns in the third-party consulting group
analysis andsasked if.the applicant was addressing those concerns. It was noted by Mr. Nepstad
that manysof those items were considered Conditions of Approval moving forward. They were
comfortable smoving forward with the study, as recommended, given those Conditions of
Approval.<Commissioner Johnson understood and noted that the first concern related to much
ofsthe public.comment on the City’s stated goal of reducing peak traffic hour volumes by 20%
citywide. Mr. Nepstad understood that many of the concerns centered on conditions outside the
influence of the development. He mentioned that PC Forward was recently adopted as a long-
range Transportation Plan, and it highlights how they would improve many of these congestion
issues. The focus was on transit and other mobility modes of transportation. He added that
there was an additional challenge given that these intersections were owned by UDOT, so they
must work with them to come up with workable solutions. He mentioned the Bus Rapid Transit
Plan (“BRT”) nearing approval by the County. He felt the Environmental Document would be
finalized within the next 6 to 8 months, and anticipated that they could be 2 to 3 years from
completion of the BRT construction.
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Commissioner Kenworthy heard that the community was looking for a holistic plan. The
applicant could contribute to the holistic plan, and he felt it fair that the public understood the
phasing. He asked Mr. Nepstad if he looked into a transit study wherein Deer Valley would
operate Mayflower and some of the mitigation that they could be pushed over to [-40.
Mr. Nepstad knew those issues were out there, however, nothing was formalized to where the
applicant felt comfortable considering it; rather, they had to look at what was in front of them
currently and what they know is approved. He confirmed that they do not have a study that
says how many potential cars could be shifted over.

Chair Suesser referenced the BRT from Kimball Junction and noted that the BRT wouldwnot end
at Deer Valley. Mr. Nepstad advised that the current plan called for the BRT to be a shoulder-
running lane up to SR-224 and SR-248. They would then work with the County to arrive at
solutions at the two traffic signals to get priority for the BRT. She asked the applicant if they
explored access to the parking garage for day skiers off of Doe Pass Read via Deer Valley
West. She felt an access point on that side might take some of the strain off of Deer Valley
West. She recalled some discussion about day-skier access off of,Doe Pass Road.

Mr. Budge explained there would be two entrances for day skiers off Doe Pass Road. They
looked exhaustively at entrances off of Deer Valley West and ran.into an issue with the grade.
They would have to start retaining to achieve the level for.the vehicles to get into the garage.
To mitigate that, they arrived at a design wherein/Deer Valley West flows naturally onto Doe
Pass Road. Mr. Romney added that they also connected Levels P2 and P3 so they could cycle
between those two floors.

Chair Suesser echoed Commissioner Kenworthy’s comments regarding a holistic plan desired
by the community. She recalled a comment by the applicant that they would be willing to work
with the City on remote parking solutions; however, the Commission was looking at Alterra to
come up with those solutions, rather than expecting the City to come up with those solutions.
She emphasized that they were, looking«to Alterra to come up with a good traffic mitigation
strategy that would involve planning beyond the Loop that would benefit all of Park City. She
referenced her questions, about shuttles and how visitors staying at Deer Valley would be
encouraged to use transit..»She,noted the comments that the buses were not heavily utilized,
and urged the applicant to, present a strategy for getting more people on transit and fewer car
shares. Chair Suesser felt'the car shares were a huge problem, and they needed to do better at
getting people on'shuttlesand transit. She observed people using shuttles more and would like
to see Deer4Valley or the hotel provide a free shuttle from the airport, from the Wasatch Back,
and the Wasateh Front.

Chair Suesser agreed with the commentary regarding the desire to preserve the summer
experience,and did not think that enough attention was being devoted to that. She noted that
the summer activities were very dear to the community, and she would like to know the
applicant’s plan to preserve them. She queried how someone arriving by bus with a mountain
bike would access the lift during the summer.

Chair Suesser stated that the alternatives presented have all been variations on the same, and
have always assumed that the City would vacate the southern ROW. She wanted to know
whether there was a backup plan, and if so, what it entailed. She felt it would help the
community and the Commission to understand these plans better if they had a thorough
understanding of why this design was the only one being considered.
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Mr. Budge referenced a graphic showing the key elements of the project and noted that if the
southern ROW were not vacated, then there could not be a village. He explained that during
the open house, as they walked people through the experience they could expect, a majority
were in favor of the plan. He highlighted the comments of one person who understood why the
vacation was necessary because there was a village that would go from the ice skating rink to
Carpenter Lift, and if there was a road going through it, it “cuts its throat.” Without the vacation
of the ROW, the continuity would be broken. They are trying to create an experience where
visitors arrive and where the ski experience begins, without the need to travel over asphalt to
experience what is Deer Valley. He stressed that this was the genius of this plan.

Mr. Budge confirmed that they have looked at other options; however, they all lead to a plan
without a village and hundreds of townhomes or condominiums that would be isolated with
amenities only available to those owners. This would be antithetical to the vision of creating a
village that would be usable by the community. He added that by exhaustively reviewing and
comparing all of the other plans, they came back to the parking structure plan they started with.
They want to focus on how they could provide these benefits that justify the small vacation of
the ROW.

Commissioner Frontero asked the applicant to give more consideration to alternatives on the
ROW in terms of what the City would receive in return.,,He'was not sure that Doe Pass Road
would be a good trade for the City and suggested that alternatives could include shuttles to the
residents in Lower Deer Valley, and the provision of shuttle 'stops. He heard many comments
that people could not get to the bus stops. He wanted to see a more detailed, robust plan of
what the City would receive if the applicant received the ROW vacation.

Vice Chair Hall suggested providing the applicant and Staff with some specific questions or
directions and felt that from a high level, they needed to discuss whether the Commission was
conceptually in favor of transitioning away from the current configuration to the two-way on Doe
Pass Road and changing the drop-off zone. She also suggested that they determine whether
they liked the new Alternative.C. She also mentioned the parking reduction.

Vice Chair Hall wanted information on the width of the three lanes to confirm that they could
operate City busessand eversized shuttles within the three lanes. She also requested an
analysis of the pros.and cons of the ROW versus an easement for Doe Pass Road. She would
also like to see ‘an analysis of the feasibility of a roundabout, or other options instead of a
stoplight at the.Y-intersection. Vice Chair Hall was in favor of Alternative C and would like to
see how far they could extend the SML past the Y-intersection.

Commissioner Johnson agreed and observed that they had asked for quite a bit from the
applicant.'\He" stated he was favoring Alternative C, but there were a lot of “ifs.” He could not
support the parking reduction until they have some sort of holistic view on transportation. He
felt'if they were not to grant the parking reduction, the use could be shifted at a later date in the
development, but he could not support the parking reduction at this point.

Vice Chair Hall recalled that the applicant stated they could go either way. She wondered how
the applicant could incentivize the use of public transportation when only 8% of residents use
public transit. She acknowledged that a parking reduction with paid parking was not popular
among locals, but it was a reality.
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Commissioner Frontero understood the concept behind the parking reduction that if they do not
build it, they will not come. He has seen evidence in other studies that this is the case. He
would consider the 20% reduction, but noted that allowing the reduction would substantially
reduce the applicant’s costs, and roughly estimated the savings to be around $22 million. He
wanted to know what the community would be getting in exchange for the reduction. He
charged the applicant with being more creative and providing a holistic solution for the
community. He stressed that the community needs more in return given what the applicant has
requested. At present, the application was fairly one-sided towards what the applicant needs,
and not what the community needs. He implored the applicant to try to come up withymore
alternatives that the community could support.

Chair Suesser echoed Commissioner Frontero’s remarks.

Commissioner Kenworthy would like to see more mitigation for thefadditional 225 trips. He
echoed the comments that they are all in this together and all want what is best. He added that
while there are positive aspects, they always come back to parking and transportation. If they
could not get the buses out of traffic, he would like to see fram the City how they could micro-
transit from SR-248 and SR-224. He stated that the key was to get the Average Vehicle
Occupancy (“AVQO”) up and make it efficient. He noted‘that during the pandemic they had a
great reduction of AVO for good reason. They need to ge back to what would help the AVO and
would create fewer cars through this loop. He acknowledged that it was difficult to get the Deer
Valley demographic onto buses. He added that it would be difficult to increase transit use from
8% to 20% to offset the parking reduction, and would like to see the raw numbers on how that
would work.

Commissioner Kenworthy understood the Doe Pass Road option and felt it was a good solution,
although he would love to keep the Loop. He averred that the elevations would make it
extremely difficult. He thanked the applicant for the element that would help with emergency
issues and felt that the 12-foot path ‘would’keep the summer aspect tied in. He agreed with the
other Commissioners about.equity.» He liked the idea of the gondola and felt it would take cars
off the road. Commissioner Kenworthy felt they had a wonderful window of opportunity if they
stay united as Park City.

Senior City Attorney; Mark Harrington, addressed the claim of inaction under LMC Section 15-1-
14 and stated the standard was not based on meetings. Before the City could try to declare an
application inactive, the Planning Director must give the applicant 14 days' notice, which has not
occurred _in this case.” He noted that there are many aspects to processing an application that
occursbehind the scenes. Many applicants do not get to their first meeting during the first 180
days because they are working with third parties, or addressing utility issues and those types of
things., He acknowledged that was difficult for the public to track, but in this case, it was not
evena close call, as the applicant has been engaged the entire time.

2. ADJOURN
MOTION: Commissioner Van Dine moved to adjourn.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:30 p.m.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report

Subject: 1305 Lowell Avenue m

Application: PL-22-05449
Author: Spencer Cawley, Planner Il

Date: January 25, 2023

Type of Item: Administrative — Conditional Use Permit

Recommendation
Staff requests the Planning Commission open a public hearing and continue the item to

a date uncertain.

Description

Applicant: AT&T; Jenelle Humphrey, Applicant Representative
Location: 1305 Lowell Avenue

Zoning District: Recreation Commercial

Adjacent Land Uses: Resort, Multi-Unit Dwellings, and Single-Family Dwellings
Reason for Review: New Telecommunication Facilities require Planning

Commission review and Final Action*
1LMC § 15-4-14(E)
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Planning Commission
Staff Report

Subject: 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue Plat m

Amendment
Application: PL-22-05331
Author: Alexandra Ananth, Sr. Planner
Date: January 25, 2023
Type of Item: Administrative — Plat Amendment

Recommendation

(1) Review the requested 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue Plat Amendment; (2) hold a
public hearing; and (3) consider forwarding a recommendation for City Council’s
consideration on March 9, 2023, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval in the Draft Ordinance 2023-XX (Exhibit A).

Description
Applicant: Green Monster, LLC (402 Ontario) & Cameron Stacy (410
Ontario)
Location: 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue
Zoning District: Historic Residential -1
Adjacent Land Uses: Single Family Dwellings
Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission
recommendation and City Council action?!
HDDR Historic District Design Review
HR -1 Historic Residential — 1
LMC Land Management Code
ROW Right-of-Way
SFD Single Family Dwelling

Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1.

Summary

402 and 410 Ontario Avenue are neighboring properties with two different owners
occupying Lots 1, 2, and 3 in Block 58 of the Park City Survey. 402 Ontario consists of
Lot 1 and the southerly half of Lot 2 and is currently vacant. 410 Ontario consists of the
northerly half of Lot 2 and Lot 3 and is improved with a non-conforming duplex, with one
unit on the upper floor and one unit on the lower floor. The Planning Director issued a
letter on January 6, 2023, determining the duplex is a non-conforming Use and
Structure (Exhibit B). 410 Ontario received approval in 1997 for a Plat Amendment to
combine 1.5 Old Town Lots into one 2,805 square foot Lot (the same proposal as the

1LMC § 15-7.1-2(B).
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current application), but the Plat was not recorded and has since expired (Exhibit C
Ordinance 97-41).

The owners would like to create two Lots, removing the internal Lot lines existing on the
properties currently. This would allow 402 Ontario Avenue to utilize their one and a half
lots to propose a new Single-Family Dwelling. 410 Ontario currently has no plans for
construction or remodeling but is built over a lot line that is proposed to be removed.

Existing Lot Line to
be removed.

Lot Line to be

410 ONTARIO AVENUE
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Existing Conditions (Exhibit D):
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Background

402 Ontario Avenue — The Lot previously had a non-historic structure on it that was
approved for demolition on April 8, 2020. Since then, the natural grade has been
restored and it is currently a vacant Lot. The current owner is in the process of seeking
HDDR approval for a new Single-Family Dwelling which will meet all HR-1 Lot and Site
Requirements including Building Height and Parking.

410 Ontario Avenue — The existing non-historic structure was built in 1970.

On August 18, 1997, the Historic District Commission approved a Design Review of the
non-historic duplex to replace failing foundation and re-construct the rear of the
structure. The following relevant Conditions of Approval were applied:
1. The final building plans shall reflect substantial compliance with the elevations
submitted and reviewed by the Historic District Commission on August 18, 1997.
2. The applicant shall obtain a Plat Amendment of the property to accommodate the
development of the proposed addition. Execution and recordation of the Plat
Amendment is a condition precedent to the issuance of a building permit for the
proposed structure.
3. All new improvements, including but not limited to the proposed additional shall
comply with all HR-1 District setback requirements.

On September 18, 1997, the City Council approved a Plat Amendment to combine 1.5
Old Town Lots into one 2,805 square foot Lot (the same proposal as the current
application). The plat was never recorded but was approved with the following relevant
Conditions of Approval:
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1. Realignment of the staircase that currently crosses property line is required on
the south side of the structure to comply with the Uniform Building Code.

2. Any remnant portion of Lot 2 is not separately developable unless combined
with another piece of property to create a lot conforming to minimum lot size.

3. 10' non-exclusive snow storage easement along Ontario Ave shall be
dedicated to the city.

For unknown reasons, despite City Council approval, the plat was not recorded by the
prior owner.

On November 7, 1997, despite lack of plat recordation, a Building Permit was approved
for the structure with the following relevant Conditions of Approval:
1. This building is non-conforming. It is a duplex on a parcel less than 3,750 square
feet. No expansion or additions may be made under this permit, only
improvements of a structural or cosmetic nature.

From the Conditions of Approval previously agreed upon with the 1997 Plat
Amendment, Staff has added the 10-foot snow storage Easement as Condition of
Approval 4. The property owner of 410 Ontario Avenue has an Encroachment
Agreement with the property owner of 402 Ontario Avenue for the existing deck and
staircase which crosses the proposed property line. Staff is currently in discussions with
the Building Department regarding if a Condition of Approval for the realignment of the
staircase should still be a Condition of Approval. This will be resolved prior to the public
hearing. The encroaching stairs into City ROW are addressed with Encroachment
Agreement: Entry No. 01198229 (with the City).

() The proposed Plat Amendment complies with the Historic Residential (HR-1)
Zoning District requirements.

The following table outlines the HR-1 Zoning District Lot requirements.?

HR-1 Zoning 410 Ontario Avenue (Lot B) | 402 Ontario Avenue (Lot A)
Requirement

Min. Lot Area for a | Lot contains 2,812.5 sf (0.065 | Lot contains 2,812.5 sf (0.065
Single-Family acres). acres).
Dwelling: 1,875 sf

Existing Non-Conforming Condition of Approval 5:
Min. Lot Area for a | Use/ Non-Compliant
Duplex: 3,750 sf structure Any new development on Lot
A must comply with the Land
Conditional of Approval 6: Management Code in place
The Applicant may repair or at the time of building permit

maintain the existing Structure | gpplication and requires
provided that such repair or

2LMC §15-2.2-3
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maintenance shall neither
create any new non-
compliance nor shall increase
the degree of the existing non-
compliances with the LMC.
The applicant may maintain
and remodel the existing
Duplex Dwelling. Should more
than 50% of the Gross Floor
Area of the Structure be
demolished, the Structure
shall be brought into
compliance with the Land
Management Code at the time
of application. As this site
does not meet the minimum
Lot Size requirements or
parking requirements for a
Duplex Dwelling, the Use will
also need to be brought into
compliance with the LMC at
the time of application. The
applicant may maintain the
existing Use of the site as a
Duplex, but any deviation,
expansion, or demolition of the
existing Structure from this
Use will need to come into
compliance with the
requirements of the HR-1
Zoning District at the time of
application.

Historic District Design
Review and Approval.

Min. Lot Width: 25
feet

Complies

The frontmost section of the
proposed lot is 37.5 feet wide.

Complies

The frontmost section of the

proposed lot is 37.5 feet wide.

Maximum Building
Footprint

= (Lot Area/2) x 0.9
Lot Area/1875

Complies
Condition of Approval 6

The maximum Building
Footprint for this Lot is 1,200
sf.

Existing Footprint: 968.05 sf

Conditional of Approval 5
The maximum Building
Footprint for this Lot is 1,200
sf.

Future development of this
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Lot must comply with LMC
Maximum Building Footprint
requirements.

Setbacks:

Front: Ten feet
(10°)

Rear: Ten feet
(10°)

Side: Minimum
three feet (3’)

Eront: 3.2 feet to structure
Less than a foot to existing
wood steps.

Two (2) railroad tie retaining
walls and concrete steps to
410 Ontario Avenue encroach
into the Public Right of Way
(ROW) that the Applicant has
recorded Entry No. 01198229
with Summit County.

Rear: 32.8 feet

Side:
North side: 1.6 feet minimum

South side: 5.2 feet minimum
to structure.

Existing Non-Conforming
Use/ Non-Compliant
Structure

Condition of Approval 6

Conditional of Approval 5

Future development of this
Lot must comply with LMC
setback requirements.

Building Height: 27
feet

Existing Non-Conforming
Use/ Non-Compliant
structure

Condition of Approval 6

Existing Maximum Height:
28 ft on the northwest corner.

Condition of Approval 5

Future development of this
Lot must comply with LMC
Building Height
Requirements.

Development on
Steep Slopes

Existing Non-Conforming
Use/ Non-Compliant
Structure

Condition of Approval 6

Condition of Approval 5

Average slope of Lot Ais
36% which will require a

Steep Slope CUP prior to
Building Permit submittal.
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Future development of this
Lot must comply with LMC
Steep Slope Development
requirements.

Parking LMC 815- | The existing Duplex does not | Condition of Approval 5

3-6 maintain any parking spaces.

Single Family Future development of this
Dwelling: 2 spaces Lot shall comply with LMC
required Existing Non-Conforming Parking requirements.

Use/ Non-Compliant
Duplex: 4 spaces Structure

required
Condition of Approval 7

As noted above, 410 Ontario is a nonconforming Use and Structure. The applicant is
not proposing any alterations at the current time but Condition of Approval 6 reads:

“The Owner of 410 Ontario Avenue may repair or maintain the existing Structure
provided that such repair or maintenance shall neither create any new non-compliance
nor shall increase the degree of the existing non-compliances with the LMC. The Owner
may maintain and remodel the existing Duplex Dwelling. Should more than 50% of the
Gross Floor Area of the Structure be demolished, the Structure shall be brought into
compliance with the Land Management Code at the time of application. As this site
does not meet the minimum Lot Size requirements or parking requirements for a Duplex
Dwelling, the Use will also need to be brought into compliance with the LMC at the time
of application. The Owner may maintain the existing Use of the site as a Duplex, but
any deviation, expansion, or demolition of the existing Structure from this Use will need
to come into compliance with the requirements of the HR-1 Zoning District at the time of
application.”

410 Ontario also has no parking for the two units and there does not appear to be room
for parking under the existing conditions. Staff recommends the Planning Commission
consider Condition of Approval 7, which requires that if 410 Ontario remodels more
than 50% of the existing structure or redevelops the site as a SFD, parking
requirements in place at the time of building permit application shall be met.

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 or
future development will require the Applicant to submit a Historic District Design Review
Application to the Planning Department for review and approval for compliance with
LMC Chapter 15-11, Historic Preservation, and LMC Chapter 15-13, Design Guidelines
for Historic Districts and Historic Sites.
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(I1) Staff finds Good Cause for the proposed 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 Right-of-Way, or easement is vacated or amended.

LMC 8 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.”

Two of the purposes of the HR-1 Zoning District is to preserve present land Uses and
the character of the Historic residential Areas of Park City, and to encourage
construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to the character and
scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential neighborhoods.? Lots
surrounding 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue range from 25’ lot frontage to 75’, with Single-
Family, Duplex, and Multi-Unit Dwellings in the area. There are several Lots with 37.5’
frontage along Ontario which allows the proposal for 402 and 410 Ontario to be
compatible with the character of the streetscape. This proposal is consistent with the
HR — 1 Zoning District by preserving the character of residential development that is
consistent with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts. The Plat Amendment
removes the Lot Line under the 410 Ontario Avenue structure, and allows for
Historically Compatible development on 402 Ontario Avenue. Furthermore, 410 Ontario
has previously received approval for the Lot configuration the applicant is currently
proposing.

The Plat Amendment does not vacate or amend any portion of the platted ROW and no
easements are vacated or amended.

Department Review

The Development Review Committee met on September 20, 2022. The Engineering
Department noted that a geotechnical report and storm drain analysis would be required
at Building Permit stage. Additionally, a 10’ snow storage easement on Ontario Avenue
shall be dedicated on the plat (Condition of Approval 4). The Public Works
Department noted that at HDDR and Building Permit stage to be aware of a water line
running up 4" Street that may require additional attention from the owner planning to
build at 402 Ontario.

The Engineering Department required an Encroachment Agreement to review the
retaining walls and existing stairs that encroach into the Public ROW. This has been
recorded as Encroachment Agreement Entry No. 01198229 (Exhibit F).

3LMC § 15-2.2-1(A)
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Notice

Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website, and
posted notice to the property on January 11, 2023. Staff mailed courtesy notice to
property owners within 300 feet also on January 11, 2023. The Park Record published
notice on January 11, 2023. LMC § 15-1-21.

Public Input
Staff did not receive any public input at the time this report was published.

Alternatives

e The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City
Council for the 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue Plat Amendment as conditioned or
amended; or

e The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for the 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue Plat Amendment and direct staff to
make Findings for this decision; or

e The Planning Commission my continue the discussion on the 402 and 410
Ontario Avenue Plat Amendment to a date certain.

Exhibits

Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance and Proposed Plat
Exhibit B: Planning Director Determination of Status
Exhibit C: Ordinance 97-41

Exhibit D: Existing Conditions Survey

Exhibit E: Site Photos

Exhibit F: Encroachment Agreement

37


https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-1-21_Notice_Matrix

Ordinance No. 2023-XX

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 402 AND 410 ONTARIO AVENUE PLAT
AMENDMENT, LOCATED AT 402 AND 410 ONTARIO AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue
petitioned the City Council for approval of the 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue Plat
Amendment; and

WHEREAS, on January 11, 2023, notice was published in the Park Record and
on the City and Utah Public Notice websites; and

WHEREAS, on January 11, 2023, courtesy notice was mailed to property owners
within 300 feet of 402-410 Ontario Avenue and

WHEREAS, on January 25, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the
application and held a public hearing; and

WHEREAS, on January 25, 2023, the Planning Commission forwarded a positive
recommendation for City Council’s consideration on March 2, 2023; and

WHEREAS, on March 2, 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), 8§ 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 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue Plat Amendment, located
at 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue, as shown in Attachment 1, is approved subject to the
following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact

1. The properties are located at 402 and 410 Ontario Avenue.

2. The property is listed with Summit County as Lots 1, 2, and 3 of Block 58 of the Park
City Survey.

3. 402 Ontario consists of Lot 1 and the southerly half of Lot 2 of Block 58 of the Park
City Survey and is currently vacant.

4. 410 Ontario consists of the northerly half of Lot 2 and Lot 3 of Block 58 of the Park

City Survey and is occupied with a non-conforming and non-complying duplex, with

one unit on the upper floor and one unit on the lower floor.

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

The owners would like to create two Lots of record, removing the internal Lot lines

existing on the total of three (3) Lots.

7. The existing non-historic structure at 410 Ontario Avenue was built in 1970.

2
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8. On August 18, 1997, the Historic District Commission approved a Design Review of
the non-historic structure at 410 Ontario Avenue to replace failing foundation and re-
construct the rear of the structure.

9. On September 18, 1997, the City Council approved a plat amendment for 410
Ontario Avenue to combine 1.5 Old Town Lots into one 2,805 square foot Lot. The
plat was never recorded for unknown reasons.

10.0n November 7, 1997, despite lack of plat recordation, a Building Permit was
approved for the structure with the following relevant Condition of Approval:

a. This building is non-conforming. It is a duplex on a parcel less than 3,750
square feet. No expansion or additions may be made under this permit,
only improvements of a structural or cosmetic nature.

11.In 1997, the City made a determination that the 1970 structure is non-
conforming/non-complying and allowed the property owner to maintain the structure
and duplex use over the years.

12.Two (2) railroad tie retaining walls and concrete steps to 410 Ontario Avenue
encroach into the Public Right of Way (ROW) that the Applicant has recorded
Encroachment Agreement #Entry No. 01198229 with Summit County.

13.The property owner of 410 Ontario Avenue has an Encroachment Agreement with
the property owner of 402 Ontario Avenue for the encroachment of the existing deck
and staircase.

14.The proposed Plat Amendment removes the internal Lot lines existing on the Lots
currently to create two (2) Lots of record from three (3) Lots.

15.Both Lots will contain 2,815.5 square feet or 0.065 acres, respectively.

16.No easement is vacated or amended as a result of the plat amendment.

17.The LMC regulates Lot and Site Requirements for the HR — 1 Zoning District per
LMC § 15-2.2-3.

18. A Single-Family Dwelling is an Allowed Use in the HR-1 Zoning District and requires
a minimum Lot size of 1,875 square feet. The proposed Lot size for Lot A is 2,812.5
square feet.

19. A Duplex Dwelling is a Conditional Use in the HR-1 Zoning District and requires a
minimum Lot size of 3,750 square feet. The proposed Lot size for Lot B is 2,812.5
square feet. The existing Duplex is a hon-conforming Use and Structure.

20. The minimum Lot width in the HR-1 Zoning District is 25 feet. The proposed width of
both Lots is 37.5 feet.

21.The required front Setback for Lot depths of 75 feet is ten feet (10°).

22.The required Side Setback is three feet (3’).

23.In the HR-1 Zoning District, the Maximum Building Footprint = (Lot Area/2) x 0.9
Are/1875 The Maximum Building Footprint for both Lots is 1,200 square feet.

24.Building Height in the HR-1 Zoning District is 27 feet. The existing non-complying
structure is 28 feet.

25.The average slope on Lot A is 36% and will require a Steep Slope Conditional Use
Permit prior to Building Permit submittal.
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26.Duplex Dwellings require four (4) parking spaces. No parking exists for the existing

non-complying/non-conforming Duplex at 410 Ontario Avenue.

27.The findings in the Analysis section of the Staff Report are incorporated herein.

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.

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

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

Conditions of Approval

1.

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

The plat shall note that fire sprinklers are required for all new construction on Lot A
to be approved by the Chief Building Official.

A non-exclusive ten foot (10’) public snow storage easement on Ontario Avenue
shall be dedicated on the Plat.

Any new development on Lot A must comply with the Land Management Code and
requires Historic District Design Review.

The Owner of 410 Ontario Avenue may repair or maintain the existing Structure
provided that such repair or maintenance shall neither create any new non-
compliance nor shall increase the degree of the existing non-compliances with the
LMC. The Owner may maintain and remodel the existing Duplex Dwelling. Should
more than 50% of the Gross Floor Area of the Structure be demolished, the
Structure shall be brought into compliance with the Land Management Code at the
time of application. As this site does not meet the minimum Lot Size requirements or
parking requirements for a Duplex Dwelling, the Use will also need to be brought into
compliance with the LMC at the time of application. The Owner may maintain the
existing Use of the site as a Duplex, but any deviation, expansion, or demolition of
the existing Structure from this Use will need to come into compliance with the
requirements of the HR-1 Zoning District at the time of the application.

. If 410 Ontario remodels more than 50% of the existing structure or redevelops the

site as a SFD, parking requirements in place at the time of building permit
application shall be met.
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8. 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.

9. The Plat shall note that these Lots are subject to Ordinance 2023-Xx.

10. Staff is currently in discussions with the Building Department regarding if a Condition
of Approval for the realignment of 410’s staircase should still be a Condition of
Approval. This will be resolved prior to the public hearing.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 9th Day of March 2023.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Nann Worel, MAYOR
ATTEST:

City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

Attachment 1 — Proposed Plat
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Planning Department

January 6, 2023

Cameron Stacy
cstacy@mlsmanagementgroup.com
410 Ontario Avenue

Park City, UT 84060

Re: Determination Of Status, in conjunction with the requirements of Land
Management Code 15-9 for 410 Ontario Avenue

Dear Cameron,

It is the Planning Director’s determination that the Use and Structure at 410 Ontario Ave is Non-
Conforming. Per LMC § 15-9-6(A) this building may be “repaired, maintained, altered, or
enlarged, provided that such repair, maintenance, alteration, or enlargement shall neither create
any new non-compliance nor shall increase the degree of the existing non-compliance of all or
any part of such Structure.”

In 1997 the then homeowners received an HDDR for structural modifications to existing square
footage at the back of the house, including a new foundation and retaining walls. Building Permit
BP97-02968 was approved and issued for the remodel (See Exhibit A). Building Permit
Condition of Approval # 2 states:

1. “This building is non-conforming. It is a duplex on a parcel less than 3,750 square feet.
No expansion or additions may be made under this permit, only improvements of a
structural or cosmetic nature.”

Authority to make this determination is given under the Park City Municipal Code Land
Management Code 15-9-2:

15-9-2(B) Determination Of Status The Planning Director shall determine the Non-Conforming or
Non-Complying status of Properties. Any decision of the Planning Director may be appealed
within ten (10) calendar days of the decision to the Board of Adjustment. Upon appeal, the Board
of Adjustment shall conduct a hearing and shall review the matter under de novo standard of

review.

Please include this Determination of Status with any future construction plans/drawings for the
site and keep it in your records for this property.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.

1 LMC § 15-9-6(A

Park City Municipal Corporation | 445 Marsac Avenue | P.O. Box 1480 | Park City, Utah 84060-1480
Planning Department| (435) 615-5060 Main Office Line | (435) 615-4906 Fax Line
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PARK CITY |

@

Planning Department

e

Gretchen Milliken

Planning Director
435-615-5008
Gretchen.millken@parkcity.org

CC: Alexandra Ananth, Sr. Planner

Exhibit A: Building Permit BD97-02968

Park City Municipal Corporation | 445 Marsac Avenue | P.O. Box 1480 | Park City, Utah 84060-1480
Planning Department| (435) 615-5060 Main Office Line | (435) 615-4906 Fax Line
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Ordinance No. 97-41

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE PARK CITY
SURVEY FOR THE NORTH HALF OF LOT 2 AND LOT 3 IN BLOCK 58
LOCATED AT 410 ONTARIO AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owners, Gary & Sandra Wohlfarth, of the property known as the
north half of Lot 2 and 3 of Block 58, Park City Survey, has petitioned the City Council for
approval of an amendment to the amended Park City Survey; and

WHEREAS, proper notice was sent and the property posted according to
requirements of the Land Management Code and state law; and

WHEREAS, on August 13, 1997 the Planning Commission held a public hearing
to receive public input on the proposed plat amendment forwarded a positive recommendation of
approval to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, a financial guarantee for all public improvements is necessary to
ensure completion of these improvements and to protect the public from liability and physical
harm if these improvements are not completed by the developer or owner.

WHEREAS, the proposed plat amendment combines the north half of Lot 2 and Lot
3 into one parcel of record;

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Plat
Amendment;

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

SECTION 1. FINDIN F FACT, The above recitals are hereby incorporated
as findings of fact.

1. The plat amendment combines 1-1/2 lots into one 2,812 square foot lot.

2. The total square footage of the home, including the proposed addition will be approximately
1,950 square feet.

3. The addition to the non-historic structure does not exceed the floor area ratio.

4. The proposed lot size, 2,812 square feet, is consistent with the existing lot sizes in the
surrounding area.

1of3

45



5. The project is on Ontario Avenue with dense residential uses. Minimal construction staging
area is available along Ontario Avenue.

6. Dedication of a ten foot (10'-0") nonexclusive snow storage easement, along Ontario Avenue,
is necessary to provide adequate snow removal services.

7. The property is in the HR-1 District.

[o.2]

The applicant stipulates to all conditions of approval.

SE N 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW., The City Council hereby concludes that
there is good cause for the above-mentioned subdivision plat and that neither the public nor any
person will be materially injured by the proposed subdivision plat.

1. There is good cause for the amendment.
2. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat amendment.

3. The proposal is consistent with both the Park City Land Management Code Chapter 7 and
Chapter 15 and State subdivision requirements.

SECTION 3. PLAT APPROVAL. The plat amendment for the north half
of Lot 2 and Lot 3 , Block 58, Park City Survey, is hereby approved as shown on Exhibit A, with
the following conditions:

1. City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the plat amendment, for compliance
with the Land Management Code and these conditions of approval, is a condition precedent
to plat recordation.

2. All Standard Project Conditions and Land Management Codes shall apply.

3. The final plat shall be recorded at Summit County within one year from the date of City
Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within the one year time frame, this approval

and the plat shall be considered null and void.

4. A ten foot (10'-0") non-exclusive snow storage easement along Ontario Avenue shall be
dedicated to the City on the amended plat.

5. Receiptand approval of a construction mitigation plan (CMP) by the Community Development
Department is a condition precedent to the issuance of a building permit. The plan shall

20f3
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address staging, material storage, construction time lines, special signs, parking, fencing, and
any other construction-related details to the satisfaction of the Community Development
Department.

6. Any remnant portion of Lot 2 is not separately developable unless combined with another
piece of property to create a lot conforming to minimum lot size.

SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon
publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 18th day of September, 1997.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Attest:

@/ﬂ'/ﬁ% E,ﬂfé

Jgdet M. Scott, City Recorder

R ﬂm;,
7 Eiin N“TC(

d

Ma.rkD Harrmgton De tyC1ty Attorney :,. \

3of3
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

|, Michael Demkowicz, do hereby certify that | am a Professional Land Surveyor and that |
hold License No. 4857264 as prescribed under the laws of the State of Utah.

| further certify that
under my direct supervision a survey has been performed on the hereon described property and
that to the best of my knowledge this plat is a correct representation of said survey.

No. 4857264
MICHAEL
DEMKOWICZ

NOTES

1. Site Benchmark: Water Meter = 7152.8".

2. Field work for this survey was completed on May 31, 2022.
3. The architect is responsible for verifying building setbacks, zoning requirements and building
heights.
ADJACENT
RO ™ . | 4. This survey was prepared for a plat amendment application.
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402 and 410 Ontario - front - looking northeasterly
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402 and 410 Ontario - front - looking easterly
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402 and 410 Ontario - rear - looking southerly




WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:

Cameron M. Stacy
136 Heber Avenue, Suite 205
Park City, Utah 84060

Parcel Nos.: PC-477; PC-478

AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT (this “Amendment™) is made this &iﬁLday of
NEJL, 2022, by and between CAMERON M. STACY (“410 Owner”) and GREEN MONSTER,
LLC, a Utah limited liability company (“402 Owner™), and amends that certain December 3, 1976
Agreement recorded in the office of the Summit County Recorder as Entry No. 135043 in Book
87 at Page 506 (the 1976 Agreement™) between Robert L. Berry and Diana Jo Berry, on the one
hand. and Paul C. Harrold on the other.

RECITALS

A. WHEREAS. 410 Owner is the record title owner of that certain real property
formerly owned by Robert L. Berry and Diana Jo Berry and located in Park City, Summit County,
Utah commonly known as 410 Ontario Avenue, Park City, Utah 84060 (the “410 Parcel”), which
parcel 1s more particularly described as follows:

LOT 3 AND THE NORTH ONE HALF OF LOT 2, BLOCK 48. PARK CITY
SURVEY. TOGETHER WITH ALL IMPROVEMENTS AND
APPURTENANCES THEREON.

Tax ID: PC-478

B. WHEREAS. 402 Owner is the current record title owner of that certain real
property formerly owned by Paul C. Harrold located in Park City, Summit County, Utah
commonly known as 402 Ontario Avenue, Park City, Utah 84060 (the “402 Parcel), which parcel
is particularly described as follows:

LOT 1 AND THE SOUTHERLY ONE-HALF OF LOT 2. BLOCK 58,
AMENDED PLAT OF THE PARK CITY SURVEY. ACCORDING TO THE
OFFICIAL PLAT THEREOF ON FILE AND OF RECORD IN THE SUMMIT
COUNTY RECORDER’S OFFICE.

Tax ID: PC-477

C. WHEREAS, the 410 Parcel and the 402 Parcel share a common boundary;

D. WHEREAS, for a period of at least 45 years. the residential building situated on
the 410 Parcel has been served by deck improvements located on the south side of the common
boundary on the 402 Parcel (the “Encroachments™), as well as a subsequent wood staircase that
encroaches on the 402 Parcel but is not identified by the 1976 Agreement (together with the

55



Encroachments, the “Existing Encroachments™), in approximately the area identified on Exhibit A
the drawing as the “Existing Encroachment Area™ attached hereto (the “Improvements™); and

E. WHEREAS, the 1976 Agreement allows the 402 Owner to demand at any time the
removal of the Encroachments) by the 410 Owner onto 402 Parcel; and that the 410 Owner affirms
the right of the 402 Owner to remove and replace the Existing Encroachments; and

E. WHEREAS. 402 Owner has agreed to amend the 1976 Agreement to allow
encroachments of a portion of the top of a concrete staircase located in the northwest corner of the
402 Parcel as shown in Exhibit A on the terms and conditions set forth herein (the “Revised
Encroachment Area).

NOW THEREFORE and in consideration of the terms. conditions and covenants hereafter
set forth. the parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

1. Affirmation of Agreement for Improvements. Until such time as each of the

conditions set forth in Section 3 below have been met by the 402 Owner, and any notice periods
set forth therein have expired, the 402 Owner hereby affirms the effectiveness of the encroachment
granted to the 410 Owner under the 1976 Agreement for the Improvements to remain in their
present location subject to the right of the 402 Owner to demand at any time the removal of the
Existing Encroachments, which will likely occur when 402 Owner commences development of
the 402 Parcel

) Maintenance of Improvements.

a. 410 Owner shall be responsible for all construction and all maintenance
responsibilities of the Improvements, and when applicable, the Replacement
Improvements, subject to the terms of this Agreement, including any that
remain inside the Encroachment Area, and when applicable, the Revised
Encroachment Area, which shall include, in 410 Owner’s sole discretion and
determination. snow removal and any repairs required to maintain the safety of
410 Owner and the 402 Owner and their respective invitees, tenants and guests.
410 Owner shall also be responsible for maintaining the Improvements in a
manner that complies with all government ordinances and laws.

3. Indemnity.

a. Inthe event 402 Owner does not utilize the Improvements in any capacity, 410
Owner shall bear all risk of personal injury and property loss arising from the
use of the Improvements and shall indemnify and hold harmless 402 Owner
from any and all claims and liability for injury and loss arising from the
existence and use of the Improvements, including but not limited to personal
injury to 410 Owner, his successors, assigns, or tenants, or any of their
respective guests and invitees, as well as to the public at large, and including
any attorney fees incurred by 402 Owner in connection with defending any
claim arising from injuries sustained upon or on account of the Improvements.
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b. Inthe event 402 Owner does utilize the Improvements in any capacity, the 402
Owner and the 410 Owner shall each bear the risk of personal injury and
property loss arising from the use of the Improvements for itself, its guests,
tenants, and invitees and shall indemnify and hold harmless the other owner
(“Defending Owner™) from any and all claims and liability for injury and loss,
including but not limited to personal injury, arising from the existence and use
of the Improvements, by itself, its guests, invitees, and tenants, and including
any attorney fees incurred by the Defending Owner in connection with
defending any claim arising from injuries sustained upon or on account of the
Improvements.

c. Inthe event that 402 Owner installs the Replacement Improvements, consistent
with the terms of this Amendment. the indemnification references and
obligations set forth in this Amendment shall apply solely to the improvements
installed in the Revised Encroachment Area

4. Conditions to Removal and Relocation of Improvements. Notwithstanding the
legal rights which would otherwise be available to the 410 Owner, the 410 Owner hereby agrees
that the 402 Owner shall be entitled fo demolish the Improvements and build a replacement
staircase. deck and railing on the 410 Parcel at 402 Owner’s expense. at (but not before) such time
as the 402 Owner has satisfied each of the following conditions:

a. Submit for 410 Owner’s written approval (which approval shall not be
unreasonably withheld. conditioned, or delayed) for plans that have received all required
permits from the Park City Municipal Corporation for a replacement staircase, deck and
railing which will provide pedestrian access to and from Ontario Avenue to the top-floor
deck of the residence on the 410 Parcel (the “Replacement Improvements™);

b. Provide 410 Owner with no fewer than thirty (30) days’ prior written notice
before the planned demolition of the Improvements (a “Demolition Notice™), and
specifying the date on which such demolition will commence; and

B Take all steps required to ensure that the Replacement Improvements will
be completed within sixty (60) days after the date specified in the Demolition Notice, while
providing temporary access to the 410 Parcel during this period

d. Upon the completion of the installation of the Replacement Improvements,
the 410 Owner shall indemnify and hold harmless the 402 Owner from any and all claims
and liability for injury and loss arising from the existence and use of the Replacement
Improvements by tenants, guests and invitees of the 410 Owner.

5. Amended Agreement. In the event the Replacement Improvements are approved
and installed. consistent with the terms of this Amendment. the Encroachment Area shall be
abandoned and replaced in their entirety with the Revised Encroachment Area, as set forth on
Exhibit A, in which case, all references to the Encroachment Area in the 1976 Agreement and this
Amendment. where applicable, shall apply equally to the Revised Encroachment Area.

6. Any disputes arising under this Agreement shall first be submitted to Mediation
under the Utah Uniform Mediation Act.
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& Attorneys’ Fees. In the event either party incurs attorney fees or court costs in
order to enforce the 1976 Agreement or this Amendment, with or without judicial intervention, the
prevailing party in such adjudication shall be awarded its reasonable costs and attorney fees,
including those incurred on appeal.

8. Recordation. Within 60 days after the Effective Date, but not before, 410 Owner
shall cause this Amendment to be recorded with the Summit County Recorder’s Office on the
records of both the 402 Property and the 410 Property. In the event the 410 Owner does not so
record this Amendment, the 402 Owner may, as its option, cause this Amendment to be recorded.

9. Covenants to Run with the Land. All of the provisions of the 1976 Agreement,
as the same was modified by this Amendment, shall continue to be binding upon the 410 Owner
and the 402 Owner and their respective successors-in-interest in and to the 410 Parcel and the 402
Parcel until termination occurs as set forth in Paragraph 10 hereto.

10.  Termination of Agreement. At any time the 410 Owner is no longer utilizing the
Improvements and Revised Encroachment Area in any capacity, the 410 Owner may request that
402 Owner execute and deiiver an instrument terminating the 1976 Agreement and this
Amendment, and 410 Owner shall promptly execute and deliver the same. Upon recordation with
the office of the Summit County Recorder, the 1976 Agreement and this Amendment shall be
terminated and the Encroachment set forth herein abandoned. Thereafter, the 402 Owner shall be
free of any and all encroachments from 410 Owner.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 410 Owner has executed this Agreement and made it effective

as of the first date written above.

Acknowledgement

vewysy IC

STATE OF UTAH )
News i IC
COUNTY OF SUMMIT )

On this 21 day of OO{?)éC/\- , 2022, personally appeared before me Cameron M.
Stacy who is personally known to me or proven on the basis of satisfactory evidence and duly
acknowledge that he signed the foregoing on behalf for its stated purpose.

@tm«a@\/

NOTARY PUBLIC ()

IVONNE CRUZ
Notary PUI lic, of New York
No. 01C ‘E!J' ;
Qualified in New York Counly
Commission Expires October 25, QGLQ’
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 402 Owner has executed this Agreement and made it effective
as of the first date written above.

GREEN MONSTER, LLC, a Utah limited
liability, comp

By: 5. Seens K lhe—
Its: /%zm\i}am? Mo et

Acknowledgement
STATE OF L? \ M

\ :ss
COUNTY OFéx AT lT )

On this Q. day of | ljw . 2022, personally appeared before me
Q Q—eé“\ Kg/l Lo who is personally known to me or proven on the basis of satisfactory
evidence to be the person whose name is subscribed to this document and duly acknowledge that
he executed the same in his capacity as the Manager of Green/Monster, LLC, a Utah limited
liability company.

COMM, # 711858
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES
MAY 05, 2024
STATE OF UTAH

NOTARY PUBLIC P '
A NOJ@WIU

59 |



EXHIBIT B
(Revised Easement Area)

Exis;'mg Encroachment Area s cutlined in
Flbold dotted e This s approximate ares

of existing encroackments, not afl noted in
1978 Encroachment Agreement

T|Revised Encroachment Area is
the black box  This is the
approximate area of stairs
encroaching on 432 Parcat to

REVISED
EASEMENT AREA
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Planning Commission
Staff Report

Subject: The Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley, m

Amending Unit 9 (7979 Roamer Court)
Application: PL-22-05456
Author: Spencer Cawley, Planner II
Date: January 25, 2023
Type of Item: Administrative — Plat Amendment

Recommendation

(I) Review The Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley Amending Unit 9 Plat Amendment (7979

Roamer Court), (II) hold a public hearing, and (Ill) consider forwarding a positive
recommendation for City Council’s consideration on February 16, 2023, based on the
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval outlined in the Draft
Ordinance No. 2023-XX (Exhibit A).

Description
Applicant: Ali and Anu Leemann
Alliance Engineering, Applicant Representative
Location: 7979 Roamer Court
Zoning District: Residential Development
Adjacent Land Uses: Single-Family Dwellings, Open Space
Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission
recommendation and City Council action?
LMC Land Management Code
MPD Master Planned Development
RD Residential Development
ROW Right-of-Way

Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1.

Background
7979 Roamer Court is Unit 9 of The Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley, in the Residential

Development (RD) Zoning District, and part of the Deer Valley Master Planned
Development. The Bald Eagle Community Condominiums' conceptual MPD was
approved by the Planning Commission on May 3, 1989. The final Condominium Plat
was approved by the City Council on July 20, 1989. The final plat was recorded with
Summit County on August 3, 1989.

According to the Applicant’s statement (Exhibit B), in 2004, an addition to the existing
Single-Family Dwelling was constructed outside the platted Building Pad. Building
Permit No. BD-03-08456 confirms this addition and the approved plans show the

1LMC § 15-7.1-2
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addition outside the Building Pad. However, a plat amendment revising the Building Pad
to reflect the addition was never completed.

On November 15, 2022, the Applicant applied to amend the plat for The Bald Eagle
Club, Unit 9 to (I) adjust the Building Pad to reflect existing conditions and (Il) revise the
Building Pad to accommodate a future addition to the existing garage. The Building Pad
on the current recorded plat has an area of approximately 7,963 square feet. The
proposed amended Building Pad will maintain the same square footage with the new
configuration.

The image below shows the existing Building Pad (red) as it relates to the proposed
Building Pad (blue).

“ALLIAMCE ENOMEERING®

CONTAINS 30,541 SO FT
(0.70 ACRES)

y / [ 7078 ROAWER COURT | . "‘Si'\
/ (3 2 as i

Wk
e CORNER HOT SET I
WEATED DRVEWAY
o)
AV

[l
o foaT MOE L
e
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Analysis
A Plat Amendment is required to amend platted elements.? Plat Amendments require
Planning Commission review and recommendation to City Council for Final Action.?

() The proposed Plat Amendment complies with the Residential Development
(RD) Zoning District Requirements.

The purposes of the RD Zoning District are to:

1.

2.

3.
4.
5. Promote pedestrian connections within Development and between adjacent

6.

Allow a variety of Residential Uses that are compatible with the City’s
Development objectives, design standards, and growth capabilities;

Encourage the clustering of residential units to preserve natural Open Space,
minimize Site disturbance and impacts of Development, and minimize the cost of
municipal services;

Allow commercial and recreational activities that are in harmony with residential
neighborhoods;

Minimize impacts of the automobile on architectural design;

Areas; and
Provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing types.

Single-Family Dwellings are an Allowed Use in the RD Zoning District.*

The table below outlines the RD Zoning District Lot and Site Requirements established
in LMC § 15-2.13-3:

RD Zoning District Analysis of Proposal
Requirement

Front Setback: 15 feet Complies

Existing Front Setback is 15 feet.

Proposed Front Setback is 15 feet.

Side Setback: 12 feet Complies

Existing Side Setback is 35 feet.

Proposed Side Setback is 20 feet.

Rear Setback: 15 feet Complies

Existing Rear Setback is 16.5 feet.

2LMC § 15-7.1-3(B)
3 LMC § 15-12-15(B)(9)
4LMC §15-2.13-2(A)(1)
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Proposed Rear Setback is 15 feet.

Building Height: 28 feet from | Condition of Approval 4
Existing Grade.
Any addition to the Structure shall not exceed the
zone height of 28 feet from Existing Grade.

Architectural Review LMC § 15-2.13-5

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.

(I) The proposal complies with the Sensitive Land Overlay Criteria, LMC Chapter
15-2.21.

The proposed development is located within the Sensitive Land Overlay (SLO). LMC §
15-2.21-2(A) requires:

Applicants for Development within the SLO must identify the Property’s sensitive
environmental and aesthetic Areas such as Steep Slopes, Ridge Line Areas,
wetlands, Stream Corridors, Wildland interface, and Wildlife Habitat Areas and
provide at time of Application, a Sensitive Lands Analysis.

The Applicant has not compiled a Sensitive Lands Analysis, but rather has submitted
items which address the required criteria, documented in the table below.

SLO Analysis Criteria Analysis of Proposal
Slope/Topographic Map: A Slope and Complies
topographic map based on a certified
boundary survey depicting contours at an The Site Survey (Exhibit D) shows
interval of five feet (5’) or less. The map must | the existing structure and the
highlight Areas of high geological hazard, existing topography. Any
Areas subject to land sliding, and all construction on the site will require
significant Steep Slopes in categories of Engineering Department review of
greater than 15%, 30-40%, and greater than slope stabilization as part of the
40%. Building Permit review process.

4
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Ridge Line Areas: A map depicting all Crests
of Hills and Ridge Line Areas.

Not applicable

The existing structure is not on a
Ridge Line.

Vegetative Cover: A detailed map of
vegetative cover, depicting the following:
Deciduous trees;

Coniferous trees;

Gamble oak or high shrub; and
Sage, grassland, and agricultural
crops.

apop

Complies

The Site Survey shows the site’s
existing vegetative coverage and
landscaped elements. All areas
within the limits of disturbance
described on the Limits of
Disturbance and Erosion Control
Plan, and those areas of
disturbance associated with the
project, but not shown on the plan,
shall be seeded with Deer Valley
Seed Mix at a rate of 40 Ibs. p.l.s.
per acre.

Designate Entry Corridors and Vantage
Points: Designated entry corridors and
Vantage Points present within or adjacent to
the Site, including Utah Highway 248 east of
Wyatt Earp Way and Utah Highway 224 north
of Holiday Ranch Loop Road and Payday
Drive as identified by Staff.

Not applicable

The site is not visible from the
designated entry corridors and
vantage points.

Wetlands: A map delineating all Wetlands
established by using the 1987 Federal Manual
for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional
Wetlands, as amended.®

Not applicable

There are no wetlands on the Site.

Stream Corridors, Canals, and Irrigation
Ditches: A map delineating all stream
corridors, canals, and irrigation ditches defined
by the Ordinary High-Water Mark.

Not applicable

There are no streams, canals, or
irrigation ditches that run on or
through the Site.

Wildlife Habitat Areas: A map depicting all
wildlife habitat areas, as defined by a Wildlife
Habitat Report shall be provided by the
Applicant. The Wildlife Habitat Report shall be
prepared by a professional, qualified in the

Not applicable

The site is part of an existing MPD,
and the Building Pad limits the
allowed disturbance to a

5 See LMC § 15-2.21-6
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Areas of ecology, wildlife biology, or other designated, approved area.
relevant disciplines.
Additional Information and Study Not applicable
Requirements: The Planning Department may
require the Applicant to submit the following Planning Department Staff does not
information: find cause to require additional
a. Visual Assessment informational studies for this Plat
b. Soil Investigation Report Amendment.
c. Geotechnical Report
d. Additional Slope Information
e. Fire Protection Report
f. Hydrological Report

(1) The proposal complies with the Bald Eagle Club At Deer Valley Plat
requirements (Exhibit C).

The amendment to the Building Pad does not affect any utility or drainage easements,
platted trails, or private roads.

The survey shows that the existing driveway crosses the property line common to Unit 9
(7979 Roamer Court) and Unit 8 (7991 Roamer Court). Staff highlighted this
encroachment in red in the image below. (See Exhibit D).

e

LHte BOATE CILRT)
Dy ywory

The Applicant indicates that they intend to increase the width of the driveway to aid in
the ease of ingress and egress. As part of this driveway reconfiguration, the Applicant
intends to remove the encroachment. Staff recommends adding a Condition of Approval
that requires the applicant to correct the driveway encroachment into the abutting
property upon completion of updating the driveway configuration. Otherwise, the

6
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Applicant shall enter into an encroachment agreement with the neighboring property
owner and record the agreement with Summit County prior to recordation of the plat.

(IV) The proposal complies with LMC § 15-7.1-3(B), Plat Amendment.

Plat amendments shall be reviewed according to LMC 8§ 15-7.1-6, Final Subdivision
Plat, and approval shall require a finding of Good Cause and a finding that no Public
Street Right-of-Way, or easement is vacated or amended.

A. There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment because it resolves non-
conformities and brings the property into compliance.

LMC 8§ 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.”

Staff finds Good Cause for this because the building pad will reflect as-built conditions,
does not increase density, and maintains the platted Building Pad square footage from
1989.

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

All roads in the Bald Eagle Club are private. This amendment does not alter access to
the property.

C. No easement is vacated or amended.
Plat notes from the 1989 recorded plat show dimensions and locations of utility

easements, drainage easements and sewer easements. These easements are upheld
with this plat amendment.
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HOTES:

l. 5.0 FOOT WIDE NON-EXCLUSIVE UTILITIES AND DRAINAGE
EASEMENTS ALONG ALL SIDE UNIT LINES AS SHOWNM.
{ UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE ).

2. 5.0 FOOT WIDE NON=-EXCLUSIVE UTILITIES AND
DRAINAGE EASEMENT ALONG ALL FRONT UNIT LINES.

3. 10.0 FOOT WIDE NON-EXCLUSIVE UTILITIES AND DRAINAGE
EASEMENT ALONG ALL PARCEL BOUNDARY LINES AND REAR UNIT
LINES.

4. THE OWNERS HEREBY DEDICATES TO PARK CITY MUNICIPAL
CORPORATION, SNYDERVILLE BASIN IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT,
AND PARK CITY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT NON-EXCLUSIVE
PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS, SANITARY SEWER EASEMENTS
(5.B.S.I.D. ONLY), AND PRIVATE ROADS SHOWN ON THIS
FLAT FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVIDING ACCESS FOR UTILITY
INSTALLATION, MAINTENANCE, USE AND EVENTUAL
REPLACEMENT AND DOES FURTHER DEDICATE INGRESS AND
EGRESS FOR PERPETUAL USE BY EMERGENCY AND UTILITY
VEHICLES OVER THE COMMOMN AREAS AND PRIVATE ROADS.

5. ALL ROADS SHOWN ARE PRIVATE ROADS AND NON-EXCLUSIVE
PUBLIC UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENTS. IT IS
ANTICIPATED AT THE TIME OF RECORDING THAT
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, AND WASATCH COUNTY DO NOT
AND WILL NEVER HAVE ANY RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE
INSTALLATION, MAINTENANCE, OR EVENTUAL REPLACEMENT OF
THE ROADS, BRIDGES, OR TUNNEL WITHIN THIS CONDOMINIUM
AND ANY EXPANSIONS THEREOF. UNIT PURCHASERS ARE
CAUTIONED TO BE FULLY AWARE OF THE MAINTENANCE
COVENANT AND CONDOMINIUM DECLARATION RECORDED
CONCURRENTLY WITH THIS CONDOMINIUM PLAT.

(V) The Development Review Committee met on January 3, 2023, reviewed the
proposal, and did not identify any issues.®

Department Review

The Planning Department, Engineering Department, and City Attorney’s Office reviewed
this staff report.

Notice

Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website and
posted notice to the property on January 11, 2023. Staff mailed courtesy notice to
property owners within 300 feet on January 11, 2023. The Park Record published notice
on January 11, 2023. LMC 8§ 15-1-21.

Public Input
Staff did not receive any public input at the time this report was published.

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).

8
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Alternatives

e The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation for
Ordinance No. 2023-XX, Approving The Bald Eagle At Deer Valley Amending

Unit 9

Plat Amendment, to the City Council for Consideration on February 16,

2023; or

e The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation for
Ordinance No. 2023-XX, Denying The Bald Eagle At Deer Valley Amending Unit
9 Plat Amendment, to the City Council and direct staff to make Findings for the

denial;

or

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

Exhibits
Exhibit A:
Exhibit B:
Exhibit C:
Exhibit D:
Exhibit E:

Draft Ordinance No. 2023-XX and Proposed Plat
Applicant Statement

The Bald Eagle at Deer Valley Plat

Licensed Engineer’s Survey

Property Photos
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Ordinance No. 2023-XX

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE BALD EAGLE CLUB AT DEER VALLEY,
AMENDING UNIT 9 PLAT AMENDMENT, LOCATED AT 7979 ROAMER COURT,
PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 7979 Roamer Court petitioned
the City Council for approval of The Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley, Amending Unit 9
Plat Amendment; and

WHEREAS, on January 11, 2023, notice was published in the Park Record and
on the City and Utah Public Notice websites; and

WHEREAS, on January 11, 2023, courtesy notice was mailed to property owners
within 300 feet of 517 Park Avenue; and

WHEREAS, on January 25, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the
application and held a public hearing; and

WHEREAS, on January 25, 2023, the Planning Commission forwarded a
positive/negative recommendation for City Council’s consideration on February 16,
2023; and

WHEREAS, on February 16, 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), 8§ 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 Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley, Amending Unit 9 Plat
Amendment, located at 7979 Roamer Court, as shown in Attachment 1, is approved
subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval:

Findings of Fact
Background:

1. The property is located at 7979 Roamer Court.

2. The property is listed with Summit County as Parcel number BEC-9.

3. The property is in the Residential Development Zoning District.

4. The Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley is part of the Deer Valley Master Planned
Development.

5. The Bald Eagle Community Condominiums conceptual Master Planned
Development was approved by the City Council on July 20, 1989.

6. The Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley Final Plat was recorded with Summit County on
August 3, 1989.
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7. An addition to the site’s existing Single-Family Dwelling was completed in 2004 and
built outside the platted Building Pad.

8. The Applicant proposes amending the plat and modify the Building Pad to reflect
existing as-built conditions and to accommodate a future addition to the garage.

9. The existing Building Pad contains 7,936 square feet.

10.The proposed amended Building Pad contains 7,936 square feet.

11.The existing driveway crosses the property line common to Unit 9 (7979 Roamer
Court) and Unit 8 (7991 Roamer Court).

12.The Land Management Code regulates Lot and Site Requirements per LMC § 15-
2.13-3.

13. A Single-Family Dwelling is an allowed Use in the Residential Development Zoning
District.

14.The required Front Setback is 15 feet.

15.The required Side Setback is 12 feet.

16.The required Rear Setback is 15 feet.

17.The maximum Building Height in the Residential Development Zoning District is 28
feet from Existing Grade.

18.The proposal complies with the Sensitive Land Overlay Zone Regulations.

19.The proposal complies with the Bald Eagle Club At Deer Valley Plat requirements.

20.There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment.

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

22.No easement is vacated or amended as a result of the plat amendment.

23. Staff published notice on the City’s Website, the Utah Public Notice Website, and
posted notice to the property on January 11, 2023.

24. Staff mailed courtesy notice to property owners within 300 feet on January 11, 2023.

25.The Park Record published notice on January 11, 2023.

Conclusions of Law

1. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code,
including LMC Chapter 15-2.13, Residential Development (RD) District, LMC
Chapter 15-2.21, Sensitive Land Overlay Zone (SLO) Regulations, 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.

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

Conditions of Approval

1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final
from 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
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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.

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

Any addition to the existing Structure shall not exceed the zone height of 28 feet
from Existing Grade

To address the driveway encroachment, the Applicant shall correct the
encroachment into the abutting property upon completion of updating the driveway
configuration. Otherwise, the Applicant shall enter into an encroachment agreement
with the neighboring property owner and record the agreement with Summit County
prior to recordation of the plat.

City Engineer 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 16™ Day of February 2023.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Nann Worel, MAYOR

ATTEST:

City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

Attachment 1 — Proposed Plat
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VALLEY

AMENDING UNIT 9

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 22
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

I, Michael Demkowicz, do hereby certify that | am a Professional Land Surveyor in the State of Utah and
that | hold License No. 4857264 in accordance with Title 58, Chapter 22, Professional Engineers and Professional
Land Surveyors Licensing Act. | further certify that | have completed a survey and have referenced a record of
survey map of the existing property boundaries in accordance with Section 17—-23—17 and have verified the
boundary locations and have placed monuments as represented on the plat. | do further certify that by
authority of the owners, | have prepared this plat amendment of the property described hereon, hereafter to be
known as THE BALD EAGLE CLUB AT DEER VALLEY AMENDING UNIT 9.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Unit 9, contained within The Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley, an expandable Utah condominium project as the
same is identified in the record of survey map recorded on August 03, 1989 in Summit County, as Entry No.
311265 (as said record of survey map may have heretofore been amended or supplemented) and in the
Declaration recorded on August 03, 1989 in Summit County, as Entry No. 311266 in Book 530 at Page 295
(as said Declaration may have heretofore been amended or supplemented.)

Together with the appurtenant undecided interest in said project’s common areas as established in said
Declaration and allowing for periodic alteration both in the magnitude of said undivided interest and in the
composition of the common areas and facilities to which said interest relates.

OWNER’S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

KNOW ALL BY THESE PRESENTS that, Ali Leemann and Anuradha Leemann, Trustees of The Leemann Family
Trust, dated August 11, 2008, hereby certify that they have caused this plat amendment to be made, together with
easements as set forth to be hereafter known as THE BALD EAGLE CLUB AT DEER VALLEY AMENDING UNIT 9, and
does hereby dedicate for the perpetual use of the public the areas shown on this plat as intended for public use.
The undersigned owner also hereby conveys any other easements as shown on this plat to the parties indicated and
for the purposes shown hereon.

In witness whereof, the undersigned set his hand
2023.
The Leemann Family Trust, dated August 11, 2008,

In witness whereof, the undersigned set her hand
_____ 2023.
The Leemann Family Trust, dated August 11, 2008,

day of , day of )

By: By:

.Anurodho Leemann, Trustee

Ali Leemann, Trustee

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
State of )
Ss.
County of )
On this _____ day of , 2023, Ali Leemann personally appeared before me,

whose identity is personally known to me or proven on the basis of satisfactory evidence, and who by me duly

sworn /affirmed, did say that he is a Trustee of the Leemann Family Trust dated August 11, 2008, and that said
document was signed by him on behalf of said Trust by authority of the Trust, and he acknowledged to me that
he executed THE BALD EAGLE CLUB AT DEER VALLEY AMENDING UNIT 9

A Notary Public commissioned in

Printed Name

Residing in:

My commission expires:

Commission No:

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
State of )
ss.
County of )
On this _____ day of , 2023, Anuradha Leemann personally appeared before

me, whose identity is personally known to me or proven on the basis of satisfactory evidence, and who by me
duly sworn/affirmed, did say that she is a Trustee of the Leemann Family Trust dated August 11, 2008, and
that said document was signed by her on behalf of said Trust by authority of the Trust, and she acknowledged
to me that she executed THE BALD EAGLE CLUB AT DEER VALLEY AMENDING UNIT 9.

A Notary Public commissioned in

Printed Name

Residing in:

My commission expires:

Commission No:

NOTES

This plat amendment is subject to the Conditions of Approval in Ordinance 2023—

All Conditions of Approval of The Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley, recorded August 3, 1989, as
Entry No. 311265 shall continue to apply and remain in full force and effect.

See recorded survey S—11088.

SHEET 1 OF 1

1/15/22L JOB NO.: 10-5-22 FILE: X:\BaldEagle\dwg\srv\plat2022\ 100522.dwg

SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT

REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER
RECLAMATION DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS
DAY OF , 2023

BY

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

PLANNING COMMISSION

RECOMMENDED BY THE PARK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION THIS

DAY OF ,
BY

2023

CHAIR

ENGINEER'S CERTIFICATE
| FIND THIS PLAT TO BE IN

APPROVAL AS TO FORM COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY

ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION ON ™ "7 =7 == = =% 7% —————
FILE IN MY OFFICE THIS ___ DAY OF 2023 COUNCIL THIS _____ DAY OF , 2023
DAY OF , 2023
BY BY BY
PARK CITY ENGINEER PARK CITY ATTORNEY MAYOR

CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST
| CERTIFY THIS PLAT
WAS APPROVED BY PARK CITY
COUNCIL THE DAY

OF )
BY

PARK CITY RECORDER

PUBLIC SAFETY
ANSWERING POINT APPROVAL

RECORDED
STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED

APPROVED THIS _____ DAY AT THE REQUEST OF
OF , 2023 |}
FEE RECORDER
BY
SUMMIT COUNTY GIS COORDINATOR TIME DATE ENTRY NO.
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THE BALD EAGLE CLUB AT DEER VALLEY
UNIT 9
(7979 Roamer Court)

November 9, 2022

PROJECT INTENT

The Bald Eagle Club at Deer Valley was originally recorded August 3, 1989, as Entry No.
311265 in the Office of the Recorder, Summit County, Utah.

In approximately 2004, an addition was made to the west end of the house which was
constructed outside the building pad as originally platted in 1989. No plat amendment was
recorded in the recorder’s office that revises the building pad to reflect the building addition.

The applicant will be submitting plans to add a one-car garage to the south of the existing
garage with a home office above the additional one-car garage. Since no plat amendment was
recorded for the addition circa 2004, the building pad will be adjusted so that the current location
of the building is within the revised building pad as well as the proposed addition of the one-car
garage. A proposed deck extension for a hot tub is also being proposed on the north side of the
residence.

In conjunction with the construction of a one-car garage, a widened driveway has been
designed. The current driveway is approximately 11 feet wide at its narrowest point and curved,
which makes it difficult to maneuver when backing out. The proposed driveway will still be
curved, but will be approximately 20 feet wide at its narrowest point. The current driveway also
encroaches into the neighboring property by approximately 2.6 feet, and the new driveway
design eliminates this encroachment.

The building pad as shown on Page 2 of the currently recorded plat has an area of
approximately 7,963 square feet. The proposed additions along with the addition that was
completed circa 2004, will be within the proposed new building pad configuration and a square
footage of 7,963 square feet will be maintained.
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SUMMIT / WASATCH COUNTY LINE
she
CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY
PARK CITY BOUNDARY COUNTY LINE
I, Richard K. Johanson, do hereby certify that I am a Registt.ared (JULY 1989) DESCRIPTION
Land Surveyor and that I hold Certificate No.v.sa'“ as prescribed o
under the laws of the State of Utah, I further certify that by the CL1 = North 41° 51/ 15" East 386.61 feet
authority of the owners I have made a survey of the triilct.: of lar)d » S11 ~ S 86°30°00" 283 36' CcL2 = North 53° 34: 30: East 132.63 feet
as described and shown on this plat and that have subdivided said _ <sS<OXyy - ' S12 T N 6 a S CL3 = North 46 14 18" East 411.89 feet
tract of land into units, common areas, and private streets, and X L%ﬁf’f“’ Ty PARCEL B .36 72.00' CL4 = North 680 57¢ 05" East 625.96 feet
that same has been correctly surveyed and staked on the ground %’g% ARy o ~ ARLE! d e : 00~ CLS = North 65° 49/ 52" East  204.63 feet
shown on this plat and said survey complies with Sections 57-8-4 SEE BACKLOT SANITARY SE SE »47‘.5"’\1;) (3\% FT. . » > PARCEL C gg? = sor‘ég Zi" ;é: 2;:: g::z : ggggg g:zz
le Ve N : = or .
Utah Code Annotated. ARY SEWER EA A ¢ S [7996¢] CL8 = North 24° 47’ 43" East 304.77 feet
DESCRIPTION FOR BEARINGS & DISTANCES s10 - (&0 ® CL9 = North 24° 47’ 43" East 314.04 feet
z /28 /89 S13 y - o UNIT 7 s15 CL10= North 24° 47’ 43" East 418.94 feet
Date . [7997] X o ——
yb\\ S8 . g UNIT P 0.98 AC. B A PARK CITY LINE
h _ \s\ _ EYATY SQ. FT. 42,848 SQFT - DESCRIPTION
:\:“‘ ~_ 89 ‘;V A o 0.59 AC. %);‘ (PR‘VATE N é\ PC1 = South 24° 47’ 43" West 418.94 feet
BACK LOT SANITARY SEWER EASEMENT DESCRIPTLON 7 . 7 ROAD & PC2 = South 39° 55/ 00" West  205.18 feet
. . . 7 2\on “ ROAMER ., / PC3 = South 00° 00/ 00" West 126.67 feet
A 20.00 foot wide sanitary sewer easement, the centerline 390 104" 5 S\ e Q,, PC4 = South 419.20 feet
ALUMINUM of which is described as follows; beginning at a point AT VUA ‘ T \G, N 79745097 £ COURT L ~ 817 © PC5 = South 45° 00’ 00" West 2412.34 feet
CAP which is South 288.05 feet and East 1628.57 feet from the S6 ” . 115.00 -~ sop 10714517 b R
Southwest corner of Section 22, Township 2 North, Range 1 al g 40.00 3’
4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said point being on v —R. 1104 o
the Northerly boundary of the Bald FEagle Road Access / 100.00 o 4 62 Y 38§ 120.00 ™
Easement and running thence the following courses: 5 oo \6\ I 15 00 / /
{3, 81 _Blige == 20~ EIES
@ S-1 = North 05° 29/ 27" West, a distance of 99.13 feet, t e o R = 15.00° g
) S-2 = North 03° 13’ 46" West, a distance of 319.51 feet, - WP S R DI X ,L /
| $-3 = North 59° 25/ 15" East, a distance of 25.55 feet, R = 15.00 o\ o ogp \® T — o =] —
S-4 = North 07° 59’ 06" East, a distance of 233.16 feet, g = 27.59 QN oo\ o0’ i - ; 0 /
| ° N - & »\ P> - 6\8 5)4?)‘3 .o Re)
S§-5 = North 14° 22’ 12" East, a distance of 249.82 feet, : L\ —0s - A oA wfm
| w S-6 = North 30" 06’ 05" East, a distance of 159.12 feet, POB PARCEL B / ot 3 P Y
[ = 5-7 = North 78 09/ 59" East, a distance of 214.56 feet, S5 , 94509 S — " % UNIT 5 8& of ¥
py S-8 = South 71° 33’ 54" East, a distance of 107.52 feet 50 WIDE N 194 1230° o\ %5\ e O 1
Iy S-9 = South 69° 41’ 30" East, a distance of 135.42 feet, / €N L\ 26,467 SQ. F]. ~ o S00°00UUW
;g $-10 = North 63° 13’ 06" East, a distance of 355.09 feet, - 5565 EARECAL 061 AC T, < T T Vo 1230+ A
| S-11 = North 65° 53/ 52" East, a distance of 83.26 feet, 2000 o g 20'PUE. b . o]o o CL9 ROAD EASEMENT NO.3
o 8-12 = South 63° 14’ 10" East, a distance of 128.80 feet, ) UNIT 10 & '\ T e 3586 )g o4 ACCESS & UT\‘iL\TY EASE.MENT
| O S-13 = South 42° 36’ 51" East, a distance of 169.85 feet, 20,659 5Q f 7. | - R Gl M E=od 2T ! \ ]
| Z S-14 = North 70° 41 37" East, a distance of 166.36 feet 047 AC W\ e N 073 ol Y F} 0 00'S_ 82707 50" WIDE POB EXPANDABLE AREA B
S-15 = North 87° 00’ 11" East, a distance of 191.26 feet, ‘ @ (BRIVATE ROAD VA \E ~ o I SOV e TE
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PARCEL A BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

Beginning at a point which is South 330.17 feet and East 1764.21
feet from the southwest corner of Section 22, Township 2 South,
Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, thence the following

courses:

1)

North 20° 33‘ 06" East; 800.00 feet

2) South 50° 11’ 00" East; 139.97 feet
3) South 18° 57’ 10" West; 305.00 feet

South 10° 08’ 49" East; 69.31 feet

5) South 18° 15’ 58" East; 88.55 feet
6) South 29° 35’/ 41" West; 385.00 feet
7) North 50° 09’ 18" West; 181.19 feet

to the point of beginning. Said parcel contains 3.20 acres more

or less.

PARCEL B BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

Beginning at a point which is 519.326 feet North and 2683.768
feet East from the Southwest Corner of Section 22, Township 2

South, Range
point of beg

Thence
Thence
Thence
Thence
Thence
Thence
Thence
Thence
To said

Said parcel

Beginning at

4 East, Salt Lake Base to Meridian, Thence from said
inning, the following courses:

N 37° 56’ 33" E, a distance of 114.73 feet;
N 39° 27’ 24" E, a distance of 43.84 feet;
N 41° 477 50" E, a distance of 326.29 feet;
S 86° 30’ 00" E, a distance of 283.36 feet:
S 72° 00’ 00" E, a distance of 116.00 feet:
S 24° 02’ 46" W, a distance of 120.00 feet:
S 42° 36’ 03" W, a distance of 139.33 feet:
S 79° 45’ 09" W, a distance of 575.00 feet:
point of beginning.

contains 3.25 acres, more or less.

PARCEL C BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

a point which is 347.192 feet North and 3422.338 feet

East of the Southwest corner of Section 22, Township 2 South, Range

4 East, Sal

t Lake Base and Meridian and ruunning thence the

following courses:

1)

Said Parcel

North 47° 02/ 14" East, a distance of 20.77 feet to
a point on a 55.00 foot radius curve to the right,
said curve having a central angle of 50° 55/ 09 ",
and a center bearing South 42° 57’/ 46" East

Thence along the arc of said curve 48.87 feet

South 82° 02/ 37" East, a distance of 58.56 feet
North 00° 00’ 00" East, a distance of 62.79 feet
North 39° 55’ 00" East, a distance of 205.52 feet
North 24° 47’ 43" East, a distance of 109.18 feet
North 62° 00’ 01" WesT, a distance of 214.57 feet
South 24° 02’ 46" West, a distance of 230.71 feet
South 08° 04’ 05" West, a distance of 108.93 feet
South 01° 18’ 43" East, a distance of 122.02 feet
g.

to the point of beginnin

C contains 1.48 acres.

PARCEL D BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

~Beginning at a point which is 877.544 feet South and 1809.595 feet
East of the Southwest Corner of Section 22, Township 2 South, Range
4 East, Salt Lake Base & Meridian. Thence from said point of
beginning the following courses:

1)

21)
22)
23)

24)

25)

26)
27)

28)
29)

Said Parcel

North 43° 15’/ 49" East, distance of 140.00 feet
North 41° 00/ 01" East, distance of 195.00 feet
North 00° 09’ 38" East, distance of 222.00 feet
North 30° 58’ 56" East, distance of 135.94 feet
North 46° 33/ 24" East, distance of 100.11 feet
North 61° 49’ 10" East, distance of 101.57 feet

North 28 10’ 55" East,
North 27" 27’ 34" East,
North 50 42’ 05" East,
North 79° 45’ 09" East,
South 04 57/ 39n West,
South 04° 24/ 01" East,
South 16 46’ 58" East,
South 39° 13’ 04" East,
South 00 00’ 00" East,

distance of 319.45 feet
distance of 125.89 feet
distance of 375.30 feet
distance of 618.00 feet
distance of 120.00 feet
distance of 79.50 feet

distance of 131.61 feet
distance of 210.48 feet
distance of 87.05 feet

South 38 39’ 35" West, distance of 49.77 feet
South 51° 00’ 32" West, distance of 135.09 feet
South 67° 41’ 38" West, distance of 126.46 feet
South 78° 35/ 20" West, distance of 111.20 feet
South 53° 35’ 01" West, distance of 75.80 feet
South 32: 177 44" West, distance of 94.03 feet

South 48 00’ 00" West, distance of 1177.71 feet
North 75° 39’ 43" West, distance of 189.31 feet

to a point on a 530.00 foot radius curve to the
right from which the radius point bears North 54° 44’
12" West, said curve having a central angle of 13°
437 ¢g7v

Thence westerly along the arc of said curve a distance
of 126.94 feet

South 48° 58’ 55" West, a distance of 9./4 feet to a
point on a 163.28 foot radius curve from which the
radius point bears North 41° 01’ 05" West, said curve
having a central angle of 170° 31’ o¢" to the right
Thence westerly along the arc of said curve a distance
of 485.%% feet

South 50° 30’ 01" East, a distance of 60.00 feet
North 39° 29/ 59" East, a distance of 61.46 feet
North 37° 12’ 51" East, a distance of 66.52 feet

to the point of beginning.
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D contains 31.88 acres.

EXPANSION AREA B BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

Beginning at a point which is 406.568 feet North and 4167.176 feet
East of the Southwest corner of Section 22, Township 2 South, Range
4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian and running thence the
following courses: '
1) South 11° 44’ 17" BEAST,
2) South 30° 00’ 00" West,
3) South 65° 07’ 40" West,
3) South 55° 07’ 41" West,
4) North 31° 08’ 50" West,
5) North 32" 17’ 44" East,
6) North 53° 35’ 01" East,
7) North 78° 35’ 20" East,
8) North 67° 41’ 38" East,
9) North 51° 00’ 32" East, distance of 135.09 feet
10) North 38° 39’ 35" East, distance of 49.77 feet
11) North 0° 00’ 00" East, a distance of 184.74 feet
12) North 49° 39’ 58" West, a distance of 40.77 feet
13) North 42° 42’ 34" West, a distance of 88.46 feet
14) North 20° 49’ 15" West, a distance of 75.96 feet
15) North 01° 18’ 43" West, a distance of 9.01 feet
16) North 47° 02’ 14" East, a distance of 20.77 feet
to a point on a 55.00 foot radius curve to the right,
said curve having a central angle of 50° 55’ 09", and
a center bearing South 42° 577 46"
17) Thence along the arc of said curve 48.87 feet
18) South 82° 02’ 37" East, a distance of 58.56 feet
19) North 0° 00’ 00" East, a distance of 62.79 feet
20) North 39° 55’ 00" East, a distance of 205.52 feet
21) North 24° 47’ 4%" East, a distance of 109. (# feet
22) South 62° 00’ 01" East, a distance of 200./9 feet
23) South 49° 15’ 57" East, a distance of 177.49 feet
a
a

distance of 309.03 feet
distance of 1z(.&| feet
distance of 1011.0% feet
distance of 97.19 feet
distance of 193.22 feet
distance of 94.03 feet

distance of 75.80 feet

distance of 111.20 feet
distance of 126.46 feet

°
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24) South 67° 59’ 05" East, distance of 81.43 feet
25) South 55° 59/ 58" East, distance of 75.00 feet

to the point of beginning.

Said Expansion parcel contains 13,26 acres

—BLM PARCEL EXCEPTION

Excepting from the above described Parcel D and Expandable Area

B the following descriped tract. Beginning at a point which is
corner No. 3 of the Essex Patented Lode Mining Claim Lot No. 147;

said point of beginning being S8outh 261.18’ and East 3066.82’ from

the SouthWest Corner of Section 22, Township 2 Sogth, Range 4 East, .
SLB&M; thence N 45° 20’21" E 1223.72’, thence 8 49°15'57" E 4.447,
thence S 45°32’46" W 1224.08’, to the point of beginning. ‘ :

'COntaining .06 Acres

PRIVATE ROAD BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

Beginning at a point within Royal Street East which is South 40.90
feet and East 122%,,7 feet from the Southwest Corner of Section 22,
Township 2 South, Range 4 East, SLB & M; thence along the
centerline of a 60.00 foot wide private road, for the purpose of
utility service, ingress and egress to the Bald Eagle Club, an
expandable condominium, as shown on the official plat herein, and
described as follows:

S 76°54’53" E 34.97’, Thence ,

S 63*26’26" E 132.81’, across the Long Chord of a 284.99’ Radius
Curve to the Right and Subtended by a
Central Angle of 26 56’53"; Thence

S 49°58700" E 254.87’, Thence )

S 24"59’00" E 244.97’, across the Long Chord of a 290’ Radius
Curve to the Right and Subtended by a
Central Angle of 49 58’00"; Thence

' South 7047/, Thence

S 11° 30'00" E 132.78’, across the Long Chord of a 330’ Radius
Curve to the Left and Subtended by a
Central Angle of 23 00’00"; Thence

145.02’, Thence

84.04’, across the Long Chord of a 81’ Radius
Curve to the Right and Subtended by a
Central Angle of 62 39’59"; Thence

S 39°29’59" W 61.46’ to the Bald Eagle Community Subdivision

Boundary Line.

S 23*00’00"
S 8°15 oo"

=™

AD EAS ESCRIPTION NO 1

Beginning at a point that is South 257.86’ and East 2137.89’ from
the SouthWest Corner of Section 22, Township 2 South, Range 4 East,
SLB&M; Thence along the CenterLine of a 50’ Wide Road, for the
purpose of 1Ingress and Egress, and for Utility Construction and
Maintenance to Units 39 thru 42, and more specifically described as
follows: N 45* 54’56" W 76.40’ to the Point of Tangency of a
237.15’ Radius Curve to the Right, Thence along the Centerline of
said Curve 39.12’, more or less, to the Boundary Line of the above
mentioned Units 39 thru 42.

Containing 0.11 Acres

\
ROAD EASEMENT DESCRIPTION NO 2

Beginning at a point that is North 513.60’ and East 3073.69’ from
the SouthWest Corner of Section 22, Township 2 South, Range 4 East,
SLB&M; Thence along the Boundary 1line a 50’ Wide Road, for the
purpose of Ingress and Egress, and for Utility Construction and
Maintenance to Units 6 thru 9, and more specifically described as
follows: N 13 56’53" W 60.67’, Thence NorthWesterly along the arc
of a 15’ Radius Curve to the Left to the Boundary of the above
mentioned Units 6 thru 9, thence along said Boundary line ~ 71° 45’
AE 80.17’, Thence SouthWesterly along the arc of a 15’ Radius
Curve to the Left 24.53’, Thence S 13°56’53" E 58.73’, Thence S 79

45°09™ W 50.10' to the Point of Beginning.

Containing .09 Acres

ROAD EASEMENT DESCRIPTION NO. 3

Beginning at a point which is North 349.05’ and East 3,422.28’ from
the Southwest Corner of Section 22, Township 2 South, Range 4 East,
SLB&M; Thence along the Boundary line of a 50’ Wide Road, for the
purpose of Ingress and Egress, and for the Utility Construction and
Maintanance to Unit 3, the following courses:
N 01° 18’ 43" W, 63.89 feet; to a point on a 105 foot
radius curve; said curve having a cord bearing of S 52°
59’ 50" W and a cord length of 21.81 feet and a central
angle of 11° 55’ 13"; thenee Southwesterly along
said curve a distance of 21.84 feet; thence S 47° 02/ 14"
W, 46.24 feet; thence S 04° 24’ 01" E, 0.73 feet; thence
S 16° 46’ 58" E, 55.71 feet; thence N 47° 02/ 14" E,
49.94 feet to the point of beginning.

Contains 0.07 Acres

Notes regarding Sanitary Sewer Service
and Expansion Ares B

Units Number 14, 28, 29, and 34, are not presently within the
boundaries of the Snyderville Basin Sewer Improvement District.
Sewer service will not be provided until and unless these units are
annexed to the District. This shall not preclude the Owners of
those Units from installing septic tank systems upon approval of
applicable county health authorities.

Unit Number 14 is located at an elevation where sewer service is
only available through the use of a pump system, which is the sole

- responsibility of the Unit Owner and not a part of the Snyderville

Basin Sewer Improvement District system for purposes of maintenance
or operation. -

See seperate Notice and Covenant regarding sewer service to these
units.

Unit Owners shall fully indemnify and save harmless the
Snyderville Basin Sewer Improvement District from all
costs and damages which may arise due to stoppages and/or
overflows in the backlot sewer and for which the District
is unable to respond due to limited access.

"RECORD OF SURVEY MAP FO}R‘AN EXPANDABLE CONDOMlNlUM’ CALLED
THE BALD EAGLE CLUB AT DEER VALLEY

-LOCATED IN SECTIONS 22 & 27, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, S.L.B.&M.
~ PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

OWNER’S CERTIFICATE AND CONSENT TO RECORD

KNOWN ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENT: That Marc Realty & Investment
Group, Inc. and Kieth-Marc Properties, Ltd.; do hereby certify that
they are the fee owner of the tract of land described and shown
herein and they have caused this record of survey map to be
prepared for a project to be known as The Bald Eagle Club at Deer
Valley, an expandable condominium. We hereby submit the property
to the provisions of the Utah Condominium Ownership Act and give
consent to its recordation for the same.

In witness thereof, we have set are signature the’zgt& day of
SNy o , 1989.

Keith—-Marc Properties, Ltd.
Marc Realty & Investment By Marc Realty & Investment
Group, Inc. Group, Inc., a corporate

General Partner: ’
7

?%%é;;;4%é;éf%2é;%2{£§;¢//
By: )
Mark O. Kaplan, Président By: ;a%ZZ¢Aéé;6Z;éz;ézézz;b//

Mark O. Kaplan, President
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SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE

\ I, Michael Demkowicz, do hereby certify that | am a Professional Land Surveyor and that |
. N ez hold License No. 4857264 as prescribed under the laws of the State of Utah. | further certify that
\%Q DEMKOWICZ under my direct supervision a survey has been performed on the hereon described property and
f Faviant \ that to the best of my knowledge this plat is a correct representation of said survey.
& e - \
@
\ NOTES
////////// \ 1. Site Benchmark: Water Valve = 8288.4".
~~~~~~ - \ _
/& P—— //\/ 2. Field work for this survey was completed on June 21, 2022.
- - - 3. The architect is responsible for verifying building setbacks, zoning requirements and building
__________ 82507~ / \ //““‘““\4\\‘11// heights.
- . W
/////// \ o \ T T T ——— NOTES FROM THE BALD EAGLE CLUB AT DEER VALLEY, ENTRY NO. 311265, SUMMIT COUNTY
////f 7 ———— RECORDER’'S OFFICE
o o / T T
/ T \ // \ 4. Building pads represent the boundary in which all building and associated construction
////// / f““ T — disturbance shall occur. When the actual building footprint is established, the limits of
= P e construction disturbance shall be no greater than 15" beyond the foundation wall. The building
=TT \ REIoATION ST T _ footprint can shift within the building pad. Any deviation from this format shall be approved
///// /// CONTROL _~ \ by the Architectural Committee. Access to the building footprint shall be no wider than 14,
T e ) R and the associated limits of cut and fill slopes shall be the steepest slopes approved by the

geotechnical reports. Any deviation from this format shall be approved by the Architectural
_ Committee.

SANTARY . 5. Limits of Disturbance are not enforced by Park City. All enforcement efforts must be
SLEANOUT _ = C T T —— undertaken by the Architectural Committee.
// m — —

T 6. No finished floor elevation shall exceed 8455. This may affect the Architectural design for the

- \ - improvements to Units 21-25 and to Units within the Expandable Area B.
/a// \\\\\\\\\\\ 7. A pre—construction meeting shall occur between the project engineer, city engineer, building
== pd department official, and contractor to establish in the field the limits and areas of
\
g \ disturbance as described on the Limits of Disturbance and Erosion Control Plan.
— \
- \ \ .
// \ llll”_”_/’_/ll . . . . . . . .
V\\/ 3 g 8. Limits of disturbance shall be delineated in the field with rope and flagging cordon.
& . //// \ d
O N . _ - 9. All areas within the limits of disturbance described on the Limits of Disturbance and Erosion
g B - _ . . . .
@ Y t\< \ CSESSE S - 78 |/ - \ [ —— Control Plan, and those areas of disturbance associated with the project but not shown on
' AN ’ — - . .
§ / ) =4 (TYP.) AT /(% ) - v the plan, shall be seeded with Deer Valley Seed Mix at a rate of 40 Ibs. p.l.s per acre.
& T 7 " - -/ 7139 P [DEER VALLEY SEED MiX]
2 8/267 5' 6.0’ Y o
> / 207.2 5.9 \ P SEED TYPE PERCENTAGE
EVERGREEN ’ > [ 8269.9° %’ T \ WINTER WHEAT 20%
TREE (TYP.) <IN VI A S o
~~~~~ > \ ) As \ PERENNIAL RYEGRASS 20%
D\ N ©
— X \ [ [N sToNE <, DECK o METER -
—7 x | D\ RETAINING P P INTERMEDIATE WHEATGRASS 20%
/7\ e ~— U T/WALI;/ - / AN \
AN~ —~ — : )/ NN 10%
B //;\< PN T ves RN KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS
s - \ 7 ~ X82822
P ; ‘ - N Y ORCHARD GRASS 10%
§Q‘ X8271.4" - 7.2 ot , e
&“ P . FF = 8271.6
i\\' 0.7 SMOOTH BROME 10%
A , .
. & “TstoNe — X ’ Ry TIMOTHY, CLIMAX 5%
% RETAINING N N ELECTRICAL A N o _
A WALL N FF= 8287.1) METER , RN T MEDIUM RED CLOVER 5% - T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
a7 [7979 ROAMER COURT| L<p13 ¥ “ 8286.2' XOH ) SRy STONE 7
“ ’ EXISTING RESIDENCE "/ L S TONE = AT RN T RETAINING P
KN PLANTER _ — LANDING STONE / ) - [
L = COLUMN R -
i;‘ 8286/.7/ = o - <Q
/ = STONE N 5 P - FIRE
p ) 17 ) COLUMN N/ s T HYDRANT
3 ROOF PEAK s W/ Rl
& = 8317.6 N
. STORM N
& DRAIN CONCRETE \\(' ,,,,,,,,,,, -~ TELECOMMUNICATIONS
& ,l ! DRIVEWAY ONORT omon PEDESTALS
8288 4 ROLL GUTTER e
SITE BENCHMARK:
WATER VALVE
i wn ELEV.=8288.4"
) =
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/ o% B2918 8286.6" 550 1 AN N\ o
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Y <\, o rs g COUR
/ o\ HIGH-BACK CU o RO A\\/\E
[
WATER
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/ = '/ \\"'\
35
/ P @//8293.X ) / :
201.6' . S RO \
8291.6 8292.2 ‘.“-\.,ggggr“‘.m_ﬁ..ﬁ . A/C » } \ A . 3 ‘-5
SIS ET0RE RETAINING. WALL 4 UNIT _ e . _ ‘ M Q o
e .. /%8294.1’ T \ o = R \ ) \ ) . G CONCRETE o UTTER
s ) % ——-\ — X8297.2 TN 70~
4-) = 0/1/5\ \ J | 2
My RO L MO LB IEG R RANYS y ~ PRV {77 8288.9'
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7979 Roamer Court - looking westerly
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7979 Roamer Court - looking easterly
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7979 Roamer Court - looking southeasterly
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7979 Roamer Court - looking southerly

83



- temragy,.

" AT e

[N T §

7979 Roamer Court - looking westerly
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7979 Roamer Court - looking westerly
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Planning Department
Staff Report

Subject: 103 Alice Court m

Application: PL-22-05421 '881
Author: Lillian Zollinger, Planner | 1

Date: January 25, 2023

Type of Item: Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit

Recommendation

(I) Review the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (SSCUP) at 103 Alice Court, (I1)
conduct a public hearing, and (lIl) consider approving the proposal based on the
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval outlined in the Draft
Final Action Letter (Exhibit A).

Description
Applicant: Gavin Steinberg
Location: 103 Alice Court
Zoning District: Historic Residential - 1 (HR-1) District
Adjacent Land Uses: Single Family Dwellings, Recreation and Open Space
Reason for Review: The Planning Commission reviews and takes Final Action
on SSCUPs for Lots greater than 3,750 square feet.!
DRT Design Review Team
HDDR Historic District Design Review
HR-1 Historic Residential - 1
LMC Land Management Code
SFD Single Family Dwelling
SSCUP Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit

Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1.

Background

103 Alice Court is Lot 6 of the Alice Claim Subdivision and is vacant (Exhibit C). The
Applicant submitted a SSCUP and a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application
and proposes construction of a new Single-Family Dwelling (SFD) within the Historic
Residential-1 (HR-1) Zoning District.

The review of the Alice Claim Subdivision began in 2006, and took 12 years to approve.
The Alice Claim Subdivision had 15 meetings since 2014, with the Planning
Commission or City Council reviewing the proposal. In 2015, the Planning Commission
recommended denial of the Alice Claim Subdivision/Plat Amendment and Conditional

1LMC § 15-2.1-6(B)(2)
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Use Permit (CUP). The City Council then sent the application back to the Planning
Commission for further review. In 2016, with an updated proposal, the Planning
Commission approved a CUP for three retaining walls up to ten feet to help with slope
stabilization. The CUP was appealed, but after an access agreement was obtained, the
new access did not require walls greater than six feet. One appeal was withdrawn, and
the other appeal was not pursued with the updated retaining wall height included in the
Subdivision and Plat Amendment proposal. In 2017, the Planning Commission
forwarded a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Alice Claim Subdivision
with conditions to create developable lots with proper water access and to protect
sensitive lands. On March 8, 2018, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2018-08
approving the Alice Claim Subdivision (Staff Report, p. 60-167; Meeting Minutes, p. 8-
13).

In conjunction with the SSCUP, Staff is reviewing the HDDR application (PL-22-05260)
for compliance with LMC Section 15-13-8 Design Guidelines for New Residential Infill
Construction in Historic Districts.

Analysis
103 Alice Court is located on an uphill lot with a slope average of 15-33% Approximately

1,452 square feet of the SFD will be constructed on a steep slope with an average slope
32.1%. LMC § 15-2.2-6 requires a SSCUP for construction of any Structure with a
Building Footprint in excess of two hundred square feet (200 sf) in the HR-1 Zoning
District.

() The proposal to construct a new Single-Family Dwelling complies with HR-1
Zoning District requirements outlined in LMC Chapter 15-2.2.

Two of the purposes of the HR-1 district are to “encourage construction of Historically
Compatible Structures that contribute to the character and scale of the Historic District
and maintain existing residential neighborhoods and establish Development review
criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes which mitigate impacts to mass and
scale and the environment.”

The proposed SFD is an Allowed Use in the HR-1 Zoning District, pursuant to LMC §
15-2.2-2(1).

LMC § 15-2.2-3 outlines lot and site requirements for the HR-1 Zoning District, shown in
the table below:

Zoning Requirement Analysis of Proposal

Minimum Lot Size - 1,875 sq. ft. | Complies: The lot contains 4,510 sq. ft.

Minimum Lot Width - 25 feet Complies: The lot is 41.91 feet long at the front end, and
44.70 feet long at the rear.

2LMC §15-2.2-1
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Maximum Building Footprint —
1,750 sq. ft.

Complies: The proposed Footprint is 1,750 sq. ft. as
measured on the submitted plans (Exhibit B).

Minimum Front and Rear
Setback for Lots over 100 feet
long — 15 feet each for a total of
30 feet

Complies: 15 feet each

Minimum Side Setbacks for
Lots up to 50 feet in width — 5
feet each

Complies: 5 feet each

Building Height — 27 feet from
Existing Grade

Complies: The proposed height is 27 feet from existing
grade.

Building Height — 10-foot
minimum horizontal step in the
downhill facade

Complies: At 20’ from the lowest point of existing grade,
the architecture steps back 10’ from the front facade of
the structure.

LMC § 15-2.2-5 outlines building height requirements, shown in the table below:

Maximum interior height of 35
feet

Complies: LMC § 15-2.2-5(A) states, “A Structure shall
have a maximum height of thirty-five feet (35’) measured
from the lowest finish floor plane to the point of the
highest wall top plate that supports the ceiling joists or
roof rafters.” The proposal has an interior height of 35
feet, as defined, and is compliant.
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The proposed design does not require additional height
exceptions for the SFD to be constructed.

Roof Pitch- between 7:12 and Complies: The Contributing Roof Form is 7:12.

12:12
Final Grade within 4 feet of Complies: The proposed final grade is within 4 feet of
Existing Grade existing grade.

(I) The proposal to construct a SFD complies with criteria outlined in LMC 815-
2.2-6 Development on Steep Slopes.

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.

Development on Steep Slopes must be environmentally sensitive to hillside areas,
carefully planned to mitigate adverse effects on neighboring land and improvements,
and consistent with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts (LMC 8§ 15-2.2-6).

Since the new SFD proposes an excess of 200 square feet located on an existing Slope
of thirty percent (30%) or greater, the SSCUP application is required, pursuant to per
15.2-2.6(A)(1). Additionally, the HDDR Application’s approval will be subject to the
approval of this SSCUP.

The Planning Commission reviews Steep Slope Conditional Use Permits for Lots that
are 3,750 square feet or greater (LMC Section 8§ 15-2.2-6(B)(1)). 103 Alice Court
contains 4,510 square feet and therefore requires Planning Commission approval.

Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit applications are subject to the following criteria:

Criteria Analysis of Proposal
LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT — Complies
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Development is located and designed to
reduce visual and environmental impacts of
the Structure.

The south side of the lot has an egress
window — the retaining walls are a maximum
of four feet in height from existing grade, with
grade restored around them to support the
window. Retaining walls in the front of the lot
follow existing grade on either side to allow a
garage, bottom level window, and stairs to
access the first level entrance. A retaining wall
is proposed in the rear of the structure to
create an outdoor patio area. Aside from the
structure itself, these are the only impacts
created to the existing topography. No
significant vegetation exists on the site, and
therefore none will be removed.

VISUAL ANALYSIS — The Applicant must
provide the Planning Department with a
visual analysis of the project from key
Vantage Points: To determine potential
impacts of the proposed Access, and
Building mass and design; and to identify
the potential for Screening, Slope
stabilization, erosion mitigation, vegetation
protection, and other design opportunities.

Complies

The Single-Family Dwelling will be the first
constructed in the Alice Claim Subdivision and
does not yet have streetscape context among
other structures. However, it will not be
viewable from Vantage Points, as defined in
LMC 8§ 15-15-1. (See Exhibit D to view the
Applicant’s submitted streetscape). There is
no existing significant vegetation on the lot,
but the applicant proposes to add vegetation
to mitigate erosion. The SFD will be
significantly screened from the South due to
the existing natural grade and vegetation.

ACCESS - Access points and driveways
must be designed to minimize Grading of
the natural topography and to reduce overall
Building scale. Shared Driveways and
Parking Areas, and side Access to garages
are strongly encouraged, where feasible.

Complies

The proposed twelve-foot (12’) wide driveway
located within the Front Setback is a 2%
downhill slope towards Daly Avenue, and
compliant with LMC 8§ 15-13-8(B)(1)(h)(7),
which requires, “new driveways shall not
exceed twelve (12) feet in width.” The
driveway leads to a single tandem-car garage
door. The front entrance is accessed via
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stairs, which are built into the existing grade.

TERRACING — The project may include
terraced retaining Structures if necessary to
regain Natural Grade.

Complies

The Applicant is proposing to use the
Structure itself as the majority of the retaining
for Natural Grade. LMC § 15-2.2-5 states,
“Final Grade must be within four vertical feet
(4’) of Existing Grade.” The applicant is not
proposing to change grade more than four feet
(4’). The Applicant has largely maintained
Natural Grade where possible, including
changing the design of the structure on the
side lot to egress windows to lessen the
impact of the excavation required. LMC § 15-
2.2-3 states that retaining walls four feet or
less in the Front Setback, or six feet or less in
the Rear Setback, are exceptions to Setbacks.
All proposed retaining walls are 4’ or less and
are compliant with the setback exceptions.

BUILDING LOCATION - Buildings, Access,
and infrastructure must be located to
minimize cut and fill that would alter the
perceived natural topography of the Site.
The Site design and Building Footprint must
coordinate with adjacent properties to
maximize opportunities for open Areas and
preservation of natural vegetation, to
minimize driveway and Parking Areas, and
to provide variation of the Front Yard.

Complies

The footprint of the structure is within the
building pad and is inside all setbacks. The
structure respects the 10’ foot Public Utilities
easement in the front. The applicant reduced
the proposed cut from previous design
proposals to reduce the impact on the grade.
This included removing windows on the south
side, to only include one required egress
window, and require less impact/excavation on
the existing grade.

BUILDING FORM AND SCALE — Where
Building masses orient against the Lot’s
existing contours, the Structures must be
stepped with the Grade and broken into a
series of individual smaller components that
are Compatible with the District. Low profile
Buildings that orient with existing contours
are strongly encouraged. The garage must
be subordinate in design to the main
Building. In order to decrease the perceived
bulk of the Main Building, the Planning
Director and/or Planning Commission may
require a garage separate from the main
Structure or no garage.

Complies

LMC § 15-2.2-5 states that, “A ten foot (10°)
minimum horizontal step in the downhill
facade is required.” There is a 10’ step down
approximately 24’ from the front of the
structure. Additionally, the house is broken
into three side sections, amidst the four levels
of the home to follow the topography, and is
compliant with allowed height as analyzed
above and below. The proposed tandem-
garage fits with the width of the lot, as the
single-door garage allows for additional
landscaping seen from the street level.
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The design is incorporated into the
topography, as the roof form steps up where
the land does, to be more compatible with the
Design Guidelines.

The garage is set to the side of the lowest
level of the structure and, as a tandem car
garage, does not detract from the other levels
of the dwelling. The tandem car garage allows
for the street level of the dwelling to not be
completely garage face. The space adjacent
to the garage allows for the area to be
vegetation rather than a concrete driveway.

SETBACKS - The Planning Commission
may require an increase in one or more
Setbacks to minimize the creation of a “wall
effect” along the Street front and/or the Rear
Lot Line. The Setback variation will be a
function of the Site constraints, proposed
Building scale, and Setbacks on adjacent
Structures.

Complies

The new structure complies with all HR-1
setbacks, and there are no significant
exceptions recommended for the design of the
dwelling to be compliant with Code. The site
does not exceed 33% in slope, and the
proposed construction is within the allowed
setbacks.

DWELLING VOLUME - The maximum
volume of any Structure is a function of the
Lot size, Building Height, Setbacks, and
provisions set forth in this Chapter. The
Planning Commission may further limit the
volume of a proposed Structure to minimize
its visual mass and/or to mitigate differences
in scale between a proposed Structure and
existing Structures.

Complies
The proposed structure is the first SFD of nine
in the Alice Claim Subdivision.

The proposed structure meets the
requirements of code in roof shape, setbacks,
and stepping of the form.

BUILDING HEIGHT | STEEP SLOPE — The
Zone Height in the HR-1 District is twenty-
seven feet (27') and is restricted as stated
above in Section 15-2.2-5. The Planning
Commission may require a reduction in
Building Height for all, or portions, of a
proposed Structure to minimize its visual

Complies

The building does not exceed the allowable
building height and is compatible with the
Zoning District (see elevation and analysis
above, under Analysis 1).
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mass and/or to mitigate differences in scale
between a proposed Structure and the
Historic character of the neighborhood's
existing residential Structures.

(IV)The Development Review Committee? reviewed the proposal on December 6,
2022, and identified the following.

The Building Department requires the following Conditions of Approval:

Condition of Approval 7
Residential fire sprinklers are required for all new or renovation construction on this lot,
per requirements of the Chief Building Official.

Condition of Approval 10

City approval of a Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits. The CMP shall include language regarding the method
of protecting adjacent structures.

The Engineering Department requires the following Conditions of Approval:

Condition of Approval 8

The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil
Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) and therefore not regulated by the City for mine-
related impacts. If the property owner does encounter mine waste or mine waste-
impacted soils they must handle the material in accordance with State and Federal law.

Condition of Approval 11

City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements, and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance.

Condition of Approval 14
The Applicant shall submit a geotechnical report and final slope stability prior to
submitting a building permit, subject to City Engineer approval.

3 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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Condition of Approval 15

The Applicant shall provide soil stabilization details and drainage documenting how the
disturbed area will be restored and stabilized prior to submitting a building permit,
subject to City Engineer approval.

Condition of Approval 16
The Applicant shall submit a landscape bond to ensure the stabilization and vegetation
rehabilitation are complete prior to submission of a building permit.

Condition of Approval 17

Prior to submitting a building permit, the Applicant shall submit a plan demonstrating
how they will provide the temporary shoring needed during construction, subject to City
Engineer approval.

Notice

Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website, and
posted notice to the property on January 17, 2023. Staff mailed courtesy notice to

property owners within 300 feet on January 17, 2023. The Park Record published notice

on January 17, 2023. LMC § 15-1-21.

Public Input
Staff did not receive any public input at the time this report was published.

Alternatives
e The Planning Commission may approve the SSCUP Application;
e The Planning Commission may deny the SSCUP Application and direct staff to
make Findings for the denial; or
e The Planning Commission may request additional information and continue the
discussion to a date certain.

Exhibits

Exhibit A: Draft Final Action Letter
Exhibit B: Proposed Plans

Exhibit C: Alice Claim Subdivision
Exhibit D: 103 Alice Court Renderings
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Planning Department

January 25, 2023
Gavin Steinberg

13 Club Road
Riverside, CT 06878

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Description

Address: 103 Alice Court

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

Application: Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit

Project Number: PL-22-05421

Action: APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS, (See Below)

Date of Final Action:  January 25, 2023

Project Summary: The Applicant Proposes to Construct a New Single-Family
Dwelling on.a Steep Slope on a Vacant Lot.

Action Taken

On January 25, 2023, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and
approved the proposal for a new Single-Family Dwelling at 103 Alice Court built into a
Steep Slope, on a vacant lot according to the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of
Law, and Conditions of Approval.

Findings of Fact

1. The Site is\located at 103 Alice Court, Lot 6 of the Alice Claim Subdivision, and is
a vacant lot.

2. The Site is located within the Historic Residential — 1 (HR-1) Zoning District.

3. The Applicant proposes construction of a new Single-Family Dwelling (SFD) on
the vacant lot.

4. The new SFD proposes an excess of 200 square feet located on an existing
Slope of thirty percent (30%) or greater, therefore, a SSCUP application is
required.
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5. In conjunction with the SSCUP, the Applicant submitted a Historic District Design
Review (HDDR) Application (PL-22-05260). The HDDR Application approval is
subject to the approval of this SSCUP.

6. 103 Alice Court is located on an uphill lot with an average slope of 31%.

7. 1,452 square feet of the SFD will be constructed on a steep slope with an
average slope 32.1%. The minimum Lot size in the HR=1 Zoning District is 1,875
square feet. Lot 6 of the Alice Claim Subdivision contains 4,510 square feet.

8. The minimum Lot width in the HR-1 Zoning District is 25 feet. Lot 6 of.the Alice
Claim Subdivision is 41.91 feet wide at the front and 44.7 feet wide at the rear.

9. The maximum building footprint in the HR-1 Zoning District for a Lot that'is 4,510
square feet is 1,750 square feet. The propased building footprint is 1,750 square
feet.

10.Minimum front and rear setbacks for Lots over 100 feet long are 15 feet in the
HR-1 Zoning District. The proposed SED meets a 15-feot setback for both the
front and rear setbacks.

11.Minimum side setbacks for Lots up to 50 feet in width. are five feet in the HR-1
Zoning District. The proposed SFD meets a five-foot side setback for each side.

12. The maximum building height is 27 feet from Existing grade in the HR-1 Zoning
District. The preposed maximum building height is 27 feet from existing grade.

13.The HR-1 Zening Districtaequires a ten-foot minimum horizontal step in the
downhill facade. The proposed SFD steps back at least ten feet at 24 feet and
two inches from the lowest point of existing grade.

14.Final Grade must be within four feet of existing grade in the HR-1 Zoning District.
The proposed final grade is within four feet of existing grade.

15. Structures cannot exceed 25 feet from the lowest finish floor plane to the point of
highest wall top plate that supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters in the HR-1
Zoning District. The proposal has an interior height of 35 feet, as defined.

16. The roof pitch for the Contributing Roof Form must be between 7:12 and 12:12 in
the HR-1 Zening District. The proposed Contributing Roof Form is 7:12.

17.The Planning Commission reviews SSCUPs for a Lot that is greater than 3,750
square feet.

18.The proposal is located and designed to reduce visual and environmental
impacts of the Structure

19.The proposal will not be viewable from Vantage Points and mostly screened from
existing grade and vegetation for erosion mitigation.
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20.The proposed driveway is 12’ wide and access to a tandem garage minimizes
the width and impact on natural topography.

21.The proposed terracing is required to construct the structure, but. minimized to
maintain Natural Grade where possible.

22.The proposed cut location requires minimal egress windows and retaining walls
that reduce the impact on the site.

23.The building scale is compliant with the grade of the site, and the design is
compliant with Historic District Design Guidelines.

24.The proposal is compliant with setbacks, anddoes not require significant
exceptions be granted to construct.

25.The volume of the dwelling is compliant with the size'and height of the lot.

26.The proposal does not exceed the allowable building height.

27. Staff published notice on the City’s website and posted notice to the property on
January 10, 2023.

28. Staff mailed courtesy notice to property owners within'300 feet and posted notice
to the property on January 10, 2023.

Conclusions of Law
1. The proposal complies with the Land Management Code requirements pursuant

to Chapter 1542.2, Historic Residential = 1 (HR-1) District.
2. The proposal complies with the Land Management Code requirements pursuant
to Chapter 15-2.2-6, Development on Steep Slopes in the HR-1 District.

Conditions of Approeval
1. Final building plans and construction details shall reflect substantial compliance

with the plans approved January 25, 2023, by the Planning Commission. Any
changes, modifications, or deviations from the approved design that have not
been.approved in advance by the Planning and Building Departments may result
in a stop work.order.

2. The Applicant shall receive approval of a Historic District Design Review prior to
submitting a Building Permit application.

3. All conditions of approval and plat notes of the Alice Court Subdivision shall
continue to apply.

4. If the Applicant does not obtain a complete building permit within one year of the
date of this approval, this SSCUP approval will expire unless the Applicant
submits a written extension request to the Planning Department prior to the
expiration date and the Planning Director approves an extension.
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5. The applicant is responsible for notifying the Planning Department prior to
making any changes to the approved plans.

6. Any changes, modifications, or deviations from the approved scope of work shall
be submitted in writing for review and approval/denial in accoerdance with the
applicable standards by the Planning Director or designee prior to construction.

7. Residential fire sprinklers are required for all new or renovation construction on
this lot, per requirements of the Chief Building Official.

8. The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of
Soil Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) and therefore not regulated by the City
for mine-related impacts. If the property owner does encoeunter mine waste or
mine waste-impacted soils they must handle the material in accordance with
State and Federal law.

9. Any areas disturbed during construction surrounding the proposed work shall be
brought back to their original state.

10. City approval of a Construction Mitigation Plan.(CMP)'is a condition precedent to
the issuance of any building permits. The . CMP shalklinclude language regarding
the method of protecting.adjacent structures.

11.City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements,and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a
condition precedent to building permit issuance.

12. All exterior lighting shall be down-directed and shielded to prevent glare onto
adjacent property and public rights-of-way and shall be subdued in nature. Light
trespass into the night sky is prohibited. Exterior lighting shall not exceed 3,000
degrees Kelvin and outdoor lighting fixtures shall be Fully Shielded. Final lighting
details shall be reviewed by the Planning Staff prior to installation.

13.Construction waste should be diverted from landfill and recycled when possible.

14.The Applicant shall submit a geotechnical report and final slope stability prior to
submitting a building permit, subject to City Engineer approval.

15.The Applicant shall provide soil stabilization details and drainage documenting
how the disturbed area will be restored and stabilized prior to submitting a
building permit, subject to City Engineer approval.

16.The Applicant shall submit a landscape bond to ensure the stabilization and
vegetation rehabilitation are complete prior to submission of a building permit.

17.Prior to submitting a building permit, the Applicant shall submit a plan
demonstrating how they will provide the temporary shoring needed during
construction, subject to City Engineer approval.
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18.Retaining walls cannot exceed the height proposed/reviewed as part of this
SSCUP without modifying the SSCUP. Additionally, walls more than four feet in
height in the front setback, or more than six feet in the rear or side setbacks will
require an Administrative Conditional Use Permit.

If you have questions or concerns regarding this Final Action Letter, please call 435-
615-5068 or email lillian.zollinger@parkcity.org.

Sincerely,

Gretchen Milliken,
Planning Director

CC: Lillian Zollinger, Planner |
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New Residence

Alice Claim Subdivision, Lot 6

103 Alice Court
Park City, Utah 84060

COUNTY PLANNING NOTES:

1. THE FOLLOWING TWO ITEMS ARE REQUIRED AFTER THE PERMIT HAS
BEEN ISSUED, AFTER THE FOUNDATION HAS BEEN POURED AND PRIOR
TO A SHEARWALL/4-WAY INSPECTION.

A. A CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY TO VERIFY THE AS-BUILT LOCATION.

B. CERTIFICATE OF ELEVATION: THE ELEVATIONS OF THE TOP OF
FOUNDATION WALLS OF AT LEAST THE FOUR (4) MAJOR CORNERS
OR ROOF RIDGES TO VERIFY THE HEIGHT.

COUNTY BUILDING NOTES:

1. RETAINING WALLS OVER 4' TALL OR SUPPORTING SURCHARGE REQUIRE
A SEPERATE PERMIT.

2. SWIMMING POOLS, SPAS, SOLAR, GEO THERMAL HEATING SYSTEMS,
PHOTO VOLTAIC, AND WIND GENERATED SYSTEMS REQUIRE A
SEPERATE PERMIT.

3. SEPERATE PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND APPLICATIONS ARE TO BE
SUBMITTED AND REVIEWED FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO ISSUE OF THESE

PERMITS.
PLAN NOTES:

1. RADON MITIGATION PLAN AF103.6 IN CRAWL SPACE OR UNDER SLAB ON
GRADE PRESSURIZATION SYSTEM (PASSIVE) RADON PIPING IN CRAWL
SPACE AT BOTTOM OF FOOTING LEVEL PLASTIC WITH 12" OVERLAP ON
PLASTIC JOINTS. VERTICAL TERMINATION OF RADON PIPE THRU THE
MECHANICAL ROOM THRU THE ROOF.

2. ELECTRICAL OUTLET FOR IN-LINE POWER VENTED IN MECHANICAL

ROOM

3. THREE BLACKFLOW PREVENTERS WILL BE INSTALLED.

4. R-1 RESIDENTIAL ZONE
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GENERAL

ALL WORK IS TO BE PERFORMED IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE 2015 IRC AND ALL FEDERAL, STATE, AND
LOCAL CODES. SECURE ALL REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION. THE
PROJECT MANAGER, SUPERINTENDENT, AND ALL SUBCONTRACTORS ARE TO EXAMINE AND VERIFY ALL
DIMENSIONS AND EXISTING CONDITIONS BOTH ON THE PLANS AND IN THE FIELD.

NO WOOD SHALL BE CLOSE THAN 8" TO EARTH UNLESS SEPERATED BY CONRETE AT LEAST 3" IN
THICKNESS WITH IMPERVIOUS MEMBRANE INSTALLED BETWEEN EARTH AND CONCRETE. THIS
INCLUDES DECKS AND SIDING

TUBS AND SHOWERS WITH TILED AREAS REQUIRE A PORTLAND CEMENT APPLICATION FIBERED
CEMENT OR GLASS MAT GYPSUM BACKER, GREEN BOARD NO LONGER REQUIRED. TYP.

EXCAVATION, BACKFILL AND GRADING

ALL EXCAVATION FOR FOOTINGS SHALL BE TO NATURAL, UNDISTURBED SOIL.

ALL FOOTINGS SHALL BE IN PLACE ON UNDISTURBED EARTH AND BELOW FROST LINE (40" MINIMUM)
R401.3 FINISH GRADING SHALL BE DONE SO AS TO PROVIDE POSITIVE DRAINAGE AWAY FROM ALL
BUILDING FOUNDATIONS. MIN OF 6" IN FIRST 10'-0".

WINDOWS & DOORS

R303.1 HABITABLE ROOMS WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH NATURAL LIGHT BY
MEANS OF EXTERIOR GLAZED FENESTRATION WITH AN AREA NOT LESS THAN 8% OF THE FLOOR AREA
OF SUCH ROOMS.

R303.1 HABITABLE ROOMS WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH NATURAL VENTILATION
BY MEANS OF OPERABLE GLAZED FENESTRATION WITH AN AREA NOT LESS THAN 4% OF THE FLOOR
AREA OF SUCH ROOMS.

TOPS OF WINDOWS SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 6'-8" ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR, UNLESS NOTED
OTHERWISE. THE BOTTOM OF WINDOWS AT COUNTERTOPS SHALL BE 44" ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR.
R310.2.1 MIN. CLEAR EGRESS OPENING OF 5.7 SQ FT HEIGHT OF 24" AND WIDTH OF 20"

ALL FENESTRATION GLAZING WITHIN 24" OF EITHER SIDE OF EXTERIOR DOORS SHALL BE TEMPERED
(SAFETY GLAZED).

R310.2.2 ALL FENESTRATION GLAZING IN ROOMS USED FOR SLEEPING SHALL HAVE SILLS NO MORE
THAN 44" ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR

PROVIDE 9" FLASHING, COUNTER FLASHING AND APPROVED CAULKING AT ALL EXTERIOR GLAZED
FENESTRATION. WINDOWS MUST BE INSTALLED PER MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

TEMPERED GLASS SHALL BE USED IF LOCATED WITHIN 24" OF DOOR, PERPENDICULAR TO THE PLANE
OF THE DOOR, LARGER THAN 9 SQ FT, BOTTOM IS LESS THAN 18" FROM THE FLOOR, LOCATED IN
RAILING OR GUARDRAILS, WHERE BOTTOM EDGE IS LESS THAN 36" ABOVE THE PLANE OF THE
ADJACENT WALKING SURFACE

VENTILATION

VENTILATION SHALL BE PROVIDED TO ALL CRAWL SPACES BY MEANS OF SCREENED VENTS PLACED SO
AS TO PROVIDE CROSS VENTILATION.

CRAWL SPACES MUST HAVE ONE SQUARE FOOT OF VENTILATION FOR EVERY 150 SQUARE FEET OF
FLOOR AREA, WITH ONE VENT WITHIN 3 FEET OF EACH CORNER OF BUILDING.

ATTICS TO BE VENTILATED ACCORDING TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION R806.2 OF THE 2015 IRC.

FIRE PROTECTION AND WARMING

R302.6 PROVIDE ONE LAYER OF 5/8" TYPE "X" GYP BOARD ON ALL WALLS AND CEILING OF THE GARAGE
COMMON TO LIVING AREAS, WALLS SUPPORTING UPPER FLOOR AND ANY EXPOSED BEAMS AND
POSTS.

R302.7 ENCLOSED ACCESSIBLE SPACE UNDER STAIRS SHALL HAVE THE WALL UNDER THE STAIR
SURFACE AND ANY SOFFITS PROTECTED ON THE ENCLOSED SIDE WITH 1/2" GYP BOARD.

R302.5.1 DOORS LEADING FROM GARAGE INTO LIVING AREA SHALL BE SOLID WOOD, SOLID OR
HONEYCOMB CORE STEEL DOOR NOT LESS THAN 1 3/8" THICK OR HAVING A FIRE RATING PROTECTION
OF NOT LESS THAN 20 MINUTES WHEN TESTED.

R302.5.1 MUST HAVE TWO SELF CLOSING HINGES ON 20 MINUTE RATED DOORS

SMOKE AND CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTORS ARE REQUIRED TO MEET LOCAL CODES. WIRE IN SERIES
WITH BATTERY BACKUP ON DEDICATED BREAKER

NO WOOD BURNING FIREPLACES ALLOWED EXCEPT IN PROMONTORY DEVELOPMENT.

R302.11 IN COMBUSTIBLE CONSTRUCTION, FIREBLOCKING SHALL BE PROVIDED TO CUT OFF BOTH
VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL CONCEALED DRAFT OPENINGS AND TO FORM AN EFFECTIVE FIRE BARRIER
BETWEEN STORIES AND BETWEEN A TOP STORY AND THE ROOF SPACE.

RAILINGS

HANDRAILS ARE REQUIRED AT ALL STAIRWAYS HAVING FOUR OR MORE RISERS.

PROVIDE 1 1/4" TO 2 5/8" HANDRAILS 34" TO 38" IN HEIGHT THAT RUN CONTINUOUS AND HAVE
RETURNING ENDS TO WALL, NEWEL POST, OR SAFETY TERMINAL. OR 12" PAST LAST TREAD
HANDRAILS DEEPER THAN 2 5/8" SHALL HAVE A FINGER GROOVE 3/4" x 1/4" DEEP ROUTED THE ENTIRE
LENGTH OF AT LEAST ONE SIDE OF HANDRAIL.

MINIMUM 36" HIGH GUARDRAILS ARE REQUIRED AT ALL LANDINGS, DECKS OR FLOOR LEVELS THAT ARE
MORE THAN 30" OFFSET IN HEIGHT. R311.7.5.1

WINDOW WELLS

WINDOW WELLS SERVING REQUIRED EGRESS WINDOWS SHALL HAVE DIMENSIONS IN KEEPING WITH
THE MINIMUM REQUIRED FOR WINDOWS.

R310.2.3 36" HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE FROM FOUNDATION TO FRONT OF WINDOW WELL

R310.2.3.1 44" MAXIMUM DEPTH (OR PROVIDE STEPS OR LADDER RUNGS)

R310.2.3.2 WINDOW WELLS SHALL HAVE DRAINAGE CONNECTED TO THE BUILDINGS FOUNDATION
DRAIN.

36" VERTICAL CLEARANCE REQUIRED FROM ANY PROJECTION IN HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE AS STATED
ABOVE (i.e. BAY WINDOWS OR CANTILEVERS)

R310.4 GRATINGS OR GUARDRAILS PROTECTING WINDOW WELLS SHALL BE EASILY REMOVABLE OR BE
DESIGNED SO AS NOT TO HINDER EGRESS.

WINDOW WELLS SHALL HAVE A NET CLEAR OPENING OF 9 SQUARE FEET MINIMUM.

STAIRS

R311.7.1 MIN WIDTH OF 36" WITH MAX HANDRAIL PROJECTION OF 4 1/2" ON EITHER SIDE OF THE
STAIRWAY

R311.7.2 MINIMUM HEADROOM = 6'-8" FINISH FROM NOSING LINE AND MINIMUM FINISH WIDTH = 36"
R311.7.3 MAX RISE OF STAIRWAY BETWEEN LEVELS AND LANDINGS IS 147"

R311.7.5.1 RISE =7 3/4" AND MINIMUM TREAD DEPTH = 10" (11" TREAD REQUIRED IN THE ABSENCE OF
NOSING.)

EVERY STAIRWAY LANDING SHALL HAVE A DIMENSION MEASURED IN THE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL, AT
LEAST EQUAL TO THE STAIRWAY WIDTH.

A DOOR MAY OPEN AT THE TOP OF THE STEP OF AN INTERIOR FLIGHT OF STAIRS PROVIDED THE DOOR
DOES NOT SWING OVER THE TOP STEP, AND PROVIDED THE TOP STEP IS NO MORE THAN 8" LOWER
THAN FLOOR LEVEL.

(3)11/4"x 11 7/8" LVL / LSL STRINGERS REQUIRED AT ALL STAIRWAYS.

R302.7 MIN OF 1/2" GYPSUM WALL BOARD ON ALL EXCESSIBLE WALLS AND UNDERSIDE OF STAIRS
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11.

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.

19.
20.

WEATHER PROTECTION

INSTALL (1) LAYER OF GRADE "D" (15LB) FELT UNDER ASPHALT ROOF SHINGLES.

ANY ROOF PITCHES BETWEEN 2:12 AND 4:12 WILL RECEIVE A DOUBLE LAYER OF GRADE "D" (15LB) FELT UNDERLAYMENT
INSTALL (1) LAYER OF GRADE "D" (15LB) FELT UNDER ALUMINUM SIDING.

INSTALL (1) LAYER OF GRADE "D" (15LB) FELT UNDER BRICK VENEER.

INSTALL (2) LAYERS OF GRADE "D" (15LB) FELT UNDER EXTERIOR INSULATING FINISH SYSTEMS (EFIS / STUCCO). OVERLAP ALL
SEAMS

INSTALL (1) LAYERS OF NO. 40 COATED ROOFING OR COATED GLASS BASE FROM THE ROOF EAVES TO A LINE 24" INSIDE THE
EXTERIOR WALL LINE WITH ALL LAPS CEMENTED TOGETHER

INSTALL (1) LAYER OF NO. 40 COATED ROOFING OR COATED GLASS BASE AT ALL ROOF VALLEY CONDITIONS.
PROVIDE METAL FLASHING OR EQUAL AT ALL FOUNDATIONS, (OR BRICK AND EFIS TRANSITIONS) WHERE
WEATHER BARRIER COULD HAVE ENTERED DWELLING.

PROVIDE METAL FLASHING OR 15LB FELT BETWEEN WOOD SHEATHING AND CONCRETE PORCHES, LANDINGS, STEPS, AND STAIRS.
PROVIDE 9" FLASHING, COUNTER FLASHING, AND APPROVED CAULKING AT ALL EXTERIOR WINDOWS AND DOORS. WINDOWS AND
DOORS MUST BE INSTALLED AS PER MANUFACTURER.

WATER FROM

PLUMBING

ALL WORK TO BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2015 IRC

WATER HEATERS SHALL BE STRAPPED AT THE UPPER ONE THIRD AND LOWER ONE THIRD, WITH THE LOWER STRAP NOT CLOSER
THAN 4" ABOVE ANY CONTROLS TO WALLS WITHIN 12"

TOILETS SHALL BE 1.6 GALLON FLUSH TYPE. SHOWER HEADS SHALL BE 2.5 GPM TYPE.

PROVIDE PRESSURE REGULATOR AND SHUT OFF VALVE.

INTERIOR WASTE AND VENT LINES SHALL BE ABS.

FREEZLESS BACKFLOW PREVENTION HOSE BIBS WITH INTERIOR LOCATED ACCESSIBLE SHUT OFF VALVES REQUIRED.
PLUMBING VENTS SHALL BE AT LEAST 6' ABOVE OR 10' AWAY FROM ALL OUTSIDE AIR INTAKE OPENINGS.

NO SLIP JOINT PLUMBING CONNECTIONS ALLOWED IN CONCEALED AREAS.

INDIVIDUALLY INSULATE ALL PLUMBING, WATER, AND DRAIN LINES IN AREAS SUBJECT TO FREEZING.

INSTALL EXPANSION TANK FOR WATER HEATER. INSULATE HOT WATER LINES IN UNFINISHED AREAS WITH 1/2" FOAM. HEAT /
CHECK VALVES REQUIRED AT WATER HEATER INLET AND OUTLET.

PROVIDE ANTI SCALD VALVES ON ALL SHOWER AND TUB INSTALLATIONS.

BATHROOMS DIVIDED INTO SEPERATE WATER FIXTURE AREAS REQUIRE INDIVIUAL VENTING FOR EACH AREA.

ALL VENTING THROUGH ROOF SHALL BE A MIN OF 3" DIA PIPE.

MIN BATHROOM CLEARENCES FOR FIXTURES AS PER IRC 2015 R307.1

MASONRY

MASONRY VENEER ABOVE OPENINGS SHALL BE SUPPORTED PER 2015 IRC.

FLASHING SHALL BE LOCATED BENEATH THE FIRST COARSE OF MASONRY ABOVE FINISHED GRADE LEVEL ABOVE THE
FOUNDATION WALL AND AT ALL OTHER POINTS OF SUPPORT.

WEEP HOLES SHALL BE PROVIDED IN THE OUTSIDE WYTHE OF MASONRY WALLS AT A MAXIMUM SPACING OF 33" O.C. WEEP HOLES
SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 3/16" DIAMETER. WEEP HOLES SHALL BE LOCATED IMMEDIATELY ABOVE THE FLASHING.

MECHANICAL

ALL WORK TO BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH 2015 IRC & IFGC

MAXIMUM LENGTH OF DRYER EXHAUST DUCT SHALL BE 25'. MAXIMUM LENGTH SHALL BE REDUCE 2.5' FOR EACH 45 DEGREE BEND
AND 5' FOR EACH 90 DEGREE BEND.

REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL PLANS FOR EXACT LOCATION OF ALL MECHANICAL FIXTURES.

DESIGN SHALL BE CONSIDERED UNUSUALLY TIGHT CONSTRUCTION IN ALL COMBUSTION AIR TO ROOMS OR SPACES CONTAINING
FUEL BURNING APPLIANCES SHALL BE OBTAINED FROM THE OUTDOORS OR FROM SPACES FREELY COMMUNICATING WITH THE
OUTDOORS.

VENTS SHALL TERMINATE NOT LESS THAN 4' BELOW OR 4' HORIZONTALLY AND AT LEAST 1' ABOVE A DOOR, OPERABLE WINDOW,
OR A GRAVITY AIR INLET INTO A BUILDING.

FLUE VENTS AND EXHAUST FAN VENTS SHALL BE NOT LESS THAN 3' FROM AN OUTSIDE AIR INLET LOCATED WITHIN 10" AND AT
LEAST 4' FROM A PROPERTY LINE.

NO CLOTH TYPE DUCT TAPE ALLOWED. METAL OR FOIL TAPE MUST BE USED.

ALL JOINTS TRANSVERSE AND LONGITUDINAL SEAMS AND CONNECTIONS MUST BE PROPERLY SEALED WITH TAPE OR MASTIC.
GAS LINES SHALL NOT PASS THROUGH OR PENETRATE ANY DUCT OR PLENUM.

A GAS LINE SEDIMENT TRAP SHALL BE INSTALLED DOWN STREAM OF THE EQUIPMENT (FURNACE AND WATER HEATER) SHUT OFF
VALVE AS CLOSE TO THE INLET OF THE EQUIPMENT AS PRACTICAL.

ALL GAS LINE PIPING MATERIAL SHALL BE STEEL OR WROUGHT IRON (SCHEDULE 40 MINIMUM) AND SHALL BE ASME COMPLIANT.
SOFT WATER TO BE PROVIDED TO ALL FIXTURES EXCEPT KITCHEN SINK COLD AND EXTERIOR HOSE BIBS

GAS PIIPING SHALL NOT BE INSTALLED IN OR THROUGH A DUCTED SUPPLY, RETURN, EXHAUST, CLOTHES CHUTE, CHIMNEY, DUMB
WAITER OR ELEVATOR SHAFT

GAS PIIPING SHALL NOT PENETRATE BUILDING FOUNDATION WALLS AT ANY POINT BELOW GRADE.

GAS PIPING INSTALLED UNDERGROUND BENEATH BUILDINGS IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT WHERE THE PIPING IS ENCASED IN A
CONDUIT. SUCH CONDUIT SHALL EXTEND NOT LESS THAN 4" OUTSIDE THE BUILDING, SHALL BE VENTED ABOVE GRADE TO THE
EXTERIOR

STRUCTURAL

MIN OF 3000 PSI CONCRETE IS TO BE USED ON THIS JOB.
ALL DIMENSIONS ON FLOOR PLANS ARE TO ROUGH FRAMING. 2x4 WALLS CALCULATED TO BE 3 1/2" WIDE, 2X6 WALLS CALCULATED
TO BE 5 1/2" WIDE.

BUILT UP BEAMS OF 2x MEMBERS SHALL BE SPIKED TOGETHER WITH NOT LESS THAN 16d NAILS AT 16" O.C. ON ALL EDGES.
ALTERNATE WITH BOTH SIDES

ALL STRUCTURAL SHEATHING SHALL BE APA RATED AND SHALL NOT EXCEED MAXIMUM SPAN RATING. FLOOR SHEATHING SHALL
BE T & G GAP WAFER BOARD SHEATHING. GLUED AND SCREWED TO TOP FLANGE OF JOIST

TRUSSES SHALL BE ENGINEERED AND CONSTRUCTED BY MANUFACTURER AND GUARANTEED TO WITHSTAND LOADS AS REQUIRED
BY LOCAL CODES. PROVIDE CALCULATION AT TIME OF TRUSS SUBMITTAL.

ALL BI-PASS DOORS SHALL BE FRAMED 1" SMALLER IN WIDTH THAN THE DOOR. EXAMPLE: A 4'-0" SLIDER SHALL HAVE A 47" R.O.
FURTHER MORE BI-FOLD DOORS SHALL BE FRAMED D1 WIDER THAN DOOR AND 82" IN HEIGHT. (VERSES 83" IN HEIGHT FOR A BI-
PASS DOOR)

ALL BEARING AND NON BEARING FRAMING SHALL BE AT 16" O.C. U.N.O.

FRAMING TO INCLUDE ALL FUR DOWNS, PLANT SHELVES, AND CEILING JOINTS AS PER PLAN.

INSTALL 3 STUDS AT CORNERS FOR NAILING

WHERE NOT NOTED OTHERWISE CONNECT ALL WOOD TO CONCRETE, WOOD TO STEEL, AND WOOD TO WOOD, EXCEPT STUD TO
PLATE OR TJI TO PLATE WITH METAL CONNECTORS WITH SIMPSON TIE OR EQUAL.

ALL MULTIPLE PLATES AND LEDGERS SHALL BE NAILED TOGETHER WITH 16d NAILS AT 8" O.C. NO MORE THAN TWO SILL PLATES
CONNECTED TO THE FOUNDATION WITH "J" BOLTS THROUGH BOTH MEMBERS ARE ALLOWED WITHOUT ENGINEERING. MULTIPLE
MEMBER LEDGERS ARE NOT ALLOWED WITHOUT ENGINEERING SHOWING THE FASTENING IS ADEQUATE.

BLOCK ALL HORIZONTAL EDGES OF PLYWOOD WALL SHEATHING WITH 2" NOMINAL BLOCKING. BLOCK ALL EDGES OF PLYWOOD ON
FLOORS AND ROOFS AS DETAILED.

ALL LEDGER BOLTS SHALL HAVE PLATE WASHERS WITH A MIN DIAMETER EQUAL TO 3 TIMES THE BOLT DIAMETER UNLESS SHOWN
OTHERWISE IN DETAILS.

MINIMUM NAILING SHALL BE AS PER TABLE 602.3(1) OF THE 2015 IRC.

FASTENERS SUCH AS STAPLES CAN ONLY BE SUBBED FOR NAILS AT A RATE EQUAL TO LOAD VALUES PROVIDED BY ICBO
APPROVAL. HOWEVER ALL FLOOR SHEATHING MUST BE FASTENED WITH CONTINUOUS GLUE BEAD AND RING SHANK NAILS (NO
SUBSTITUTION PERMITTED)

PROVIDE HOLD DOWNS AT SHEAR WALLS AS INDICATED ON THE STRUCTURAL PLANS.

WOOD BEAMS CONSISTING OF TWO OR MORE PIECES SHALL HAVE THE PIECES SECURELY BOLTED OR NAILED TOGETHER TO
PREVENT SEPARATION AND INSURE MUTUAL LOAD SHARING, EACH INTERCONNECTED PIECE SHALL  BE CONTINUOUS BETWEEN
SUPPORTS, AND SUPPORTS SHALL HAVE THE SAME WIDTH AS THE COMPOSITE BEAM.

SHELVES IN WALK IN CLOSETS TO BE 16" IN DEPTH. SHELVES IN OTHER CLOSETS TO BE 12". IN CLOSETS WITH DOUBLE SHELVES,
UPPER SHELF TO BE AT 84" AND LOWER SHELF TO BE AT 42". IN CLOSETS WITH SINGLE SHELVES, SHELF SHALL BE SET AT 72"
ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR.

STUD WALLS OVER 10' HEIGHT SHALL BE FIRE BLOCKED PER SECTION 602.8 OF THE 2015 IRC

ALL WOOD IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE OR WITHIN 6" OF FINISHED GRADE SHALL BE PRESSURE TREATED OR REDWOOD, OR ANY
EXPOSED WOOD WITH BE PRESSURE TREATED OR WEATHER RESISTIVE TREATED TYPICAL.

-_—

© N

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.

ELECTRICAL

ALL ELECTRICAL WORK SHALL COMPLY TO 2015 IRC AND 2017 NEC
R315.2.1 CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTORS SHALL BE SUPPLIED IN ROOMS WHERE

THERE ARE FUEL FIRED APPLIANCES AND AT ROOMS WITH DIRECT CONNECTIONS
WITH GARAGE
R315.3 CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTORS SHALL BE INSTALLED OUTSIDE A SLEEPING
AREA IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY.
R315.4 CARBON MONOXIDE / SMOKE DETECTOR COMBINATIONS SHALL BE ALLOWED IN
LUE OF SMOKE DETECTORS
R315.5 CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTORS SHALL BE HARD WIRED AND HAVE A BATTERY

BACK UP

SMOKE DETECTORS SHALL BE INSTALLED IN SLEEPING ROOMS WITHOUT A FUEL
FIRED APPLIANCE.
SMOKE DETECTORS SHALL BE HARD WIRED AND HAVE A BATTERY BACK UP.
BATHROOM RECEPTACLE OUTLETS SHALL BE SUPPLIED BY DEDICATED 20 AMP
BRANCH CIRCUIT WITH NO OTHER OUTLETS.
INCANDESCENT CLOSET LIGHTING SHALL BE 18 MINIMUM FROM COMBUSTIBLES
MEASURE HORIZONTALLY. 6" HORIZONTALLY IS PERMITTED FOR FLUSH FIXTURES AND
FLORESCENT FIXTURES.
GROUND FAULT CIRCUIT PROTECTION REQUIRED FOR ALL 110V, SINGLE PHASE 15
AND 20 AMP RECEPTICALS IN BATHROOMS, GARAGES AND OUTDOORS WHERE THERE
IS A DIRECT GRADE LEVEL ACCESS TO DWELLINGS AND POWER POLES. GFIC OLSO
REQUIRED FOR ALL COUNTER TOP LEVEL KITCHEN RECEPTICALS. GARAGE OUTLETS

MUST BE A MIN OF 18" ABOVE FLOOR.

ALL INCANDESCENT LIGHTING FIXTURES RECESSED INTO INSULATED AREAS SHALL BE
APPROVED FOR ZERO CLEARANCE INSULATION COVER (I.C.) PER THE 2015

MANDATORY ENERGY REQURIEMENTS.

CONDUIT FOR METER BASED SERVICE ENTRANCE SHALL BE ANCHORED TO
FOUNDATION WITH UNISTRUT AND CONDUIT CLAMPS (POWDER ACTUATED
FASTENERS ARE NOT PERMITTED)
OUTLETS SHALL BE SPACE ACCORDING TO PREVAILING CODES AS A MINIMUM

REQUIREMENT. ACTUAL OUTLET LOCATION MAY VARY FROM PLAN.

METALLIC WATER SERVICE OR A CONCRETE ENCASED ELECTRODE (UFER GROUND)
AVAILABLE FOR USE AS A GROUNDING ELECTRODE FOR THE HOUSE WHICH MEETS
THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE 2015 IRC SHALL BE REQUIRED. UFERGROUND SHALL BE
REQUIRED WHEN SOIL CONDITIONS AND GROUND WATER CONTENT DO NOT PROVIDE
ADEQUATE GROUNDING RESISTANCE (VERIFY UFER REQURIEMENT WITH LOCAL
CODES AND ORDINANCES).

PLASTIC ELECTRICAL BOXES IN GARAGE FIRE WALLS TO BE 2HR LISTED.

ALL BEDROOM CIRCUITS SHALL BE ARC FAULT PROTECTED (AFCl)
INCLUDE ONE CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR PER LEVEL WIRE IN SERIES WITH
SMOKE ALARMS AND PROVIDE A BATTERY BACK-UP
LOCATE EXTERIOR 110V SERVICE OUTLET WITHIN 25' OF AC UNIT.
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THE ABOVE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND THE IDEAS, DESIGNS, AND
ARRANGEMENTS REPRESENTED THEREBY ARE AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF
B.T. HARRIS INC. NO PART THEREOF SHALL BE COPIED, DISCLOSED TO OTHERS OR

USED IN CONNECTION WITH ANY OTHER WORK OR PROJECT OR BY ANY OTHER
PERSON FOR ANY PURPOSE OTHER THAN THE SPECIFIC PROJECT FOR WHICH THEY
HAVE BEEN PREPARED AND DEVELOPED WITHOUT THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF B.T.
HARRIS INC. VISUAL CONTACT WITH THESE DRAWINGS SHALL CONSTITUTE
CONCLUSIVE EVIDENCE OF THESE RESTRICTIONS.

\ WRITTEN DIMENSIONS ON THESE DRAWINGS SHALL HAVE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED
DIMENSIONS. CONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY, AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR, ALL

DIMENSIONS AND CONDITIONS ON THE JOB AND THIS OFFICE SHALL BE NOTIFIED
IMMEDIATELY OF ANY VARIATIONS FROM THE DIMENSIONS AND/OR CONDITIONS
> SHOWN BY THESE DRAWINGS. ALL SHOP DETAILS MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THIS
OFFICE FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH FABRICATION.

BY BUILDING THESE PLANS THE CONTRACTOR UNDERSTANDS THAT THERE MAY BE
ERRORS CONTANED IN THIS SET, AND WILL NOT HOLD THIS OFFICE LIABLE FOR
ANY OVERSIGHTS OR ERRORS AND WILL NOTIFY THIS OFFICE OF ANY ERRORS THAT

_— ARISE DURING CONSTRUCTION.

LIMITATIONS OF LIABILITY
BY ACCEPTING THESE PLAN DOCUMENTS AND OR SERVICES OUTLINED IN THESE
PLAN DOCUMENTS, THE CLIENT, THEIR CLIENT, BUILDER, SUBCONTRACTORS, USERS
AND ALL PRESENT AND FUTURE PERSONS OR PARTIES DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY
AFFECTED BY THE PLAN DOCUMENTS OR SERVICES OUTLINED IN THE PLAN
DOCUMENTS AGREE TO A LIMIT OF LIABILITY OF B.T. HARRIS INC. AND IS
EMPLOYEES AND PRINCIPALS TO THE AMOUNT OF THE ORIGINAL VERBALLY OR
SIGNED AGREED CONTRACT.

NORTH

(17 INCH = 10" FEET)
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MATERIAL: HORZONTAL WOOD SIDING

COLOR: GREY NATURAL WEATHERED

MATERIAL: VERTICAL CORTEN METAL

COLOR: SEMI OXIDIZED CLEAR COAT

MATERIAL: DECK SURFACE

COLOR: HONEY WHEAT

MATERIAL: GUARDRAIL / HANDRAIL

COLOR: POWDER COATED BLACK

MANUF: MONTANA SNOW FENCE

SPEC: 3/4" T&G RANDOM 4" TO 6"

MANUF: LOCAL DISTRIBUTOR

SPEC: CORREGATED

MANUF: TIMBERTECH

SPEC: 6" HIDDEN FASTENERS

MANUF: LOCAL FABRICATOR

SPEC: STEEL BAR STOCK
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MATERIAL: STONE VENEER

COLOR: SHALE

MATERIAL: EXTERIOR COLUMNS

COLOR: ESPRESSO

MATERIAL: STANDING SEAM ROOFING

COLOR: MATTE BLACK

MATERIAL: WINDOWS

COLOR: MATTE-BLACK

MANUF: LOCAL SUPPLIERS

SPEC: 2" VENEER

MANUF: LOCAL SUPPLIERS

SPEC: 6x6 POST STAINED

MANUF: CMG METAL

SPEC: 24 GUAGE, 26.8% REFLECTIVITY

MANUF: TBD

SPEC: 24 GUAGE, 26.8% REFLECTIVITY

MATERIAL: SHINGLED ROOF

COLOR: CHARCOAL BLACK

MATERIAL: FRONT DOOR

COLOR: GREY NATURAL CEDAR

MATERIAL: GARAGE DOORS

COLOR: DARK ESPRESSO

MATERIAL: EXTERIOR CONCRETE

COLOR: TAN / BROWN

MANUF: CERTAINTEED

SPEC: TL PRESIDENTIAL 30 YR

MANUF: LOCAL SUPPLIERS

SPEC: STAINED WOOD DOOR

MANUF: LOCAL SUPPLIERS

SPEC: STAINED WOOD DOOR

MANUF: LOCAL SUPPLIERS

SPEC: COLORED AND TEXTURED
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

, I, Bric V. Snyder, do hereby certify that | am a Professional Land Surveyor, and that | hold Certificate No.
ROAD / LOTTABLE LOT TABLE

‘ 7550669 as prescribed under the laws of the State of Utah. | certify that the boundary and adjoining
information of this survey is based on the Mineral Survey Replacement Plat Record of Survey for Alice
_4 s # SQFT R At
NORTHEAST CORNER SECTION 21 A L I C E C L IM Lot Q ACRES LoT# SQFT | ACRES ADDRESS Lode performed by Loyal D. Olson Iil. | further certify that by authority of the Owners, | have subdivided
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, ‘ LOT A 515 | 0.118 1 131,083 | 3.009 | 100 ALICE COURT said tract of land into lots and streets, hereafter to be known as

{S%L'bg(g'gi;%?x/\?f%?mmN ) LOCATED lN THE NORTH EAST QUARTER OF SECTION 2] ' 2 4510 0104 108 ALICE COURT and that same has been surveyed and s’rﬁelc;grg;\ggrogdlaéhggv\nlon this plat.
IRON PIPE W/ WELDED TOP : TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

3 4,510 0.104 112 ALICE COURT
THIS MONUMENT APPEARS TO 30' NON-EXTLUSIVE EASEMENT PER GRANT OF EASEMENT,

v L)
HAVE BEEN AT THIS LOCATION \/ / 7 \/ \ A TAOEN?_OQE)TRY NO / N SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 4 4[5]0 0.104 116 ALICE COURT PCII’C6| No.1 BOUNDARY DESCRIPT'ON
N \\?00/‘9’ \/ / / XISTING QO}’VER EASEMENT 7%/ / / / ™~ ~— Containing 9 Lofs (1-9) 3.841 ACRES 5 4,510 | 0.104 | 120 ALICE COURT A parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of Section 21, Township 2 South, Range 4 Eost, Salt Lake Base

SINCE AT LEAST 1907
SE@;%? Open Space Lots 4.697 ACRES and Meridian, said parcel being more particularly described as follows:

(SEE MS-5665 & 5763} ~—
~
~ ~ > Private Roads 0.118 ACRES 6 4,510 | 0.104 | 103 ALICE COURT )
Subdivision No. 1 - ™~
e : Subdivision No. 1
(F%gs’;ige:f %m]'ggn Rig, o Millgite Reservation ™~
il U »
e (Fi|7! Augus} 13, 1887) / ™~

BEGINNING at a point on Line 6-7 of the Alice Lode, Mineral Surve #3331, said point being also S89°06'26'E,
™~ Parcel 4 0.378 ACRES 7 4,510 | 0.104 | 107 ALICE COURT P 4 P 9

Parcel 5 1.540 ACRES 746.50 feet, along the Section Line, and South 965.86 feet from the North Quarter Comer of said Section 21, and
- s 4510 0.104 111 ALICE COURT running thence along said Line 6-7, N36°04'27'E, 380.92 feet to a point on Line 2-3 of the Newell Lode USL-653:
’ ) thence along said Line 2-3, Newell Lode, N56°36'34'E, 378.21 feet to a point on the Westerly Boundary Line of
9 4,510 0.104 | 115 ALUCE COURT Subdiv'isicl)ln No.T of Millsite Reseryaﬂon {Filed Aug. 13., 1887); fhenqe along said We_sferly Boundary Line,
l S00°26'00"W, 228.22 feet to a point on the Westerly Right-of-Way Line of the Park City Water Company Access

Total Acreage 10.574 ACRES

Road; thence along said Westerly Right-of-Way Line the following four (4) courses: {1} S20°47°00"W, 396.71 feet,
(2) S09°39'00"W, 107.30 feet, {3} SO3°13'00"W, 78.23 feet, (4) $28°08'00"W, 182.49 feet to a point on the Park City
OPEN SPACE LOT TABLE Property: thence along the Westerly Boundary Line of said Park City Property the following four (4) courses: (1)
Z = = A N61°52'00"W, 60.00 feet, (2) $28°08'00"W, 55.50 feet, (3) $20°49'00"W, 247.90 Teet, (4) SO7°20'00”E, 41 58 feet to a
- PARCEL# | SQFT | ACRES point on Line 1-2 of the Park View Lode USL-655: thence along said Line 1-2, Park View Lode, N88°09'06"'W, 72.05
feet to a point on Line 1-2 of said Alice Lode MS-3331; thence along said Line 1-2, Alice Lode, N59°26'30"W, 173.91

Q
Qx Lot 1 (#123)
Ridge Avenue Subdivision
{owned by 123-129 Ridge, LLC)
N e TAX ID: RA-1

~
00"W 160.1

716,486 SF.

SOUTH 294.64' (PARCEL 4) 7 . : : 0379AC. , <

NG01848°E > ¢ / ST e 780092600 5 /N 9 ~
; : / / /'/ 0 ! 3 7 7' 4 A

| A N\ 32.08 ] : ; ’ ” . o S00°26'00"W 150.5

R = ——— e I'I A 90,123 | 2.069 feet to a point on Line 1-2 of the Huron Mine Lode USL-256; thence along said Line 1-2, Huron Mine Lode,

_U
IJ>
=
O
|

“N
S
o/
N
> /S
2)
1)
o /\

. ~
~ ~

R

N
o [ 500726
7 = i NOO26D0E 10716~ | [\ 5 : :
" SOUTH 669.67' (PARCEL 5} 07 “5 ) . Log. 52 R ~ 2 : 02:2 i N66°41'14°E, 108.84 feet to Post #1 of said Huron Mine Lode; thence N29°43'52°F, 198.26 feet: thence N33°28'21"E,
POINT OF BEGINNING N59°41'12'W NG EUINGIAT ACCESS ASENENT T~ \ ‘ ~ 3 7/ = / ™ GRAPHIC SCALE B 47.791 | 1.097 96.51 feet; thence N25°06'47'W, 370.00 feet fo the POINT OF BEGINNING.
: 21.61 \ ST % : : ~
o on Soo C 173 0.004

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORP. L At SR NS ' < : L N i : 2t = Containing 310,920 square feet or 7.139 acres.
TAXID: THILL-5-X ST 01 AOH Dl T M v 1 =& - R < w N B
N30°1848'E PARCELNG.S - | ~ - N :::— 0 [ 655 | 1527 || raceinos
3762 Neasor \ T S EEEE I ISR EESESEES HETEL M MR USRS LES S IR A Y 3 : : ' DEVELGPMENT: GROLIR ! 1CL SHRLh Dt S

NEWELL LODE : ' 5 | SEWER: : : STA - , /s i ' ] ( IN FEET ) A parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of Section 21, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base
USL-653 Y cet SRR : ; 1 inch = 60 ft. and Meridion, said parcel being more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the Easterly Boundary Line of the Park City Property, said point being also on the Line
LINE 3-4 OF THE 1-2 of the Park View Lode USL-655, said point being also S89°04'26'E, 964.94 feet, along the Section Line, and
ALICE LODE South, 1686.90 feet from the North Quarter Comer of said Section 21, and running thence, along scid Easterly
MS-3331 Boundary Line the following six {6) courses: (1) NO7°20'00"W, 12.32 feet, {2) N82°40'00"E, 60.00 feet, (3)
Sy, NO7°20'00"W, 6.20 feet, (4) N20°49'00"E, 200.70 feet, {5) N28°08'00"E, 45.90 feet, {6) N61°52'00"W, 60.00 feet to the
> &o( Easterly Right-of-Way Line of the Park City Water Company Access Road; thence along said Easterly
Right-of-Way Line the following four (4) courses: {1) N28°08'00"E, 189.11 feet, (2} NO3°13'00"E, 83.17 feet, (3)
NO9°39'00"E, 102.70 feet, (4) N20°47'00"'E, 208.75 feet; thence $69°12'24"E, 79.34 feet, thence §22°07'48W, 103.24
NDEN 6D A : 4l ; 10- ; L g LINE 2-3 OF THE feet fo a point on the Westerly Boundary Line of Subdivision No.1 of Millsite Reservation (dated 06/25/1887);
SEbet Rty " 3, . W - ) K o ESEEEER / ALICE LODE thence along said Weasterly Boundary Line, S00°26'00'W, 212.93 feet to q point on Line 3-4 of the Alice Lode

WANSHIP

ROCKPORT STATE PARK

CORNER #3 OF THE
ALICE LODE
MS-3331

Mea.2005

.634.06' Rec.1897

MS-3331 ' Mineral Survey-3331; thence along said Line 3-4, $30°58'27'W, 349.20 feet to Corner #3 of said Alice Lode
MS-3331; thence along Line 2-3 of the Alice Lode, S07°38'27"W, 197.78 feet to a point on said Line 1-2 of the Park
View Lode USL-655; thence along said Line 1-2, N88°09'06"W, 110.04 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

SEVER CREEK JCT. PEOA

- ~\ \\‘
75 WIDEREC
TRAIL EAS \MENT

OAKLEY

Containing 65,830 square feet or 1.512 acres.

1. Parcel No. 3

(Basis of Beorings)'

S 89°06'26" E 2,602.79"
N 89°57'E 2

PARCEL 5

67,071 S.F.
1.540 A.C.

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

East 2,656.5' Rec. 1874

DEVELOPMENT

BEGINNING at a point on the Southerly Boundary Line of the Park City Property, said point being also on
the Line 1-2 of the Park View Lode USL-655, said point being also S89°06'26"E, 887.76 feet, along the Section
Line, and South, 1685.61 feet from the North Quarter Corner of said Section 21, and running thence along
said Southerly Boundary Line the following two (2) courses: (1} N82°40'00"E, 46.23 feet, {2) SO7°20'00”E, 7 .47
POINT OF feet to a point on said Line 1-2 of the Park View Lode: thence along said Line 1-2, N88°09'06"W 46.83 feet to
e BEGINNING the POINT OF BEGINNING.
________________________ -, PARCEL NO. 2

ECRE TIONBL
TRWMIL EAFEMENT

N28°08'00"E

N88°09'06"W 110.04

AW

Containing 173 square feet or 0.004 acres.
N88°09'06"W
’ 30.39" Parcel No.4

173 S.F.
0.004 A.C.

A parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of Section 21, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base
? I~ and Meridian, said parcel being more particularly described as follows:
—l

POINT OF BEGINNING
PARCEL NO. 3

N88°09'06"W

PARK CITY
WATER TANK Lots 1 through 7 inclusive and Lofs 36 through 40 inclusive, Block 77, Millsite Reservation to Park City, according to
the official plat thereof filed in the office of the Summit County Recorder, being more particularly described as
follows:

OPEN SPACE BEGINNING at a point on the Westerly Boundary Line of Subdivision No.1 of Millsite Reservation (dated

[PARCEL C) 06/25/1887), said point being also on the Northwesterly Line of Lot 37 of said Millsite Reservation, said point being
dlso $89°06'26"E, 1287.78 feet, along the Section Line, and South 294.60 feet from the North Quarter Cormner of said
Section 21, and running thence along said Northwesterly Line of Lot 37 and Lot 36, N30°18'48"E, 32.08 feet to the
Northerly Corner of said Lot 36, thence along the Northeasterly Line of Said Lot 36, $59°41'12'E, 75.00 feet to the
Easterly Comer of said Lot 36; thence along the Southeasterly Line of Lots 36 through 39 inclusive of said Millsite
Reservation, S30°18'48"W, 99.99 feet to the Northerly Corner of Lot 7 of said Millsite Reservation; thence adlong the
Northeasterly Line of said Lot 7, $59°41'12"E, 75.00 feet to the Easterly Comer of said Lot 7; thence along the
Southeasterly Line of Lots 7 through 1 inclusive of said Millsite Reservation, $30°18'48"W, 193.15 feet 1o the
Southerly Comer of Lot T and of said Westerly Boundary Line of Millsite Reservation; thence along said Westerly
Boundary Line, NO0°26'00"E, 150.55 feet to the Southerly Comner of Lot 41 of said Millsite Reservation: thence along
the Southeasterly and Northeasterly Lines of said Lot 41, the following two (2) courses: {1} N30°18'48"E, 37.62 feet,
(2) N59°41'12'W, 21,61 feet to said Westerly Boundary Line of Millsite Reservation; thence, along said Westerly
Boundary Line, NO0O°26'00"E, 107.16 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

w

CURVE TABLE p , % @, 2 (EASEMENT WATE

CHORD CHORD

CURVE # | RADIUS | LENGTH DELTA BEARING DISTANCE

Cc2 23.00° 16.13" | 40°10'54" | N49°22'54"E 15.80'

964.94' (PARCEL 2)
887.76' (PARCEL 3)
1287.75' (PARCEL 4)

1284.92' (PARCEL 5)

746.50" (PARCEL 1)

C3 23.00' 36.14" [ 90°01'47" | $65°30'45"E 32.54'

/ N88°09,66

LINE 1-2 OF THE
PARK VIEW LODE
USL-655

C4 23.00' 36.13 | 90°00'00" | N24°28'21"E 32.53

Containing 16,486 square feet or 0.379 acres.

- POST #1 OF THE .~~~
POINT OF BEGINNING / ) HURON MINE LOBE
NORTH 1/4 CORNER SECTION 21 LEGEND PARCEL NO. | - e " usi-as6
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, _— : PP

SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN v ~ ~
(3 1/4" DIA. ALUMINUM CAP ON 2 1/2" DiA. ALUMINUM R — SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY MISCELLANEOUS EASEMENTS ~ -

PIPE RESET AUGUST 2005 BASED ON TIES BY O.C. TURNER IN — ~— - —  —  LIMITOF DISTURBANCE (LOT 1) (SEE SHEET 2] -

1925 AND 1926 FROM CORNERS 1 OF MS NO. 6856 AND 1 OF LOT LINE ‘A -

MSNO.¢900) . T LOT SET BACK LINE (LOTS 2 TO 9)
—— — — ——  SECTIONLINE \
————————— PUE LINE * \ NO DISTURBANCE AREA ~ OPEN SPACE LINE 1-2 OF THE

LINE TABLE LINE TABLE - UNE 12 OF THE - [NE 12 OF
LINE # | LENGTH | DIRECTION LINE # | LENGTH | DIRECTION e FOUND SECTION CORNER - \ HURON MINE LODE MS-3331
o
o

Parcel No.5

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

BEGINNING at a point S89°06'24'F, 1284.92 feet along the Section Line, and South, 669.67 feet from the North
Quarter Corner of said Section 21, and running thence S00°26'00"W, 86.27 feet: thence S20°47'00"W, 312.90 feet;
thence S09°39'00"W, 102.70 feet; thence S03°13'00"W, 83.17 feet; thence $28°08'00"W, 189.11 feet; thence
361°52'00"E, 60.00 feet; thence $28°08'00"'W, 45.90 feet; thence $20°49'00"W. 200.70 feet; thence S07°20'00"E, 6.20
feetf; thence $82°40'00"W, 60.00 feet; thence S07°20'00"E, 12.32 feet; thence N88°09'04"W, 30.39 feet; thence
NO7°20'00"W, 7.47 feet; thence $82°40'00"W, 46.23 feet: thence N88°09'06"W, 13.95 feet; thence N07°20'00"W,
41.58 feet, thence N20°49'00"E, 247 90 feet; thence N28°08'00"E, 55.50 feet; thence S61°52'00"E, 60.00 feet;
thence N28°08'00"E, 182.49 feet; thence NO3°13'00"E, 78.23 feet; thence N09°39'00”E, 107.30 feet: thence
N20°47'00"E, 396.71 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

L1 197.78 | S07°3827"W L55 26.99' $20°29'52'E

- USL-256 /
SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY CORNER EASEMENT FOR WATER \ \

AND PUBLIC ACCESS CORNER NO. 7 ~

STREET MONUMENT (OF THE ALICE LO‘D'{ CORA(ER NO. 1

MS - 3331 \ OF/THE ALICE LODE
~ M'{ 3331

L2 6.20¢ NO7°20'00"W L56 30.00' Né69°28'21"E

L3 45.90' N28°08'00"E L57 27.00" | N20°31'39"W 204

Containing 67,071 square feet or 1.540 acres.
& PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT

PUBLIC RECREATIONAL
TRAIL EASEMENT

L4 60.00' | N61°52'00"W L58 27.00' Né69°28'21"E

VAN
{:‘?7'

Brooks 1897

\

: 640y . 021120 SF SQUARE FEET i
L5 46.23 N82°40'00"E L59 30.00" [ N20°31'39'W WATER SYSTEM NOTES: &

L6 7.47 S07°20'00"E L60 100.45' | $69°2821"W AC. ACRES

1. AFIRE FLOW OF 1,500 GPM HAS BEEN APPROVED FOR THE PROJECT. \

DRAINAGE EASEMENT 2. WATER SERVICE LATERALS SHALL BE 2"-DIAMETER FOR ALL LOTS WITH 1.5" METERS. \ ; 4

= (SEE SHEET 2) 3. RELOCATION OF EXISTING CITY INFRASTRUCTURE, IF REQUIRED, IS SUBJECT TO REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE CITY. DATE / E”C V. S”yd;r
L54 | 1342 | N69°2821'E oo d LS. No. 7550669

L7 46.83 | N88°09'06"W L8l 12,32 | NO7°20'00'W

GRADE LODE
MS-3057
Chas. P.

*LOTS 1-9 ARE SUBJECT TO A 10' FRONT AND BACK
AND ALSO A 5' SIDE YARD PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT

OPEN SPACE OWNER'S DEDICATION PLANNING COMMISSION PLAT NOTES:

Know all men by these presents that KING DEVELOPMENT GROUP, a Utah Limited Liability Company, the undersigned owner s) of the THE MAXIMUM SQUARE FOOTAGE OF A BUILDING FOOTPRINT IN THE HR-1 ZONE IS 1,750 SQUARE FEET.

‘ 1.
above described tract of land having caused same to be subdivided into lots and JEmEmgto be hereafter known as APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY PLANNING 2. DRIVELOT A CONTAINS A PUBLIC / PRIVATE EASEMENT ACROSS THE ENTIRE LOT FOR ACCESS AND THE INSTALLATION,
ACKNOWLEDGMENT MUNICIPAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT Privare COMMISSION THIS 1 D™ DAY OF OPERATION, 8 MAINTENANCE OF UTILITIES.
ALICE CLAIM Raadwass Coe' \ 20\ AD. 3. THE PUBLIC RECREATIONAL TRAIL EASEMENTS SHOWN HEREON ARE 10 AND 15 FEET WIDE AND ARE FOR PUBLIC,

STATE OF UTAH s STATE OF UTAH g s NON-MOTORIZED A CCESS.
S. A S. . e B e - . : - THE HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION WILL OWN AND MAINTAIN DRIVE LOT A , EXCEPT FOR DEDICATION OF EASEMENT TO
COUNTY OF UTAH COUNTYOF_ and do hereby dedicate for the perpetual use of the public all - REe A-5- . _..-xshown on this plat as intended for , CITY FOR STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS AND CULVERTS. DRIVE LOT A IS FOR ROADWAY ACCESS AND THE PUBLIC SHALL
On the day of .20 A.D. personally appeared before Onthis_24  day of FLR MM} 20 A\ A.D. personally appeared before me public use. The undersigned owners also hereby convey to any and all public utility companies a perpetual, non-exclusive HAVE THE ABILITY TO USE THIS LETTERED LOT FOR PEDESTRIAN NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS.
’ — : ’ BY._,
AIRMAN

I

me, Yoram Jerry Fiat, who acknowledged before me that, as an authorized signer, he signed the ~e én W . ‘ . . egsem.en'f over. .The‘pubﬁc Uﬁlifyﬂe.gsemen’rs shovyn on this plat, the same to be used for the installation, maintenance Qnd 5. THE WATER/PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT ALLOWS FOR PUBLIC ACCESS THRU THE ALICE CLAIM SUBDIVISION AS WELL AS
foregoing insmrjymem on behalf of K!NC% DEVELOPMENT GROUP. LLC., 9 S he/she istr‘he 1 5'\*}';;-“ of Ekb\;‘vioh?e;}g‘?‘z mceod‘upf Swgrgfnggzmg%O?'d say that operation of utility lines and facilities. The undersigned owners also hereby convey any other easements as shown on this INSTALLATION, OPERATION, & MAINTENANCE OF THE PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM.
’ F 4 plat to the parties indicated and for the purposes shown hereon.

HOA WILL MAINTAIN ALL STORM WATER DETENTION FACILITIES ON THIS PROPERTY.

6
7. COMPUANCE WITH RESTRICTIONS OF THE STATE VOLUNTARY CLEANUP CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETION IS REQUIRED.
8. DETENTION AND DEBRIS FLOW FACILITIES SHALL BE ALLOWED IN OPEN SPACE AND NO DISTURBANGE AREA

9. THERE SHALL NOT BE ANY FURTHER SUBDIVISION OF ANY ADDITIONAL LOTS IN THIS SUBDIVISION.
CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST 10. BUILDINGS SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED IN OPEN SPACE AND NO DISTURBANCE AREAS. GROUND AND VEGETATION
DISTURBANCE SHALL BE LIMITED TO MAINTENANCE FOR WILDFIRE SAFETY AND PROTECTION OF PROPERTY.

| CERTIFY THIS RECORD OF SUBDIVISION PLAT WAS 11. ROADS LESS THAN 26 FEET WIDE SHALL BE MARKED NO PARKING ON BOTH SIDES OF THE ROAD.

PUBLIC SAFETY ANSWERING POINT APPROVAL — N ’
= ey . 70@'_34@ sy s TIn ip_ %[ giPROVEDaY PARK CITY COUNC'LQBH'SQTHAY | 1% NOWIDUAL GEOTECHNICAL REPORTS WILL BE REQURED FOR EACH LOT PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMI

issi : A hi day, or_F v 20Z] issi : 7 ized si : Mare g A, 14. EXISTING UTILITY AND ACCESS EASEMENTS MAY BE ADDED, ADJUSTED, VACATED, OR REMAIN IN THEIR CURRENT
My commission number: Approved this ay. o My com 'SSI/OH number: ﬂ & ; 2 : YKOIL Dﬁ;ﬁg‘gg{'&?‘gggggdﬂg”ir P Ale SHEET LOCATION. CHANGES TO THESE EASEMENTS AND/OR ADDITION OF EASEMENTS SHALL BE SHOWN ON THE PLAT.

, F [V ‘/ 25 4 WL ; UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY B e Notry itk - Sraro or Ui ¥
My commission expires: ' R '- OPMMISSION EXPIFEs: — - Name Notary Public confmissioned in Utah ‘ |

B Ll \ay Jebk i s ) 2 \ MARILYN BURRELL

- | sy AL

BY
By: Jeff d GIS Director’ C;{)mmission #7E10289 ' l OF 3
7 { ¥ € r irecior miSSim im
ir / The §pmmit County Public Safety Answering Point TV\AV'N‘ ’ Faee—kt, Yy L.g,, YFCOIII o, Xp '

L—u--—-————-—

corporation, and that he/she signed the Owner's Dedication freely and voluntarily for and in behalf
of said municipal corporation, for the purposes therein mentioned, and he/she acknowledged to
me that said municipal corporation executed the same.

In withess whereof have hereunto set this Z5 day of ?Z:éUO“D , 20 z! A.D.
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LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

< ~ @,Eéc o~ ) T
® TRAIL EASEMENT % \l
N~ / |

\

: DRAINAGE EASEMENT DEDICAILED Té\
...... . PARK €ITY M&NICI AL CQRPORRTION

\ B VELXPME T GRQUP,

GRANTEE: BSNYDRRVIL
WATER RE

RECQRDEDY SEFY. , I T W 2R S PSS S S F ST E PR S SRR ERRR RS ., SRS LI : BY KING DEYELOPMENT GROUR, LLC
15" WIDEREC " ; ISy \ FOR\REPAIR, MAINTENANCE,
ENTRY NO\ 01117938 TRAIL EASEME . : ; NSPERTION, AND REPLAGEMENY OF
STORM DRAIN SYSTEM
(1823 \

BOYK 25\28, RAGE

VA VA

Ng ESTATELOT \ \

DI TUR\BA CE\ARA

TRAIL EASEMENT CURVE TABLE TRAIL EASEMENT LINE TABLE DRAINAGE EASEMENT LINE TABLE
CHORD CHORD LINE # DIRECTION LENGTH LINE # DIRECTION LENGTH
CURVE # | RADIUS | LENGTH DELTA BEARING DISTANCE
L806 $20°47'00"W 20.38' L6463 S67°52'42'E 12.03
C802 30.50' 19.09 35°51'10" | S51°32'46"W 18.78'
L807 $33°37'12'W 39.71 L6464 S26°1120"W 114.3%'
C803 45.50° 28.47' 35°5110" | N51°32'446'E 28.01"
1808 N59°26'30"W 15.00' L665 S20°47'00"W 307.05
C804 30.50' 4.33 8°07'30" | N65°24'36'E 432
L809% N33°37'12'E 40.36' L6666 569°33'44"W 15.95
L810 $20°47'01"W 10.00' 1667 N20°47'00"E 318.13
L811 N22°07'48"E 10.00' L668 N26°1120"E 1140
LEGEND
R L669 N56°23'15"W 12.00°
- SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY DETAIL TRAIL EASEMENTS 670 | Naw3sasE | 7831
S —  LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE OPEN SPACE SCALE 1"= 60’ L671 | Neg3344E | 10280
LOT LINE [ - I ‘ L672 $20°47'00"W 15.95'
— —— —— —— — BUILDING FOOTFRINT “ L673 $69°3344"W 88.40'
_________ LOT SET BACK LINE ! 1674 $33°36'45'W 74.42
- — SECTION LINE \ \ NO DISTURBANCE AREA 2 ——— = =
e FOUND SECTION CORNER M
EASEMENT WATER AND ‘
SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY CORNER PUBLIC ACCESS
o STREET MONUMENT
pes PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT PUBLIC RECREATIONAL
TRAIL EASEMENT
DRIVE LOT A LINE TABLE DRIVE LOT A CURVE TABLE
LINE # | LENGTH | DIRECTION CHORD CHORD «
CURVE # | RADIUS | LENGTH | DELTA BEARING | DRTANCE PLAT NOTES [cont:
L656 | 13.42° | $69°2821"W ‘
L 26.99' °29'52"W CO10 | 2300 | 19.55" | 48°4120" | SASO741'W | 1896 15. THE DEVELOPMENT EXCEEDS ONE (1) ACRE AND SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE MS4 STORM WATER PROGRAM. EACH LOT WITHIN THIS COMMON DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE
657 : N20°29'5 ) ) — — ) REQUIRED TO OBTAIN A MS4 STORM WATER PERMIT PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY.
658 | 3000 29821"W C912 | 2300° | 36.14° | 90°01'47" | N&5°30'45'W | 32.54 16. ALL BUILDINGS WILL BE MORE THAN 5' FROM PROPERTY LINES.
: S6 —— ) — — ) 17. ALL'9 HOMES WILL HAVE FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEMS THAT INCLUDE INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR FIRE SPRINKLERS.
7 00 3139 Co16 2300° | 36.13° | 90°0000" | $24°2821"W 32.53 18. MODIFIED 13-D SPRINKLERS WILL BE REQUIRED FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION BY THE CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL AT THE TIME OF REVIEW OF THE BUILDING PERMIT SUBMITTAL.
1659 : S20°31'37 19. FIREWOOD STORAGE WILL BE ALLOWED ONLY IN AREAS WITH FIRE SUPPRESSION.
) 00 IU— 20. DEFENSIBLE SPACE WILL BE PROVIDED AT EACH HOME WHERE MATERIALS CAPABLE OF ALLOWING A FIRE TO SPREAD UNCHECKED HAS BEEN TREATED, CLEARED, OR MODIFIED TO
660 - $69°28 SLOW THE RATE AND INTENSITY OF AN ADVANCING WILDFIRE AND TO CREATE AN AREA FOR FIRE SUPPRESSION OPERATIONS TO OCCUR.
) R 21. A FIRE PROTECTION PLAN WILL BE DEVELOPED IN CONSULTATION WITH THE PARK CITY FIRE DISTRICT PRIOR TO THE FIRST BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE.
L661 | 30.00° | S20°31'39°E 22. THE CULVERT INLET SHALL BE A MINIMUM 50' FROM ANY STRUCTURE ON LOT 1.
) R 23, ALICE COURT ROAD IS NOT ELIGIBLE TO BE CONVERTED TO A PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY PER THE CURRENT CODE.
L662 | 100.45" | N69°2821"E 24. IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE UTAH DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY APPROVED “ALICE LODE, MITIGATION WORK PLAN (REVISED AUGUST 3, 2006}, VOLUNTARY CLEANUP

PROGRAM #043, AUGUST 3, 2006" AS AMENDED, SOILS WITHIN THE SBSRD SEWER UTILITY TRENCH SHALL MEET THE ESTABLISHED SOIL ACTION LEVELS OF 400 MG/KG LEAD AND 100
MG/KG ARSENIC.
25. AT THE TIME OF ANY RESURFACING OF ALICE COURT OR DRIVE LOT A, THE HOA SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO ADJUST WASTEWATER MANHOLES TO GRADE ACCORDING TO SNYDERVILLE

WATER / PUBLIC EASEMENT ACCESS LINE TABLE WATER / PUBLIC EASEMENT ACCESS LINE TABLE WATER / PUBLIC EASEMENT CURVE TABLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT (SBWRD) STANDARDS. PRIOR NOTIFICATION OF THE ADJUSTMENTS AND INSPECTION BY SBWRD IS REQUIRED.
ek pRECTON bl i pRECTON Lo Curve # | rapius | enem | pea | ERY | EER, 2 RECORDATION OF THS PLATAND COMPLETION AND APFROVAL OF FINAL HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN REVIEW AND STEEP SLOPE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, IF REQUIRED, APPLICATIONS
1500 $59°2719°F 19.32 L924 N25°2329°E 1931 ARE REQUIRED PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE FOR ANY CONSTRUCTION OF BUILDINGS WITHIN THIS SUBDIVISION. COMPLETION AND APPROVAL OF FINAL HISTORIC DISTRICT
o poeym— s o eve—— r Cooo | 3000 | 2194 | 41511 | N4EIVIGE| 2145 DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATIONS ARE REQUIRED PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE FOR ANY CONSTRUCTION OF RETAINING WALLS.
28. LOT 1 IN THE ESTATE DISTRICT SHALL BE SUBJECT TO HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN REVIEW PROCESS (PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT APPROVAL).
1502 $28°3346W 2621 1926 N283025°E 197 29. SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION / MATURE TREES THAT WILL BE LOST DUE TO THE DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND BE REPLACED IN KIND OR WITH
oo ey~ Py o n— .~ THREE (3) SMALLER TREES AS CLOSE TO THE ORIGINAL LOCATION AS POSSIBLE WITHIN ONE (1) YEAR OF TREE REMOVAL.
1904 S32°54'57"W 15.44' L928 N32°29'59'E 19.32
L?05 S66°40'25'W 10.66' L929 N32°54'57"E 15.83'
L907 $34°23'17"W 26.73 L930 N34°51'19"E 20.81'
L908 $22°03'00"'W 9.86' L931 N28°33'46"E 2517 -
L910 N18°09'55'E 6.83' L932 N28°43'47"E 13.9¢6'
L9211 N34°23'17"E 15.89' L933 S27°29'25'W 48.95'
L912 N28°07'11"E 22.98' 1934 N27°29'25'E 49.01"
L9113 N20°48'11"E 19.14 1935 N27°34'10"E 42.40°
1914 N32°48'37"E 21.66' L9238 §520°31'39'E 30.00°
L915 N32°33'40"E 17.04' L939 N69°28'21"E 1.08'
1916 N36°52'25"E 20.64' L940 N27°34'10°E 44.84'
1917 N37°1323"E 19.50" L942 N69°2821"E 1.08'
L918 N36°13'27"E 15.55'
1919 N33°1629'E 15.23 SHEET
L920 N31°54'37"E 18.84'
1921 N27°3403'E 24.46 ‘ ALICE CLAIM
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Planning Commission
Staff Report

Subject: Sensitive Land Overlay m

Application: PL-23-05512
Author: Rebecca Ward, Assistant Planning Director

Date: January 25, 2023

Type of Item: Work Session — Land Management Code Amendment

Recommendation
Review and provide input on potential Sensitive Land Overlay amendments within the
Land Management Code to:

e Establish new Ridge Line Areas and Vantage Points for the Southeast Quinn’s
Junction Area

e Update the Zoning Map to illustrate existing Ridge Line Areas and Vantage
Points citywide

e Allow for trails construction within the SLO when approved as part of a Trails
Master Plan

The Planning Commission also requested to evaluate steep slope standards.

Description
Applicant: Planning Department
Zoning District: Sensitive Land Overlay
Land Management Chapter 15.2-21 Sensitive Land Overlay Zone
Code Amended:
Section 15-15-1 Definitions
Reason for Review: The Planning Commission conducts a public hearing on
Land Management Code amendments and forwards a
recommendation to the City Council. The City Council
conducts a public hearing and takes Final Action.*
LMC Land Management Code
SLO Sensitive Land Overlay

Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1.

1LMC 8§ 15-1-7 Amendments to the Land Management Code and Zoning Map
1
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Background
These amendments were originally scheduled for Planning Commission review on

November 9, 2022, but were continued to January to accommodate the Planning
Commission’s continued review of the Studio Crossing project (Agenda, Work Session
Item 6.A).

In 1991, the City Council recognized the City’s economic well-being was dependent on
the appeal of the year-round resort destination and that protection of the City’s natural
resources, view corridors, and mountain environment was directly related to the City’s
appeal for both tourists and the quality of life for residents. On October 10, 1991, the
City Council passed Resolution No. 30-91 Establishing Principles for the Protection of
Sensitive Lands in the Park City Planning Area, authorizing a study of sensitive lands
within the community (Exhibit A).

The following principles guided the study:

e A balance must be maintained between development and the City’s natural
habitat

e The development process must recognize and respect our natural landforms and
vegetative patterns

¢ A balance must be achieved between the public’s desire to preserve the natural
alpine environment and the rights of private property owners to develop their land

e As development occurs, significant, contiguous areas of natural habitat should be
left undisturbed

e The natural ridgelines must be retained as a backdrop to the City

e Stream corridors, flood plains, and wetlands should be preserved as natural
areas

e Developed areas should relate in scale, texture, color, and density to the
particular landscape in which they are located

e A thorough analysis of the environmental impacts of developing a site, including
aesthetic impacts should be performed prior to approval of development of land

e Road development and other disturbance to natural habitat on the sides of
mountains and hills should be limited or designed in such a way as to minimize
their visual impact

e The removal or modification of natural earth forms such as rock outcroppings and
minor ridges should be kept to a minimum as development occurs

In 1992, the City Council enacted Ordinance No. 92-17 Adopting the Sensitive Area
Overlay Zone Regulations and Amending the Official Zoning Map of Park City, Utah to
Include the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone and Amending the Land Management Code of
Park City, Utah to Better Regulate Development of Sensitive Lands (Exhibit B).

The Sensitive Land Overlay (SLO) was adopted to restrict development in aesthetically
and environmentally sensitive areas by requiring open space on hillsides, prohibiting
development on ridgeline areas and wetlands, and strictly regulating development in
entry corridors through clustered development that allowed for reasonable and more

2


https://granicus_production_attachments.s3.amazonaws.com/parkcity/1dedd306f22b98766f40f6c709e948a20.pdf

sustainable use of private property. Over the years, the SLO has been modified as
follows:

e On February 3, 2000, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 00-4 to adjust the
SLO boundary along Deer Valley Drive East (Exhibit C)

e On December 6, 2007, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 07-81 to reduce
repetitive SLO reviews by the Building and Planning Departments (Exhibit D)

The current SLO requires the following:

e Applicants with property in the SLO must identify sensitive environmental and
aesthetic areas on their property, including steep slopes, ridgeline areas,
wetlands, and stream corridors

e Staff reviews the proposal and applies SLO regulations — for example,
development cannot occur within 150 feet of a designated Ridge Line Area and
development is prohibited on or within 50 feet of a Very Steep Slope, defined as
a slope greater than 40%

e Staff completes a Sensitive Area Determination with recommended locations for
development, which is provided to the Planning Commission for consideration as
part of a subdivision or Master Planned Development application

e Property owners may request relief if the SLO regulations deny all reasonable
use of the property

Staff recommends expanding Ridge Line Areas and Vantage Points to the recently
annexed acreage in the Southeast Quinn’s Junction area, updating the City’s Zoning
Map to reflect existing designated Ridge Line Areas and Vantage Points citywide,
updating Vantage Point references to reflect current conditions, and considering SLO
review of trails as part of a Trails Master Plan, rather than on a case-by-case basis for
each constructed trail. Additionally, the Planning Commission requested to evaluate
steep slope standards.

Analysis
The Park City General Plan recommends protections for sensitive lands. Goal 4 is to

conserve a connected, healthy network of open space for continued access to and
respect for the natural setting.? Goal 6 states Park City will implement climate adaptation
strategies to enhance the City’s resilience to the future impacts of climate change and
Objective 6C is to support ecosystem health, biodiversity, and natural buffers between
development and sensitive lands.3

The LMC implements the goals and policies of the General Plan, in part to allow
development in a manner that encourages preservation of environmentally sensitive lands
and to prevent development that adds to existing geologic hazards, erosion, flooding,
degradation of air quality, wildfire danger or other conditions that create potential dangers

2 General Plan, Natural Setting, p. 4
3 General Plan, Natural Setting, p. 6
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to life and safety in the community or that detracts from the quality of life in the
community.*

The purposes of the SLO are to:

e Require dedicated Open Space in aesthetically and environmentally sensitive
areas

Encourage preservation of large expanses of Open Space and wildlife habitat
Cluster development while allowing reasonable use of property

Prohibit development on Ridge Line Areas, Steep Slopes, and wetlands
Protect and preserve environmentally sensitive land®

The proposed amendments are outlined below:

Establish New Ridge Line Areas and Vantage Points for the Southeast Quinn’s
Junction Area

On June 16, 2022, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2022-18 Annexing
Approximately 1,200 Acres of Property Located in the Southeast Quinn’s Junction Area
into the Corporate Limits of Park City. One of the purposes of the City’s regulations
regarding annexations is to protect sensitive lands® and annexations that preserve
environmentally sensitive lands are preferred.’

Sensitive lands were evaluated as part of the Southeast Quinn’s Junction Area
annexation and the property was annexed into the Recreation and Open Space Zoning
District within the Entry Corridor Protection and Sensitive Land Overlays (Staff Report;
Minutes, p. 10). At the time of annexation, future LMC amendments to the SLO were
identified to designate Ridge Line Areas and Vantage Points for the newly annexed
acreage (Staff Report, p. 38 — 39).

Potential Vantage Points include:

e The roundabout at the Park City Hospital, 900 Round Valley Drive
e The intersection of the Rail Trail and SR 248
e The intersection of Richardson Flat Road and HWY 40

4 LMC Section 15-1-2 Statement of Purpose

5 LMC Section 15-2.21-1 Sensitive Land Overlay Purpose

6 LMC Section 15-8-1 Annexation Purpose

7 LMC Section 15-8-2(L) Annexation General Requirements

4
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Update the Zoning Map to lllustrate Existing Ridge Line Areas and Vantage Points
Citywide

LMC Section 15-15-1 defines Ridge Line Area as “[t]he top, ridge, or Crest of Hill, or
Slope plus the land located within one hundred fifty feet (150’) on both sides of the top,
crest, or ridge.” LMC Section 15-2.21-3(A)(4) designates Existing Vantage Points from
which visual assessments of projects in the SLO are completed.

When the SLO was first adopted in the 1990s, the map below illustrated designated
Ridge Line Areas and Vantage Points:

~\~ Ridgelines
Vantage Points
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Currently, designated Ridge Line Areas are shown in the General Plan and are not
indicated on a separate map or the Zoning Map. The image below is taken from the
General Plan and shows the designated Ridge Line Areas for the Park Meadows
neighborhood:

PARK MEADOWS
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The recommended amendments update the City’s Zoning Map to include designated
Ridge Line Areas citywide.

The recommended amendments also update Vantage Points. LMC Section 15-2.21-
3(A)(4) designates Existing Vantage Points from which visual assessments of projects
in the SLO are completed:
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Osguthorpe/McPolin Barn

Treasure Mountain Middle School

Intersection of Main Street and Heber Avenue

Park City Ski Area Base

Snow Park Lodge

Park City Golf Course Clubhouse

Park Meadows Golf Course Clubhouse

Utah Highway 248 at the turn-out one quarter mile west from U.S. Highway 40
Highway 224, 2 mile south of the intersection with Kilby Road

LMC Section 15-15-1 Definitions also outlines Vantage Points “to assist in analyzing the
visual impact of Development on hillsides and Steep Slopes:”

VANTAGE POINTS. A height of five feet (5') above a set reference marker in the following

designated Vantage Points within Park City that function to assist in analyzing the visual
impact of Development on hillsides and Steep Slopes:

© 0N Wb =

—_
= o

Osguthorpe Barn;

Treasure Mountain Middle School;

Intersection of Main Street and Heber Avenue;

Park City Ski Area Base;

Snow Park Lodge;

Park City Golf Course Clubhouse;

Park Meadows Golf Course Clubhouse;

State Road 248 at the turn-out one quarter mile west from U.S. Highway 40;
State Road 224, one-half mile south of the intersection with Kilby Road,

. Intersection of Thaynes Canyon Drive and State Road 224; and
. Across valley view.

The proposed amendments update the Vantage Points and provide coordinates, align
the SLO Vantage Points and Definitions Section Vantage Points, and clarify Planning
Commission discretion to shift the Vantage Points or to add Vantage Points on a case-
by-case basis:

1. Osgutherpe/McPolin Barn

2-—Treasure Mountain-Middle Sehool-Park City School District Campus

3. Intersection of Main Street and Heber Avenue

4. Park City Ski Area Base

5. Snow Park Lodge

6.—Park-Gity-Golf Course-Clubheuse Intersection of Thaynes Canyon Drive and S.R.
224/Park Avenue

7. Park Meadows Golf Course Clubhouse

8. Utah Highway 248 at the turn-out one quarter mile west from U.S. Highway 40

9. Highway 224, 2 miles south of the intersection with [KilbyRead] Ute Boulevard
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With the potential of additional Vantage Points with coordinates, including:

The intersection of Holiday Ranch Loop Road and SR 224
The MARC (1200 Little Kate Road and Monitor Drive)

The intersection of Queen Esther Drive and Deer Valley Drive
City Hall

A location in the Empire Pass area

Allow for Trails Construction within the SLO when Approved as Part of the Trails
Master Plan

Each trail constructed in the Recreation and Open Space Zoning District and SLO
requires an Administrative Conditional Use Permit (ACUP) and SLO Sensitive Lands
Analysis. The City’s Trails and Open Space Manager requested the Planning
Commission consider additional amendments. The Trails and Open Space Manager
requests the Planning Commission consider exceptions for trails constructed within the
SLO if those trails are part of a Trails Master Plan that has been reviewed pursuant to
the SLO requirements and recommended by the Planning Commission and approved
by the City Council.

Staff recommends potential amendments that would require holistic review and
application of the SLO at the time of a Trails Master Plan reviewed by the Planning
Commission with a recommendation for adoption by the City Council. This would allow
for trails identified within the Trails Master Plan to be evaluated for consistency with the
Trails Master Plan, rather than to require SLO material submittal and analysis for each
individual trail. However, updated materials regarding Significant Vegetation, wetlands,
and other materials could be required as part of the ACUP application and review at the
time each trail is proposed to be constructed.

Update Planning Applications to Require a Sensitive Lands Analysis
LMC Section 15-2.21-2(A) requires that Applicants with a proposal within the SLO submit

a Sensitive Lands Analysis, which identifies Steep Slopes, Ridge Line Areas, wetlands,
Stream Corridors, wildland interface, and wildlife habitat areas at the time of application.

Staff is then required to review the Sensitive Lands Analysis and to prepare a report for
the Applicant and Planning Commission recommending areas suitable for development.®
The Planning Commission may impose Conditions of Approval through a subdivision, plat
amendment, Conditional Use Permit, or Master Planned Development (including
Affordable Master Planned Developments) to comply with the requirements of the SLO.

Staff recommends updating Planning Applications to outline what is required for those
applications located in the SLO to put Applicants on notice prior to submitting their land
use application.

8 LMC Section 15-2.21-2(C) Site Development Suitability Determination
9
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Steep Slope Criteria

The Planning Commission requested an opportunity to evaluate steep slope criteria
citywide. Steep Slopes for properties outside the SLO are evaluated through the Steep
Slope Conditional Use Permit in the Historic Residential Low — Density, Historic
Residential — 1, and Historic Residential — 2 Zoning Districts.

Steep slopes within the SLO are evaluated under criteria outlined in LMC Section 15-
2.21-4 Sensitive Lands Regulations — Slope Protection:

The following Slope protection provisions apply in the Sensitive Land Overlay Zone:

A. PROHIBITIONS. No Development is allowed on or within fifty feet (50°), map
distance, of Very Steep Slopes, Areas subject to land slide activity, and other high-
hazard geologic Areas. As used herein, an Area of Very Steep Slopes must cover a
topographic Area at least twenty-five feet (25') vertically, upslope or downslope,
and fifty feet (50°) horizontally in any direction to be subject to this prohibition.

The Planning commission may vary the Setback from Very Steep Slopes if the
Planning Commission can make all of the following findings during the suitability
review:

1. Varying the Setback does not create an intrusion by Buildings into the Ridge
Line Area when viewed from Land Management Code designated Vantage
Points, Section 15-2.21-3(A)(4), or other Vantage Points designated by the
Planning staff or Commission, Section15-2.21-3(B);

2. Building Areas in the Setback do not create excessive cut or fill Slopes;
minimal retaining walls to limit disturbance and meet Grade may be
required by the Planning Commission subject to Sections 15-2.21-4(B),(C),
and (E);

3. Limits of Disturbance around any Structure within the Setback shall be
limited to the minimal Area necessary to excavate and backfill the
foundation. Decks and patios in the area of the Very Steep Slope setback,
may not extend more than fifteen feet (15’) beyond the foundation walls or
the minimal excavation/backfill Areas, whichever is greater;

4. No additional erosion, land subsidence, or avalanche hazard is created;

5. The Site plan results in an improved organization of units through
vegetation avoidance, minimization of changes to the viewshed from public
Areas, and reduction of Site disturbance;

6. The reduction in Setback results in a reduction in overall project Density or
Development massing as established by the Planning Staff’s Site Suitability
Determination, and

7. In no case shall additional disturbance be allowed beyond the maximum
area determined in the Site Development Suitability Determination (See
Section 15-2.21-2(C)).

10
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. GRADED OR FILLED SLOPES. The Applicant must avoid or, to the greatest extent
possible, minimize proposed cuts and fills. Cutting and filling to create additional
or larger Building Sites shall be kept to a minimum and shall be avoided to the
maximum extent feasible. Except for ski Slopes, Graded or filled Slopes shall be
limited to a 3 to 1 Slope or less. All Graded Slopes shall be recontoured to the
natural, varied contour of surrounding terrain.

. BENCHING OR TERRACING. Benching or terracing to provide additional or larger

Building Sites is prohibited.

. STREETS AND ROADS. Streets and roads, proposed for Steep Slopes may not:

1. Cross Slopes of thirty percent (30%) or greater. A short run of not more than
one hundred feet (100') may be allowed to cross Slopes greater than thirty
percent (30%) if the Planning Director and the City Engineer conclude that
such Streets or roads will not have significant adverse visual,
environmental, or safety impacts.

2. Streets and roads proposed to cross Slopes greater than ten percent (10%) are
allowed, subject to the following:

a. Proof that such Street and/or road will be built with minimum
environmental damage and within acceptable public safety
parameters; and

b. Such Street and road design generally follows contour lines to
preserve the natural character of the land, and are Screened with
trees or vegetation.

3. Cutting and filling is minimized and appropriately re-vegetated.

. RETAINING WALLS. The Use, design, and construction of all retaining walls is

subject to an Administrative Permit based upon assessment of visual impact,

Compatibility with surrounding terrain and vegetation, and safety.

. LANDSCAPING AND REVEGETATION. An Applicant must commit to landscaping

or re-vegetating exposed Slopes. Topsoil from any disturbed portion of a Steep

Slope must be preserved and utilized in re-vegetation. Fill soil must be of a quality

to support plant growth.

. PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STANDARDS. All Development on Steeps

Slopes shall comply with the design standards set forth in LMC Chapter 15-5.

. OPEN SPACE AND DENSITY ON DELINEATED PORTIONS OF SITES WITH STEEP

SLOPES GREATER THAN FIFTEEN PERCENT (15%) BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL

TO FORTY PERCENT (40%). In addition to the specific Development regulations set

forth above, the following regulations apply:

1. OPEN SPACE. Seventy-five percent (75%) of the Steep Slope Area must
remain as Open Space.

2. DEVELOPABLE LAND. Twenty-five percent (25%) of the Steep Slope Area
may be Developed in accordance with the underlying zoning subject to the
following conditions:

a. MAXIMUM DENSITY. The maximum Density on Developable Land
within a Steep Slope Area is governed by the underlying zoning and

11
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proof that the proposed Density will not have a significant adverse
visual or environmental affect on the community.

LOCATION OF DEVELOPABLE LAND. The Developable Land in a
Steep Slope Area is that Area with the least visual and
environmental impacts, as determined by the Sensitive Lands
Determination (See Section 15-2.21-2(C)), including the Visual
Assessment, and considering the visual impact from key Vantage
Points, potential for Screening location of natural drainage channels,
erosion potential, vegetation protection, Access, and similar Site
design criteria. Based upon such analysis, the Planning Department
may require the Applicant to Site the Developable Land pursuant to
one or more of the following techniques:

1. Clustered Development, or

2. dispersed Development, or

3. Transfer of Density to the least sensitive portions of the Site.!

DENSITY TRANSFER. Upon proof of a sensitive Site plan, the
Applicant may Transfer up to twenty-five percent (25%) of the
Densities from the Open Space portion of the Site to the Developable
Land.

SUITABILITY DETERMINATION. The Applicant must prove that the
Development will have no significant adverse impact on adjacent
Properties. The Planning Commaission shall determine that the
Proposal complies with this chapter if the Applicant proves:

1. The Density is Compatible with that of adjacent Properties.

2. The Architectural Detail, height, building materials, and other
design features of the Development are Compatible with
adjacent Properties.

3. The Applicant has adopted appropriate mitigation measures
such as landscaping, Screening, illumination standards, and
other design features to buffer the adjacent Properties from
the Developable Land.

OPEN SPACE AND DENSITY ON VERY STEEP SLOPES.

L.

REQUIRED OPEN SPACE. One hundred percent (100%) of the Very Steep
Slope Area shall remain in open space. No vegetation within fifty vertical
feet (50') in elevation of the Very Steep Slope Area shall be disturbed, except
as permitted by the Planning Commaission per Section 15-2.21-4.
TRANSFER OF DENSITY. Up to ten percent (10%) of the Densities otherwise
allowed in the zone may be transferred to Developable Land subject to a
Suitability Determination (See Section 15-2.21-4(H)(2)(d)).

J. MASTER PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (MPD) TDR OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS.
The Planning Commission at the time of Master Planned Development or
Subdivision review, may reduce the TDR Open Space requirements upon a
determination that:

1.

the Sensitive Land open space set aside is sufficient for the Development,

12

137



2. sufficient neighborhood and TDR Open Space is set aside within the
Developable Land to serve residents of the Development, and

3. not less than twenty percent (20%) of the Developable Land is set aside for
TDR Open Space.

K. DENSITY BONUSES. In addition to the Density Transfers permitted pursuant to
this Section, the Planning Department may recommend that the Planning
Commission grant up to a twenty percent (20%) increase in Transferable Densities
if the Applicant:

1. offers to preserve open space to ensure the long-term protection of a
significant environmentally or visually sensitive Area in a manner
approved by the City; or

2. provides public Access as shown on the Trails Master Plan; or

3. restores degraded wetlands or environmental Areas on the Site or makes
other significant environmental improvements.

IDevelopment shall be Sited to preserve the open meadow vistas.

Would the Planning Commission like to evaluate
the Steep Slope criteria and consider updates?

Department Review

The Planning Department, Engineering Department, and City Attorney’s Office reviewed
this report.

Exhibits

Exhibit A: Resolution No. 30-91
Exhibit B: Ordinance No. 92-17
Exhibit C: Ordinance No. 00-4
Exhibit D: Ordinance No. 07-81
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RESOLUTION NO. 4/) -91

RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING PRINCIPLES
FOR THE PROTECTION OF SENSITIVE LANDS
IN THE PARK CITY PLANNING AREA

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Park City
recognizes that the community's economic well being is dependent on
the appeal as a year-round resort destination; and

WHEREAS, the protection of Park City's unique natural
resources, view corridors, and mountain environment is directly
related to Park City's attractiveness for tourists and the quality
of life of its residents; and

WHEREAS, the Park City Comprehensive Plan expresses this
concern in its goal to "Preserve and enhance the natural features
such as: ridgelines, hillsides, meadows, streams, flood plains, and
significant vegetation which form the sensitive alpine environment
that makes Park City so appealing', and

WHEREAS, one of the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan
is to develop a "sensitive lands" ordinance which will guide
development in sensitive areas and further, that another objective
of the Comprehensive Plan is to protect ridges from development
which would be visible on the skyline from prominent areas of the
City.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council
authorizes a study of sensitive lands within the community and
establishes the following principles to serve as a guide for that
study:

1. A balance must be maintained between development and Park
City's natural habitat.

2. The development process must recognize and respect our
natural landforms and vegetative patterns.

3. A balance must be achieved between the public's desire to
preserve the natural alpine environment and the rights of
private property owners to develop their 1land.

4. As development occurs, significant, contiguous areas of
natural habitat should be left undisturbed.

5. The natural ridgelines must be retained as a backdrop to
the City.
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10.

Stream corridors, flood plains, and wetland should be
preserved as natural areas.

Developed areas should relate in scale, texture, color
and density to the particular landscape in which they are
located.

A thorough analysis of the environmental impacts of
developing a site, including aesthetic impacts should be
performed prior to approval of development of land.

Road development and other disturbance to natural habitat
on the sides of mountains and hills should be limited or
designed in such a way as to minimize their visual
impact.

The removal or modification of natural earth forms such

as rock outcroppings and minor ridges should be kept to
a minimum as development occurs.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of October, 1991.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

s, (o Quo.

Mayor Bradley A. Olch

2 of 2

140



Ordinance No.Q’Q -’ 7

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE SENSITIVE AREA
OVERLAY ZONE REGULATIONS AND AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP
OF PARK CITY, UTAH TO INCLUDE THE S8ENSITIVE AREA OVERLAY ZONE
AND AMENDING THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE OF PARK CITY, UTAH
TO BETTER REGULATE DEVELOPMENT ON SENSITIVE LANDS

WHEREAS the Park City Comprehensive Plan states as a
goal: "Preserve and enhance the natural features such as: ridge
lines, meadows, streams, flood plains and significant vegetation,
which form the sensitive, alpine environment that makes Park City
so appealing"; and

WHEREAS, the CcCity Council stated its commitment by
adopting Resolution No. 30-91, adopted October 10, 1991,
identifying principles for protecting sensitive lands; and

WHEREAS, the City has conducted an extensive public
process which included many interest groups and held numerous
public hearings and meetings to discuss the protection of sensitive
lands; and

WHEREAS, amendments to the Comprehensive Plan have been
adopted which support amendments to the Park City Land Management
Code and the amendments to the Code are consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan for Park City;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED that the Land Management
Code of Park City is amended as follows:

SECTION 1. SENSITIVE AREA OVERLAY ZONE REGULATIONS AND
MAP ADOPTED. The Sensitive Area Overlay Zone Regulations are
hereby adopted and the Official Zoning Map of Park City, Utah is
hereby amended to reflect the boundaries of the Sensitive Area
Overlay Zone. A copy of the Regulations and Map are attached
hereto and made a part of this Ordinance.

SECTION 2. AMENDMENTS TO THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE:

The following revisions are hereby added as subsections
in Chapter 1, General Provisions/Procedures, of the Land Management
Code:

1 of 4
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The following additions and deletions are hereby made to
the following subsections in Chapter 3, Planning Commission, of the
Land Management Code:

3.14((4) (1) conditional user permnits;

The following is hereby added as a subsection in Chapter
8, Supplementary Regulations, of the Land Management Code:

The following is hereby added as a subsection in Chapter
9, Architectural Review, of the Land Management Code:

The following revisions are hereby made to the following
subsections in Chapter 10, Master Planned Developments, of the Land
Management Code:

10.3. LAND USE INTENSITY ALLOWANCE. The density and type
of development permitted on a given site will be finally determined
as a result of impact and site plan analysis, the following table
for absolute maximum densities in Master Planned Developments is
provided:

GROSS DENSITY ALLOWED
(Total Site)

Zone Maximum Allowable Density
Residential Development (RD) Density up to 5 unit equivalents per
acre

Residential Development,

Medium Density (RDM) Density up to 8 unit equivalents per
acre
2 of 4
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All other zones Density established by Chapter 7

10.6. THE APPLICATION. The Master Planned Development
application must be submitted with a completed application form on
a form supplied by the City.

application shall be supported by the following (seven sets

required).

10.9. GENERAL CRITERIA FOR REVIEW. A Master Planned
Development shall i ; :
this section and.

+F¥n addition,
the following standards and requirements.

The following revisions are hereby made to the following
subsections in Chapter 15, Subdivision Regulations, of the Land
Management Code: '

15.2.1.

(c)1. It is the intent of these regulations that subdivision
review be carried out simultaneously with the review of
Master Planned Developments. Required applications shall
be submitted in a form to satisfy both the requirements
of the subd1v151on regulations and master planned
d 1 t ovi

3.(ii) Referral Back for Zoning Approval. The Planning
Department and city staff shall thereupon refer the

sketch plat and preliminary plat with its recommendation
of approval, conditional approval, or disapproval,
together with such recommendations and reviews of use,
density and bulk standards as it was required to make
under the master planned development
y regulatlons of the Land
anning Commission as authorized under the Land
Management Code to approve the application. Application

3 of 4
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shall then be made to the Planning Commission and City
Council for final plat approval. No building permits or
certificates of occupancy shall be issued for the project
until the zoning application for the MPD has been finally
approved and final subdivision plat approval has been
given and the subdivision plat is recorded with the
County Recorder.

15.4.1.
(a)2. The Land Management Code,
Uniform Building and related Codes, and all other
applicable laws of the appropriate jurisdictions.
15.4.10 Preservation of Natural Features and Amenities.

(a) General. Existing features which add value to the community
shall be retained. Buildings shall be sited in a manner that
preserves significant views. Ridges should be protected from
development which would be visible on the sky line from
prominent areas in Park City. Existing vegetation should also
be retained as much as possible. Vegetation protection shall
be required during construction so that disturbance is
limited. Existing features such as water courses, wetlands,
historic sites, critical meadowlands, important vistas, and
other irreplaceable assets shall be preserved in the design of
the subdivision. All trees on the plat required to be
retained shall be preserved, and all trees where required
shall be welled and protected against change of grade. The
sketch plat shall show the number, size, and location of
existing trees as required by these regulations and shall
further indicate all those marked for retention, and the

location of all proposed trees along the street side of each

SECTION 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take

effect immediately.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 24th day of September, 1992.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
/”"m'*}'“

Bradley X/ Olch

Attest:
CORPCRATE
Aniif.a L. Sheldon, City Recorder Qé?ft[

MARCH 1,
1884
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SENSITIVE AREA OVERLAY ZONE REGULATIONS

Final Draft
September 24, 1992

Park City Municipal Corporation
Park City, Utah
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SENSITIVE AREA OVERLAY ZONE
REGULATIONS

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

A, Conditions and Development Pressures Leading to Action

For many years, Park City has discussed the need to develop more comprehensive regulations
to deal with development on sensitive lands within Park City. The need for new regulations
has intensified with increasing development pressures and with the continued buildout of
areas within Park City.

The City Council adopted a resolution in October of 1991 that directed the staff to update
the current ordinances to include additional regulations for sensitive lands. A citizens focus
group was formed and draft Comprehensive Plan amendments and implementation strategies
were formulated. This document proposes changes to the Land Management Code to address
development in the sensitive areas of Park City.

The basis for these regulations is the Comprehensive Plan for which amendments are
proposed to stress the importance of protecting the characteristics that make Park City unique

and desirable:

“The long-term viability of the community depends on its success as a year-round

tourist destination and as a desirable place to live and work. Park City must maintain

its identity to preserve and enhance its appeal.”

The primary intent of the regulations included in this document is to restrict development
in aesthetically and environmentally sensitive areas. This is done by requiring open space
on hillsides, prohibiting development on ridgeline areas and wetlands and strictly regulating
development in entry corridors. The intent is that these regulations will encourage large
expanses of open space and the clustering of development while still allowing a reasonable
use of property.

There are several different categories of land to which these regulations apply. Much of the
property within the existing city limits of Park City is subdivided or master planned.
Additionally, there is land within the City which is zoned but undeveloped, and land within
the Annexation Policy Declaration which is unzoned and not within the current City Limits.
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The regulations will apply to land only within the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone and will have
a different level of application for each of these situations. A matrix is included (Appendix
B) as a part of these regulations to better understand how requirements apply to these
different categories of land:

1. Unannexed, Unzoned Land - The City currently has a significant amount of negotiating

power in these situations, but these regulations will provide a minimum basis for those
negotiations and will set forth the intent so that new development can be made consistent
with that intent.

2. Land within the City Limits and Zoned - All of the proposed regulé,tions would apply to
this category of land including the density transfer provisions.

3. Land within the City Limits which is Master Planned but not Subdivided - As site specific
plans come before the City, these regulations shall be used for site planning and final density

determinations. The building design standards and tree/vegetation protection regulations
shall apply.

4, Land within the City Limits which is Subdivided - The building design standards and
tree/vegetation protection regulations shall apply to these areas.

It is the intent of this ordinance that the sensitive area regulations will also apply to unique
or special developments like public works and utility projects, ski resorts, and industrial
activities. However, given the special nature of these developments, the ordinance applies
the regulations through special procedures.

These regulations are a beginning point. Because of limited staff resources, there has been

an attempt to address the most vital issues relating to development on sensitive lands. Other
future regulations may be appropriate as time and staffing allows.

B. Basic Regulatory Approach

The city staff and sensitive lands consultants analyzed a range of regulatory approaches and
specific tools to deal with the development pressures on sensitive lands. For example, the
team explored options such as a complete rewrite of the city’s zoning ordinance to emphasize
protection of sensitive lands. They examined innovative growth management systems
involving performance zoning and development point systems that are being utilized in other
fast-growing communities.

Based on this analysis and an assessment of the pros and cons of each option, the city staff
and consultants concluded that given the need to act expeditiously, the best approach was to

9
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adopt a special overlay zoning protection district for all lands containing sensitive
environmental areas (importantly, defined to include both sensitive visual and natural
environmental areas). Such overlay protection districts are used frequently in localities
throughout the United States, and in fact, Park City already utilizes this technique under its
Land Management Code.

The overlay protection zone will work as follows. Within the new district, all existing land-
use and building regulations now in place will continue to apply except to the extent the
regulations contained in the protection district are stronger or more restrictive. In a few
instances, new regulations are proposed that would amend existing zoning regulations (for
example, the limits of disturbance regulations or building design standards would apply to
all development, including residential and commercial, etc.). The overlay district regulations
would also serve as minimum standards of review to guide annexation negotiations, but could
be applied with a greater degree of discretion given the flexibility inherent in the annexation
process.

The overlay review process, described in greater detail in the proposed regulations, will have
four primary steps:

1. Sensitive area analysis and delineation: All applicants for development

(defined as including applications for subdivision or other development
permits, including significant changes in existing Master Planned
Developments (MPD), and for annexation) whose property has been identified
as being within the sensitive area overlay zone, will be required to undertake
an analysis of their property to identify sensitive environmental and aesthetic
areas such as steep slopes, ridgeline areas, wetlands, and stream corridors. The
regulations set forth criteria for the staff delineation of sensitive environmental
areas.

2. Application of overlay zone regulations: Once the staff delineates sensitive

areas on a site, regulatory standards will apply depending on the type of area
involved (for example, a setback from a crest of a hill or wetlands or a
prescribed amount of open space and existing vegetation that must be
retained).

3. Site Development Suitability Review: The site will be analyzed and the most

appropriate location for development will be determined based upon criteria
for spitability outlined in Sections 2.1.9.c and 2.2.3.c. The staff shall review
the Sensitive Area Determination and the proposed locations for development

149



at this time. A report shall be given to the Planning Commission which shall
discuss appropriate areas for development and road restrictions. The
Community Development Director may require that an application be reviewed
by the Planning Commission prior to the master plan or subdivision review
based upon size, location, and complexity of the project. A proposal will then

" continue with the design phase and will be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Commission according to the process required in the Land
Management Code. The MPD or Subdivision approval shall include density
bonuses which may be appropriate as well as the open space requirement
within the developed portion of an MPD site.

4, Hardship relief: Application of the sensitive area regulations may in a few

cases, particularly involving smaller parcels, give rise to substantial economic
hardship. Special procedures are recommended to obviate such hardship. If
the applicant can demonstrate that the regulations would deny all reasonable
use of the property, administrative steps are specified to provide relief through
a special hearing process.

C. Effect on Existing Master Plans

There are number of existing, valid Master Plans which have been approved. Requests for
site specific approval for parcels within Large Scale Master Plans which are located within
the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone shall be required to go through the Sensitive Lands Analysis
and the development will be required to be placed on the least sensitive portion of the
parcels. In general, the site design criteria shall apply to these proposals.

If there is a request to change the form of density for a part or all of a Master Plan or a
request to substantially modify the plan, the total permitted density will be reevaluated

based upon the criteria in these provisions.

D. Changes in Existing Ordinance Provisions

In some instances, adoption of the sensitive area overlay zone regulations will require changes
in existing city land development regulations to ensure consistency and compatibility. These
provisions are identified in general terms.
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E. Future Ordinance Revisions

In addition to recommendations for new sensitive area overlay regulations that should be
adopted immediately, possible future revisions to the city’s land development regulations are
identified for consideration.
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SENSITIVE AREA OVERLAY ZONE
ORDINANCE PROVISIONS

SECTION 1: APPLICATION AND ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS

In the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone as depicted in the accompanying map, the following

application and analysis requirements and standards shall apply. The map requires that the

following analysis be conducted to determine the exact boundaries of the sensitive areas and

does not in and of itself define the sensitive areas.

1.1. Sensitive Area Analysis and Determination

Any applicant for any development approval must produce a sensitive lands analysis
performed by qualified professionals that identifies and delineates all the following features
and conditions.

1.1.1

1.1.2

1.1.3

Slope/topographic map, which shall be based on a certified boundary survey

and depict contours at an interval of five (5) feet or less. Additionally, the
map shall highlight areas of high geologic hazard, areas subject to landsliding,
and all significant steep slopes in the following categories: (1) greater than
fifteen (15) percent but less than or equal to thirty (30) percent; (2) greater
than thirty (30) percent but less than or equal to forty (40) percent; and (3)
over forty (40) percent. Steep slopes shall be defined as all areas within a
parcel with a slope of greater than fifteen (15) percent. Slope determinations
shall be made upon areas at least twenty-five (25) feet vertically and fifty (50)
feet horizontally.

Ridgeline areas, which shall include all crests of hills or steep slopes as defined
in Section 4.

Vegetative cover, generally by type and density of vegetation, including: 1)
deciduous trees, 2) coniferous trees, 3) gamble oak or high shrub, and 4) sage,
grassland, and agricultural crops. The Community Development Départment
shall have the discretion to require a more detailed tree/vegetation survey if
the site has significant or unusual vegetation, stands of trees, or woodlands.

6
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1.14

1.1.5

1.1.6

All designated entry corridors and designated vantage points present within or
adjacent to the site, including Utah Highway 248 east of Wyatt Earpp Way and
Utah Highway 224 north of Holiday Ranch Loop Road and Payday Drive.

Wetlands as established by using the Federal Manual for Identifying and
Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands, dated January 10, 1989. Although the
Federal Manual may change in the future, the City will use this referenced

manual as a basis for wetlands determination.

Stream corridors as defined by their ordinary high-water mark.

1.2 Additional Information and Study Requirements

In addition to the analysis required by the preceding subsection, the Community

Development Department may require the applicant to undertake the following studies and

submit the following information and assessments to ensure that the City has adequate

information to comprehensively assess all development proposals. Such information and

studies may include, but are not limited to:

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.2.3

Visual assessment of the subject property from relevant designated vantage

points as directed by the Community Development Department, depicting
conditions before and after the proposed development, including the proposed
location, size, design, landscaping, and other visual features of the project to
assist in analyzing the potential aesthetic impact and most advantageous
location of structures and other improvements to reduce any adverse impact.
The visual assessment shall be conducted using techniques as approved by the
Community Development Director, including but not limited to sketches,

models, drawings, renderings, hand-enhanced photographs, and computerized -

images. Selection of the appropriate technique will depend on the size of the
development and the visual sensitivity of the proposed development site.

Soil investigation report, including but not limited to shrink-swell potential,

elevation of water table, general soil classification and suitability for
development, erosion potential, hazardous material analysis, and potential frost

action.

Geotechnical report, including but not limited to location of major geographic

and geologic features, depth of bedrock, structural features (folds, fractures,
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1.3

1.4

etc.), and potential slide and other high-hazard areas such as mine shafts and
avalanche paths.

1.2.4 Additional Slope Information. If the size of the proposed development and
visual sensitivity of the site dictate, the Community Development Department
" may require the submission of a slope/topographic map depicting contours at

an interval of two (2) feet.

1.2.5 Fire protection report, including but not limited to identification of potential

fire hazards, mitigation measures, access for fire protection equipment, existing
and proposed fire flow capability. The fire protection report shall address, as
appropriate, the State Forester’s Wildfire Hazards and Residential Development
Identification Classification and Regulation Report and the Summit County
Wildfire Plan.

1.2.6 Hydrologic report, including but not limited to information on groundwater
levels, drainage channels and systems, and base elevations in floodplains.

1.2.7 Wetland/stream corridor resource evaluation, including a delineation of wetland

and stream corridor boundaries and a determination of resource significance
pursuant to Section 2.4.

Waiver/Modification of Analysis and Study Requirements.

Based upon a preliminary assessment of the development proposal and a site field
inspection, the Community Development Director may modify or waive any of the
sensitive area analysis requirements upon a determination that the information is not

necessary for a full and adequate analysis of the development or is sufficient at a-

reduced level of detail.
Sensitive Area Determination.

The Community Development Department shall delineate all sensitive areas on the
parcel, including steep slope areas, ridgeline areas, entry corridors, and wetlands and
stream corridors based on information submitted pursuant to this section, any other
information and data available to or acquired by the Community Development
Department, and an analysis thereof. Such delineation shall be used as the basis for
all calculations of open space, density, buffers, setbacks, and density transfers
permitted or required by this ordinance.
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1.5

1.6

Density Transfer.

Whenever land within the Sensitive Areas Overlay Zone is subject to more than one
density transfer provision, the more restrictive provision shall apply.

Annexations

Whenever an Annexation Petition is presented to the City, that Annexation shall be
required to provide a Sensitive Area Analysis according to this code and may require
varying levels of detail based upon existing conditions on the site. The Sensitive Area
will be determined based upon that analysis. The analysis may lead to the
designation of additional significant ridgelines, wetlands or vantage points which may
not have been previously included as a part of this ordinance or of the accompanying
maps.
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SECTION 2: SENSITIVE AREA REGULATIONS

The following provisions shall apply to all delineated sensitive areas contained in the
Sensitive Area Overlay Zone, including steep slopes, ridgeline areas, meadows, entry corridors,

wetlands, and stream corridors.

2.1 Slope Protection Regulations

2.11

2.1.2

2.1.3

2.14

2.1.5

Intent. It is the intent of these regulations to protect Park City’s visual
character and environmentally sensitive areas on hillsides and slopes. This
shall be accomplished by minimizing the visual and environmental impacts of
development through careful site planning that maintains the maximum
amount of open space, protects existing vegetation, avoids sensitive natural
areas, minimizes erosion, recognizes the need for water conservation and
locates structures in the least visually sensitive location. These regulations
shall apply to all slopes in excess of fifteen (15) percent.

Prohibitions. No development shall be allowed on or within fifty (50) feet of
slopes in excess of forty (40) percent, areas subject to landsliding, and other
high-hazard geological areas as determined by a geotechnical or soils report
produced pursuant to Section 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 herein.

Graded or filled slopes. Cutting and filling to create additional or larger

building sites shall be kept to a minimum and avoided to the maximum extent
feasible. All proposed grading and filling shall be subject to review by the
Community Development Department to ensure minimum visual impact and
geotechnical safety. Graded or filled slopes shall be limited to thirty-three a
3 to 1 slope or less. All graded slopes shall be recontoured to the natural,
varied contour of surrounding terrain. Exceptions to this provision may be
made for grading associated with ski area development based upon Section 3.2.

Benching or terracing to provide additional or larger building sites is
prohibited.

Streets and roads. Road construction in hillsides can be the most visually
disruptive portion of a development. Development in some areas may not be
appropriate if roads cannot be constructed to access it without causing

10
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significant visual impacts. Where streets and roads, public and private, are
proposed to be constructed on steep slopes:

(2)

Streets and roads that cross slopes of thirty (30) percent or
greater shall not be allowed, except that a short run of not more
than one hundred (100) feet across slopes greater than thirty
(30) percent may be allowed by the Community Development
Director upon a favorable recommendation by the Planning
Director and the City Engineer that such streets or roads will
not have significant adverse visual, environmental, or safety
impacts.

Where streets and roads, public and private, are proposed to
cross slopes greater than ten (10) percent, the following
standards shall apply:

(1)  Evidence must be presented that such streets and roads
will be built with minimum environmental damage and
within acceptable public safety parameters.

(2)  Such streets and roads shall, to the maximum extent
feasible, follow contour lines, preserve the natural
character of the land, and be screened with trees or
vegetation.

(3)  Cutting and filling shall be held to a minimum and
retaining walls employed to help provide planting areas
conducive to revegetation. Revegetation plans will be
required for all areas disturbed during road construction.

2.1.6 Retaining walls. Use of retaining walls is encouraged to reduce the steepness

of man-made slopes and provide planting pockets conducive to revegetation.

The use, design, and construction of all retaining walls shall be subject to the

approval of the Community Development Department based upon assessment

of visual impact, compatibility with surrounding terrain and vegetation, and

safety considerations.

2.1.7 Landscaping and revegetation. In order to mitigate adverse environmental and

visual effects, slopes exposed in new development shall be landscaped or

11
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2.1.8

2.1.9

revegetated in accord with a revegetation/landscaping plan as provided in
Sections 15.4.2 (d) and 10.9 (k) of the Park City Municipal Land Management
Code (Limits of Disturbance/Vegetation Protection), as amended. See Appendix
B herein. Topsoil from any disturbed portion of a steep slope shall be
preserved and utilized in revegetation. Fill soil must be of a quality to support
plant growth.

Private development design standards. All development on steep slopes shall
comply with the design standards set forth in Chapter 9 of the Land
Management Code--Architectural Review (See Appendix A attached hereto.).

Open space and density on delineated portions of sites with steep slopes

greater than fifteen (15) percent but less than or equal to forty (40) percent.

In addition to the specific development regulations set forth above, the
following general open space, limits of disturbance, and density transfer
regulations shall apply:

(@)  Open space. Seventy-five (75) percent of the steep slope area
shall remain in natural open space as defined in the Land
Management Code. Twenty five (25) percent may be developed
in accordance with the underlying zoning subject to the following
conditions.

(1) Maximum development density. The maximum
allowable density that may be developed on the portion
of the steep slope area not set aside for open space shall
be governed by the underlying zoning. However, the
maximum allowable density shall be permitted only by
approval of the Community Development Department
pursuant to the visual and environmental analysis
provided for in Sections 1.1 and 1.2, and a finding that
development at that density will not have a significant
adverse visual or environmental affect on the community
as set forth in Section 2.1.9(c).

(2)  Location of development within sensitive areas. Any
development permitted in steep slope areas pursuant to
this section shall be located in such a manner to reduce
visual and environmental impacts to the maximum

12
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(b)

extent feasible. To determine the most appropriate
location for development, the Community Development
Department shall require that the applicant conduct a
visual and environmental analysis considering visual
impact from key vantage points, potential for screening,
location of natural drainage channels, erosion potential,
vegetation protection, access, and similar site design
criteria. Based upon such analysis, the Community

Development Department may require any one or a "

combination of the following measures:

(i) clustering of development within the sensitive
area, or

(ii)  dispersal of development throughout the sensitive
area, or

(i) transferral of development density to non-
sensitive or less sensitive portions of the site not
subject to Section 2. In transferring development
to less sensitive portions of the site, meadows
must also be considered as important visual
resources. A low lying meadow area may not
always be the most appropriate location for all the
development on a site to occur. Development
shall be sited to preserve the open meadow vistas
which are also desirable.

Density transfer. Up to twenty-five (25) percent of the densities

otherwise permitted in the underlying zone attributable to the
75% open space portion of the site may be transferred to other
portions of the site. The density transfer shall be subject to a
suitability determination as set forth in Section 2.1.9(c). In
addition to density transfers permitted above, up to one (100)
hundred percent of the remaining preexisting density as set
forth in Section 2.1.9(a) is eligible for transfer.

Suitability determination. A suitability determination certifying
that a development will have no significant adverse impact on

13
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adjacent properties or development shall be granted by the
Planning Commission at the time of master plan or subdivision
review if the following conditions are satisfied:

(1)  The overall development density of the entire parcel (not
limited to the portion of the parcel receiving the
transferred densities) is compatible with that of adjacent
properties or developments. The fact that individual lot

sizes in the receiving area may vary from those of _'
adjacent properties or developments shall not be

determinative of incompatibility.

(2) The architecture, height, building materials, and other
design features of the development in the receiving area
are compatible with adjacent properties or developments.

(3) The applicant has agreed to adopt appropriate mitigation
measures such as landscaping, screening, illumination
standards, and other design features as recommended by
the Community Development Department to buffer the
adjacent properties from the receiving area.

2.1.10 Open space and density on portions of sites with very steep slopes (in excess

of 40 percent).

(2)

One hundred (100) percent of the very steep slope area shall
remain in open space. No vegetation within fifty (50) feet of the
very steep slope area shall be disturbed.

Up to ten (10) percent of the densities otherwise permitted in
the zone may be transferred to other portions of the site,
including delineated sensitive areas. The density transfer shall
be subject to a suitability determination by the Community
Development Department as set forth in Section 2.1.9(c).

2.1.11 Land Management Code Master Planned Development (MPD) Open Space

Requirements. The sixty (60) percent open space requirements contained in
Chapter 10.9.(c) of the Land Management Code shall continue to apply to the
developed portion of an MPD site. However, the Community Development
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Department may recommend to the Planning Commission at master plan or

subdivision approval to reduce the sixty (60) percent open space requirement

on non-sensitive areas on the site receiving a density transfer upon a

determination that:

(2)

(b)

The sensitive area open space set aside is sufficient to provide
adequate natural open space for the entire development, and

Sufficient neighborhood and recreational open space is set aside
within the developable portion of the site to serve residents of
the development.

In no case shall less than twenty (20) percent of the developable
portion of the MPD site be set aside for neighborhood and
recreational open space.

2.1.12 Density bonuses. In addition to the density transfers permitted pursuant to

this Section, the Community Development Department may recommend that
the Planning Commission grant, at the MPD or subdivision review, up to a
maximum of twenty (20) percent increase in transferrable densities if the

applicant:

(2)

(c)

Donates open space either in fee or a less-than-fee interest to
either the City or another unit of government or nonprofit land
conservation organization approved by the City. Such density
bonus shall only be granted upon a finding by the Director that
such donation will ensure the long-term protection of a
significant environmentally or visually sensitive area; or

Provides public access other than trails normally required
through the development process and as shown on the Trails

Master Plan; or

Restores degraded wetlands or stream areas on the site or makes
other significant environmental improvements.
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2.2

Ridgeline Area Protection Regulations

2.2.1

2.2.2

2.2.3

Intent. The intent of these provisions is to protect the unique visual and
environmental character of all designated ridgeline areas within the Sensitive
Area Overlay Zone and to ensure that development near ridgeline areas blends
in with rather than interrupts or modifies the natural contour elevations of
these landforms. Significant ridgeline areas should be retained in a natural
state, and development should be sited in such a manner so as not to create a
silhouette against the skyline or mountain backdrop as viewed from designated
vantage points.

Minimum setback. No building, roof, or other appurtenant device shall

encroach upon the ridgeline area, as defined in Section 4.2. Additionally, no
roof or other appurtenant device, including mechanical equipment, on any
building may visually intrude on the ridgeline area from any of the eight
designated vantage points as depicted on the accompanying map, determined
by a visual assessment.

Open space and density. In addition to the specific development regulations

set forth above, the following general open space, limits of disturbance, and
density transfer regulations shall apply to all ridgeline areas in the Sensitive
Area Overlay Zone as defined in Section 4.2:

(a)  No vegetation within the ridgeline area shall be disturbed. One
hundred (100) percent of the ridgeline area shall remain in open
space.

(b)  Density transfer. Up to twenty-five (25) percent of the densities
otherwise permitted in the zone attributable to the ridgeline area
may be transferred to portions of the site determined not to be
subject to regulations contained in Section 2 herein. The
density transfer shall be subject to a suitability determination
as set forth below.

(c) Suitability determination. A suitability determination certifying
that a development will have no significant adverse impact on
adjacent properties or development shall be granted by the
Planning Commission at the time of master plan or subdivision
review if the following conditions are satisfied:
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The overall development density of the entire parcel (not
limited to the portion of the parcel receiving the
transferred densities) is compatible with that of adjacent
properties or developments. The fact that individual lot
sizes in the receiving area may vary from those of
adjacent properties or developments shall not be
determinative of incompatibility.

The architecture, height, building materials, and other
design features of the development in the receiving area
are compatible with adjacent properties or developments.

The applicant has agreed to adopt appropriate mitigation
measures such as landscaping, screening, illumination
standards, and other design features as recommended by
the Community Development Department to buffer the
adjacent properties from the receiving area.

2.2.4 Density bonuses. In addition to the density transfers permitted pursuant to

this Section, the Community Development Director may recommend that the

Planning Commission grant, at MPD or subdivision review, up to a maximum

of twenty (20) percent increase in transferrable densities if the applicant:

(a)  Donates open space either in fee or a less-than-fee interest to

either the City or another unit of government or nonprofit land

conservation organization approved by the City. Such density

bonus shall only be granted upon a finding by the Director that

the donation will ensure the long-term protection of a significant

environmentally or aesthetically sensitive area; or

(b) Provides public access for trails, other than those normally

required as a part of the development process and as shown on
the Trails Master Plan; or

()  Restores degraded environmental areas on the site or makes

other significant environmental improvements.
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2.3

Entry Corridor Protection

2.3.1

2.3.2

2.3.3

2.3.4

2.3.5

Intent. To protect the image of Park City as a mountain community with
sweeping, attractive vistas, it is the intent of this section to maintain the visual
character of all designated entry corridors into Park City including open space

" and meadows located in the entry corridor protection areas, views of hillsides

and ridgeline areas, and natural areas such as streams and wetlands. This
objective can be attained by eliminating or mitigating visually obtrusive
development and ensuring that significant portions of meadows remain in open
space.

Applicability to property within existing Park City limits. The regulations

contained in this subsection shall apply to all structures on lots adjacent to or
within two-hundred and fifty (250) feet of the nearest right-of-way of entry
corridors within the existing boundaries of Park City including (1) Utah State
Highway 224 north of Holiday Ranch Loop Road and Payday Drive, (2) Utah
State Highway 224 south of Prospect Avenue, and (3) Utah Highway 248 east
of Wyatt Earpp Way.

Applicability to future annexed properties. Upon submission of an annexation

petition, the Community Development Department shall identify relevant entry
corridors for designation by the City Council and to the maximum extent
feasible open vistas and meadows shall be maintained.

Access/traffic. Access points and driveways connecting directly to the entry
corridor roadways shall be minimized. Access shall be from existing city
streets that join with the corridor roadways rather than direct roadway access.
Common driveways between adjoining projects shall be encouraged. Whenever
direct driveway access is necessary, it shall be located in such a manner to
minimize interference with through traffic on the corridor roadway.

Setbacks.

(@) A setback line shall be established by the Community
Development Department based upon a visual assessment of the
property. However, in no case shall the setback be less than
one-hundred (100) feet from the nearest entry roadway right-of-
way. In areas where open meadow vistas are considered
important, the required setback may be increased significantly.
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2.3.6

2.3.7

2.3.8

The 100 foot standard is intended to be more appropriate for
properties currently within the City Limits. Upon Annexation
request, the appropriate setback will be determined based upon
a site specific visual analysis.

Building setbacks shall vary from structure to structure within
any one lot or development. Setbacks shall also vary from those
on adjoining roadway-oriented property to avoid creating a

walled effect. Buildings shall be located in such a manner to

enhance and frame important views as determined in the visual
assessment provided for in Section 1.2.1.

Agricultural or stock fences shall be permitted in the setback
area subject to approval by the Community Development
Department.

Parking lots. Parking lots shall be located to the rear or sides of buildings to

the maximum extent feasible.

Berms/earthwork screening. All earthen berms and earthwork screening shall

be graded and planted in such a manner so as to permit views of primary uses

on the site from the adjacent entry corridor roadway. Additionally, berm

crests shall be contoured and varied in height to avoid a straight-line barrier

effect.

Fencing. In addition to the requirements contained in Section 8.7 of the Land

Management Code, all fences in the entry corridor shall be of one of the

following styles:

Wooden rail

Architecturally compatible solid wood and natural stone.

Stock fences

Various forms of steel fencing as determined by the Community
Development Department, not including chain link fencing.
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2.3.9 Height controls. No building shall exceed the following height limits, as
defined in Section 2 of the Land Management Code:

(@)  Twenty (20) feet if the entry corridor setback is less than one-
hundred fifty (150) feet.

(b)  Twenty-five (25) feet if the entry corridor setback is greater than
one-hundred fifty (150) feet but less than two-hundred (200)
feet.

(c)  Up to the maximum height allowed by the underlying zone if
the setback is two-hundred (200) feet or greater.

In addition, buildings may be required to be stepped back to preserve
and enhance important views defined in the visual assessment as
provided in Section 1.2.1.

2.3.10 Pedestrian facilities. Trails and sidewalks shall be provided in all entry
corridor developments in accordance with the Park City Trails Master Plan.

2.3.11 Landscaping/vegetation protection. A landscaping plan shall be required for all

entry corridor developments, and vegetation protection shall be undertaken
pursuant to Chapter 15.4.2.(d) of the Land Management Code as amended (See
Appendix B).

2.3.12 Design standards. All development within an entry corridor shall comply with

the design standards contained in Chapter 9 of the Land Management Code,
as amended. (See Appendix A).

Wetlands and Stream Corridors

2.4.1 Intent. Park City finds that the wetlands and stream corridors provide
important hydrologic, biological and ecological, aesthetic, recreational, and
educational functions. Important functional values of wetlands and streams
have been lost or significantly impaired as a result of various activities and
additional functional values of these important resources are in jeopardy of
being lost. The following requirements and standards have been developed to
promote, preserve and enhance these valuable resources and to protect them
from adverse effects and potentially irreversible impacts.
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2.4.2

2.4.3

2.4.4

2.4.5

Jurisdiction. All significant wetlands and stream corridors in the Sensitive
Areas Overlay Zone are regulated as provided herein and are subject to the

jurisdiction of this ordinance.

Prohibited Activities. No person shall engage in any activity that will disturb,

" remove, fill, dredge, clear, destroy or alter any area, including vegetation,

(“surface disturbance”) within significant wetlands and significant stream
corridors and their respective setbacks, except as may be expressly allowed
herein. ‘

Boundary Delineations. Wetland and stream corridor delineations shall be
performed by a qualified professional that has demonstrated experience
necessary to conduct site analysis. The qualified professional shall be
approved by the Community Development Director and shall perform the work
on behalf of Park City Municipal Corporation through a third-party contract
where all fees, costs and expenses are borne by the applicant. Delineation of
wetlands and stream corridors shall be subject to the approval of the
Community Development Director.

(@)  Pursuant to Section 1.1.5, boundary delineation of wetlands shall
be established using the Federal Manual For Identifying and
Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands, dated January 10, 1989,
and jointly published by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers and the U.S. Soil conservation Service. Subsequent
revisions to the Federal Manual shall not be incorporated as part
of the methodology. Although the Federal Manual may change
in the future, the City will use this referenced manual as a basis
for wetlands determination.

(b)  Stream corridors shall be delineated at the ordinary high water
mark as defined in Section 4.2.

Determination of Significance.

(a) A wetland delineated pursuant to the 1989 Federal Manual shall
be found significant based upon the following criteria:
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2.4.6

2.4.7

2.4.8

2.4.9

(1)  Size. All wetlands that occupy a surface area greater
than 1/10 acre or are associated with permanent surface
water are significant.

(2)  Location. All wetlands that are adjacent to or contiguous
with a stream corridor are significant.

(b)  All stream corridors are significant. Stream Corridors shall not
include ditches which are commonly known to be irrigation
ditches and do not contribute to the preservation or
enhancement of fisheries or wildlife.

Setbacks. The following setbacks are considered minimum distances:

(a)  Setbacks from wetlands shall extend a minimum of 50 feet
outward from the delineated wetland edge.

(b)  Setbacks from stream corridors shall extend a minimum of 50
feet outward from the ordinary high water mark.

(c) Setbacks from irrigation ditches shall extend a minimum of 20 feet
from the ordinary high water mark.

Runoff Control. All projects adjacent to wetlands will provide appropriate

temporary and permanent runoff control to minimize sediment and other
contaminants to the maximum extent feasible.

Habitat Restoration Projects. The Community Development Department may

approve wetland and stream restoration and enhancement projects providing
that the project plan has been reviewed by a qualified professional and
approved by the appropriate state and federal agencies with jurisdiction. All
habitat restoration work shall be performed under the direct supervision of a
qualified professional.

Land Management Code Master Planned Development (MPD) Open Space
Requirements. The sixty (60) percent open space requirements contained in
Chapter 10.9.(c) of the Land Management Code shall continue to apply to the
developed portions of an MPD site. However, the Community Development

Department may recommend to the Planning Commission at master plan or
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subdivision approval to reduce the sixty (60) percent open space requirement
in the developed portion of an MPD site upon a determination that:

(a) The sensitive area open space set aside is sufficient to provide
adequate natural open space for the entire development, and

(b) Sufficient neighborhood and recreational open space is set aside
within the developable portion of the site to serve residents of
the development.

() In no case shall less than twenty (20) percent of the developable

portion of the MPD site be set aside for neighborhood and
recreational open space.
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SECTION 3: ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

3.1

Development Approvals For Public Projects/Public Works/Public Utilities

All public development projects and public works that visually impact or otherwise
adversely impact sensitive areas, and all public utility installations including but not
limited to water and sewer projects, pipelines, electrical supply facilities and wires,
roads, and trails, constructed or undertaken within the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone
shall be reviewed according to the following process and guidelines. It is the intent
of this section that the proposed public utilities projects, both private and public, make
all reasonable attempts to comply with the standards and guidelines of the Sensitive
Lands regulations. The primary emphasis shall be on reasonable and practical
reclamation and revegetation of areas disturbed by major public works and utility
projects. In some situations, it may be necessary to encroach upon certain
environmentally sensitive lands in order to maintain a desirable level of public service
and safety. In those cases, an evaluation of alternatives and possible mitigation shall
be required prior to such projects being submitted.

3.1.1 Consultation.

(a)  Public Utilities projects. The project sponsor shall notify the
Community Development Director of the proposed project. A
project plan delineating the location, alignment, and scope of the
undertaking shall be submitted with such notification. If the
Community Development Director determines that the project
may have significant visual and environmental impacts, a
consultation meeting shall be scheduled. No development shall
occur until after the consultation meeting and compliance with
the steps outlined in the following subsections, unless the
Community Development Director has determined that no
significant visual or environmental impact will result from the
proposed project.

(b)  Public Works and other public projects. The department director
shall notify the Community Development Director of all
proposed projects which may have significant visual and
environmental impacts and a consultation meeting shall be
scheduled. No development shall occur until after the
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3.1.2

3.1.3

3.14

consultation meeting and compliance with the steps outlined in
the following subsections.

Minor projects which are determined by the Community
Development Director to have no potential for significant visual
or environmental impacts shall be exempt from the process
outlined in Sections 3.1.2 through 3.1.6.

Mitigation. The Community Development Director shall review the proposed -

project and after the consultation meeting may request the project sponsor to
prepare a mitigation plan that modifies the project to mitigate the
environmental and visual impact of the project. To the maximum extent
feasible, the project sponsor shall design the public works to preserve the
natural character of the sensitive area and locate it in areas not visible from
major public rights-of-way or public property such as parks.

Adoption of Recommendations. The project sponsor shall, before undertaking

the project, to the maximum extent feasible, adopt the modifications and
mitigation measures recommended by the Community Development
Department or state in writing why adoption of such measures is not feasible
before the project shall proceed.

Wetlands and Stream Corridors. All public utilities and public works,
constructed or undertaken within significant wetlands and significant stream
corridors and their respective setbacks, including but not limited to water and

sewer projects, pipelines, electrical supply facilities and wires, roads, and trails,
shall be governed pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 3.1. They

shall be exempted from the requirements of this Section 2.4 providing that: (a)-

no practical alternative location exists outside the significant wetland and
significant stream corridor and their respective setbacks; and (b) the project
meets the technical guidelines defined below.

(@) To the maximum extent feasible, disturbed areas within the
setbacks shall be revegetated using native species common to the
native vegetation community.

(b)  Maintenance access shall be provided at specific access points

rather than parallel access roads. To the extent that access
roads must be located within a corridor, the roads shall be kept
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3.2

3.1.5

3.1.6

to a minimum width. Parallel access roads shall be sited
contiguous to the utility corridor to minimize disturbance and
shall be sited on the outside edge of the utility corridor away
from the resource.

() Surface materials used for trail construction and other access
routes shall be approved by the Community Development
Director.

\

(d) Road construction techniques for stream crossings shall use |

appropriate methods demonstrated to provide fisheries
protection.

Emergency Repairs. In the event of an emergency that requires immediate

action to protect the health and safety of the general public, such action may
go forward without the immediate consent of the Community Development
Director. The Community Development Director shall be consulted at the
earliest stage reasonably possible in the construction/repair phase.

Maintenance. Maintenance projects shall proceed only after notification of and
approval by the Community Development Director. If the Community
Development Director, due to the size or nature of the maintenance activity,
determines that it may have a significant adverse impact on the sensitive area,
the project shall proceed through the review procedures set forth in Sections
3.1.1 through 3.1.5.

Development Approvals for Ski Area Construction and Expansion

3.2.1

3.2.2

Consultation. Development of skiing and recreation related facilities within

existing ski areas and expansion of ski facilities shall remain a permitted use.
The project developer shall notify the Community Development Director of the
proposed project. A plan detailing the location, alignment and scope of the
undertaking shall be submitted with such notification. If the Community
Development Director determines that the project may have significant visual
and environmental impacts, a consultation meeting will be scheduled. No
development shall occur until after the consultation meeting.

Mitigation. The Community Development Director shall review the proposed
project and after consultation may request the project developer to prepare
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3.3

3.4

alternatives for consideration and to prepare a mitigation plan that modifies
the project to mitigate the environmental and visual impact of the project. To
the maximum extent feasible, the developer shall design the ski facilities to
preserve the natural character of the sensitive area. The mitigation plan shall
also address revegetation disturbed areas and temporary and permanent
erosion control measures.

Substantial Compliance. To avoid unnecessary review by city agencies and disputes

over the application of the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone ordinance provisions, whenever
there are practical difficulties over the application of the provisions or whenever the

aims of the ordinance can be better achieved through alternatives to strict compliance,
the Community Development Director, pursuant to the authority granted under
Ordinance No. 83-3, may make specific modifications to strict compliance with the

Sensitive Area Overlay Zone ordinance provisions.

Economic Hardship Relief Provisions.

3.4.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

Hardship Relief Petition. Any applicant for development, after a final decision
on its development application is taken by the City Council, may file a
Hardship Relief Petition with the Community Development Director seeking
relief from the overlay zone regulations on the basis that the denial of the

application has created a substantial economic hardship, depriving the
applicant of all reasonable use of its property.

Affected Property Interest. The hardship relief petition must provide
information sufficient for Community Development Director and the City

Attorney to determine that the petitioner possesses a protectable interest in
property under Article I, Section 22 of the Constitution of Utah and the Fifth
Amendment to the United States Constitution.

Economic Hardship Standard. For purposes of this ordinance, a substantial
economic hardship shall be defined as a denial all reasonable use of the
property. Upon a finding that the denial of the application has resulted in a

denial of all reasonable use of the property, the Park City Municipal
Corporation may provide the petitioner with relief from the overlay zone
regulations.

Time for Filing Notice of Petition and Petition. No later than ten (10) calendar
days from final action by the City Council on any development application, the
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applicant shall file a notice of petition in writing with the City Recorder.
Within thirty (30) days of filing of a Notice of Petition, the applicant shall file
a Hardship Relief Petition with the City Recorder.

3.4.5 Information to be Submitted with Hardship Relief Petition.

(a) The hardship relief petition must be submitted on a form

prepared by the Community Development Director, and must be

accompanied at a minimum by the following information:

(1)
(2)

(3)

(6)

Name of the petitioner;

Name and business address of current owner of the
property, form of ownership, whether sole proprietorship,
for-profit or not-for-profit corporation, partnership, joint
venture or other, and if owned by a corporation,
partnership, or joint venture, name and address of all
principal shareholders or partners.

Price paid and other terms of sale of the property, the
date of purchase, and the name of the party from whom
purchased, including the relationship, if any, between the
petitioner and the party from whom the property was
acquired;

Nature of the protectable interest claimed to be affected,
such as, but not limited to, fee simple ownership,
leasehold interest;

Terms (including sale price) of any previous purchase or
sale of a full or partial interest in the property in the
three years prior to the date of application;

All appraisals of the property prepared for any purpose,
including financing, offering for sale, or ad valorem
taxation, within the three years prior to the date of
application;
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(10)

(11)

(12)

The assessed value of and ad valorem taxes on the
property for the previous three years;

All information concerning current mortgages or other
loans secured by the property, including name of the
mortgagee or lender, current interest rate, remaining loan
balance and term of the loan and other significant
provisions, including but not limited to, right of
purchasers to assume the loan;

All listings of the property for sale or rent, price asked
and offers received, if any, within the previous three
years;

All studies commissioned by the petitioner or agents of
the petitioner within the previous three years concerning
feasibility of development or utilization of the property;

For income producing property, itemized income and
expense statements from the property for the previous
three years; and

Information from a title policy or other source showing
all recorded liens or encumbrances affecting the property;

The Community Development Director or the appointed Hearing

Officer may request additional information reasonably necessary,

in their opinion, to arrive at a conclusion concerning whether

there has been a denial of all reasonable use constituting a
substantial economic hardship.

3.4.6 Failure to Submit Information. In the event that any of the information

required to be submitted by the petitioner is not reasonably available, the

petitioner shall file with the petition a statement of the information that

cannot be obtained and shall describe the reasons why such information is

unavailable.

3.4.7 Preliminary determination of substantial economic hardship. Prior to the

appointment of a hearing officer, and based on a review of documents
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3.4.8

3.4.9

submitted by the applicant, the City Council, upon advice of the Community
Development Director and City Attorney, shall make a determination whether
the applicant has made a prima facie case that the subject property has
suffered a serious diminution of value or a denial of all reasonable use that
amounts to a substantial economic hardship. If a determination is made that
a prima facie case has been established, then the Community Development
Director and City Attorney shall recommend whether the hearing shall be
formal or informal under the Utah Administrative Procedures Act. Such
determination shall be made within thirty (30) days of the filing of a Hardship
Relief Petition and submission of all information required by the Community
Development Director and City Attorney necessary to make such
determination. Upon such showing, the City Council may appoint a hearing
officer, elect either formal or informal administrative proceedings, and proceed
with a review of the hardship petition. If upon advice of the Community
Development Director and the City Attorney, the City Council finds that the
applicant has not made a prima facie case of economic hardship as defined
above, the petition for hardship relief shall be denied and no hearing officer
shall be appointed.

Appointment of Hearing Officer. The Community Development Director shall,

within thirty (30) days following a preliminary determination of hardship by
the City Council, appoint a Hearing Officer to review information submitted
by the petitioner, to hold a hearing to determine whether there is an affected
property interest and whether a substantial economic hardship has been
created as a result of the final action on the application, and to make a
recommendation to the City Council concerning approval or denial of the
Hardship Relief Petition.

Qualifications of the Hearing Officer. Every appointed Hearing Officer shall
have demonstrated experience in either development, real estate finance, real
estate analysis, real estate consulting, real estate appraisal, planning, real
estate or zoning law, or in other real estate related disciplines sufficient to
allow understanding, analysis and application of the economic hardship
standard. Prior to appointment, the hearing officer shall submit a statement
of no potential or actual conflict of interest.

3.4.10 Notice of the Public Hearing. Within ten (10) days following appointment of

the Hearing Officer, written notice shall be published and posted in accordance
with Section 1.15 of the Land Management Code. The hearing shall be held

30

176



within thirty (30) days following the final date of written notice, unless a
reasonable extension of time is agreed to by both the Community Development
Director and the petitioner.

3.4.11 Rules for Conduct of the Hearing. The hearing shall be conducted according
" to the rules of the Utah Administrative Procedures Act.

3.4.12 Application of the Economic Hardship Standard. In applying the economic

hardship standard in Section 3.4.3 above, the Hearing Officer shall consider -

among other items the following information or evidence.

(a)  Any estimates from contractors, architects, real estate analysts,
qualified developers, or other competent and qualified real estate
professionals concerning the feasibility, or lack of feasibility, of
construction or development on the property as of the date of
the application, and in the reasonably near future;

(b) Any evidence or testimony of the market value of the property
both considering and disregarding the Sensitive Area Overlay
Zone designation; and

(c) Any evidence or testimony concerning the value or benefit to the
petitioner from the availability of opportunities to transfer
density or cluster development on other remaining contiguous
property owned by the petitioner eligible for such transfer as
provided herein;

3.4.13 Burden of Proof. The petitioner shall have the burden of proving that the-

denial of the application creates a substantial economic hardship under the
standard provided in Section 3.4.3.

3.4.14 Findings of the Hearing Officer. The Hearing Officer shall, on the basis of the
evidence and testimony presented, make the following specific findings as part

of its report and recommendations to the City Council:
(a)  Whether the petitioner has complied with the requirements for

presenting the information to be submitted with a hardship
relief petition;
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(f)

Whether the petitioner has a protectable interest in property;

The market value of the property considering the Sensitive Area
Overlay Zone designation;

The market value of the property disregarding the Sensitive Area
Overlay Zone designation;

The market value of, or benefit accruing from opportunities to -

transfer density or cluster development on other remaining
contiguous property owned by the petitioner eligible for such
transfer as provided herein;

Whether it was feasible to undertake construction on or
development of the property as of the date of the application, or
in the reasonably near future thereafter;

Whether, in the opinion of the Hearing Officer, the denial of the
application would create a substantial economic hardship as
defined in Section 3.4.3.

3.4.15 Report and Recommendations of the Hearing Officer.

(2)

The Hearing Officer, based upon the evidence and findings, shall
make a recommendation to the City Council concerning the
Hardship Relief Petition.

If the Hearing Officer recommends that the City Council approve -
the Hardship Relief Petition, then the report of the Hearing

Officer shall discuss the type and extent of incentives necessary,
in the opinion of the Hearing Officer, to provide an appropriate
increase in market value or other benefit or return to the
petitioner sufficient to offset the substantial economic hardship.
The types of incentives that the hearing officer may consider
include, but are not limited to, the following:

(1) An increase in the opportunity to transfer density or

cluster development on other property owned by the
applicant outside the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone;
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3.4.16

3.4.17

(2) A waiver of permit fees;

(3) Development finance assistance on property outside the
Sensitive Area Overlay Zone;

(4)  Approval of development on some portion of the property
within the Sensitive Lands Protection District; and

(5)  Acquisition of all or a portion of the property at market
value.

(c) The report and recommendation shall be submitted to the City
Council and mailed to the petitioner within thirty (30) days
following conclusion of the public hearing.

City Council Review and Consideration. The City Council shall review the
report and recommendations of the Hearing Officer and approve or disapprove
the Hardship Relief Petition within sixty (60) days following receipt of the
Hearing Officer’s report. The City Council may hold a public hearing and

provide notice as provided in the Land Management Code. Only new
testimony and evidence shall be presented at any public hearing held by the
City Council. The City Council may adopt any incentive reasonably necessary
to offset any substantial economic hardship as defined in Section 3.4.3 and
may condition such incentives upon approval of specific development plans.

Time Limits/Transferral of Incentives. Any incentives adopted by the City
Council pursuant to this section may be transferred and utilized by successive

owners of the property or parties in interest, but in no case shall the incentives
be valid after the expiration date of the development approval.
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SECTION 4: DEFINITIONS

4.1

4.2

Definition Usage.

For the purposes of this ordinance, certain terms and words used herein shall be used,
interpreted, and defined as set forth in this subsection and the Park City Municipal
Corporation Land Management Code.

Definitions.

Compatible. A development is compatible with an existing development or property
if its architectural features, building height and materials, approved uses, intensity of
such use and other features are complementary and do not have a significant adverse

economic and aesthetic impact on the existing development or property.

Crest of hill. The highest point on a hill or slope as measured continuously
throughout the property. Any given property may have more than one hill crest.

Substantial economic hardship. Means denial of all reasonable economic use of the

property.

Development Approval Application. Includes any application for any development

approval including but not limited to grubbing, grading, an alteration or revision to
an approved MPD, conditional use permits, zoning or rezoning, subdivision, or
annexation. The term “development approval application” shall not include any
building permits associated with construction within an approved subdivision or on an
existing platted lot unless otherwise specified.

Land Management Code. The official Park City Municipal Corporation Land
Management Code adopted December 22, 1983, and effective January 1, 1984, as
amended.

Maximum extent feasible. Means no prudent, practical and feasible alternative exists,

and all possible planning to minimize potential harm has been undertaken. Economic
considerations may be taken into account but shall not be the overriding factor in
determining “maximum extent feasible.”
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Open space. Shall have the meaning set forth in Chapter 2 of the Land Management
Code.

Ordinary high water mark. Means the line on the bank to which the high water
ordinarily rises annually in season as indicated by changes in the characteristics of

soil, vegetation or other appropriate means which consider the characteristics of the
surrounding areas. Where the ordinary high water mark cannot be found, the top of
the channel bank shall be substituted. In braided channels, the ordinary high water
mark or substitute shall be measured so as to include the entire stream feature.

Qualified professional. Means a professionally trained person with the requisite

academic degree, experience, and professional certification or license in the field or
fields relating to the subject matter being studied or analyzed.

Ridgeline area. Means the crest of a hill or slope plus the land located within one-
hundred fifty (150) feet horizontally (map distance) on either side of the crest.

Significant wetland. All wetlands which occupy a surface area greater than 1/10 acre

or are associated with permanent surface water or which are adjacent to or contiguous
with a stream corridor.

Slope. The level of inclination of land from the horizontal determined by dividing the
horizontal run of the slope into the vertical rise of the same slope and converting the
resulting figure into a percentage value. For purposes of regulation and measurement,
slopes must cover at least twenty five (25) feet vertically and fifty (50) feet
horizontally.

Steep slope. Slopes greater than fifteen (15) percent but less than or equal to forty
(40) percent.

Stream. Means those streams, excluding ditches and canals constructed for irrigation
and drainage purposes, that flow year around or intermittently during years of normal

rainfall.

Stream corridor. Means the corridor defined by the stream’s ordinary high water mark.

Suitability determination. @A determination carried out by the Community
Development Director to ascertain if a development at increased densities due to a

35

181



density transfer from a sensitive area is compatible with development on surrounding
or adjacent property.

Vantage points. A height of five feet above a set reference marker in the following J
designated vantage points within Park City that function to assist in analyzing the

visual impact of development on hillsides and steep slopes:

Osguthorpe Barn

Treasure Mountain Middle School

Intersection of Main Street and Heber Avenue

Park City Ski Area Base

Snow Park Lodge

Park City Golf Course Clubhouse

Park Meadows Golf Course Clubhouse

Utah Highway 248 at the turn-out one quarter mile west from U.S.
Highway 40

9. Highway 224, 1/2 mile south of the intersection with Kilby Road.

e BRI 2 o
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APPENDIX A--DESIGN STANDARDS

All private development within the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone shall comply with the
following design standards which supplement, and supersede in the case of a conflict, Chapter
9 of the Land Management Code

Al

A2

A3

A4

A5

A6

Building color and material. All buildings shall be constructed of material of a muted

earth tone color that reflects the dominant color of the surrounding vegetation.

Building materials shall comply with the provisions of Chapter 9 of the Park City -

Municipal Land Management Code (Architectural Review).

Windows and other glass. Glass areas shall be reviewed to avoid highly reflective
surfaces. Mirrored glazing is prohibited on any building, except that solar absorption

glazing is an acceptable material.

Parking. Subdivision lots and streets shall be designed so that wherever possible
parking is located behind buildings on the uphill lots. Uses other than single-family
residences shall break up parking areas into smaller lots that should be located in
linear strips running parallel to the slope contours. The perimeter of parking areas
shall be screened with vegetation, fencing, or other architectural elements.

Rooftop mechanical equipment. All rooftop mechanical equipment, including HVAC

equipment and similar appurtenances, must be screened so as not to be visible from
nearby properties or hillsides above the equipment.

Roof pitch, color, and materials. The pitch of any roof shall generally parallel the
slope upon which the building is located, but in any case shall not exceed a height to

horizontal ratio of 9/12 and shall not descend closer than seven (7) feet from the-

ground. The minimum roof pitch shall be 4/12. Roofs shall be of a dark, muted
earth tone color in a shade of dark gray, dark brown, or black that reflects the
dominant color of the surrounding vegetation and shall be constructed of materials as
set forth in Chapter 9 of the Park City Municipal Corporation Land Management Code
(Architectural Review).

Height controls. Upon review of any subdivision or MPD within the Sensitive Area

Overlay Zone, an analysis of appropriate building heights will be conducted. Based
upon the visual analysis, building heights may be reduced for all or part of a proposed
development.
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A7

A8

Dwelling size. Maximum single-family dwelling size shall be evaluated at the time
of project approval taking into consideration visual impact and community character.

Underground utilities. All utility lines in steep slope developments shall be

underground, except that the Community Development Director may allow above-
ground utilities if burying would result in severe damage to significant vegetation or
sensitive environmental areas.
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APPENDIX B--TREE/VEGETATION PROTECTION REGULATIONS

B.1

B.2

B.3

B.4

The following provisions are hereby adopted as amendments to existing limits of
disturbance regulations contained in Section 15.4.2(d) and Section 10.9 (k) of the Park
City Municipal Corporation Land Management Code and will apply to existing platted
subdivisions in the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone, to include the following criteria to
be used in establishing limits of disturbance.

B.1.1 Visual impacts of the development, including but not limited to screening from
adjacent properties, ridgeline area protection, and protection of critical
viewsheds as defined in the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone District Regulations

Section 1 herein.

B.1.2 Erosion prevention and control, including but not limited to protection of
natural drainage channels.

B.1.3 Fire prevention and safety, including but not limited to location of trees and
vegetation near structures.

B.1.3 Irrigation and water conservation.

B.1.4 Wildlife habitat, including but not limited to preservation of critical wildlife
habitat and migration routes.

B.1.5 Stream and wetland protection and buffering.

Tree/vegetation removal. No trees or vegetation within the Sensitive Area Overlay

Zone shall be removed for the purpose of providing open views to or from structures
on a site.

Irrigation limits. The amount of irrigated area shall be minimized depending on the
amount existing natural vegetation on the site prior to construction and type of

irrigation proposed to be used.

Revegetation plan. All applicants for developments on land subject to Sensitive Area

Overlay Zone regulations involving cut and fill and graded slopes shall submit a
revegetation/landscaping plan for approval by the Community Development
Department. The plan shall depict the type, size, and location of any vegetation and
trees being Aplanted and illustrate how the site will be recontoured in such a fashion
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B.5

and with sufficient topsoil to ensure that revegetation is feasible. The plan shall also
indicate a time frame for revegetation which is acceptable to the Community
Development Department. Retaining walls shall be used to provide breaks in man-
made steep slopes exceeding fifteen (15) percent and to provide planting pockets.

Violation/Replacement provision. Any applicant who violates the provisions of this
subsection by removing trees or vegetation or exceeding the prescribed limit of
disturbance shall replace two for one in number all trees/vegetation illegally removed.
Size of trees planted in replacement of illegally removed trees must be approved by
the Community Development Department.
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Ordinance No. 00-04

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP
OF PARK CITY TO ADJUST THE SENSITIVE AREA
OVERLAY ZONE BOUNDARY IN THE VICINITY OF

DEER VALLEY DRIVE EAST,
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone boundary was established in 1992 for
the purpose of regulating development on ridgetops, hillsides and in wetlands; and

WHEREAS, the Sensitive Area Overlay boundary was drawn to be inclusive, with
the understanding that further evaluation may result in some areas not being identified as “sensitive”;
and

WHEREAS, it came to the attention of the Planning Department that the boundary
in the vicinity of Deer Valley Drive may more appropriately be placed behind the existing
development at the toe of the slope; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a legally noticed public hearing on a
proposed boundary adjustment on December 15, 1999 and forwarded a positive recommendation on
the boundary line adjustment to the City Council;

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

SECTION 1. ZONING MAP AMENDED. The Official Zoning Map of Park City
as adopted by Section 1.9 of the Park City Land Management Code, is hereby amended to adjust the
Sensitive Area Overlay Zone boundary as depicted on Exhibit A, based upon the following findings:

1. The Sensitive Areas Overlay Zone was established in 1992. At that time, a boundary was
established.

2. The intent of the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone was to protect ridgelines, hillsides and wetlands.

3. The area to the east of Deer Valley Drive East contains development or disturbed area. Beyond
this area, the hillside rises consistently.
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%et M. Scott, City Recorder

4. Further site specific review of the zone boundary in the vicinity of Deer Valley East demonstrated
that an adjustment to the zone boundary to the toe of the consistently rising slope and excluding the
disturbed area immediately to the east of the road is appropriate.

5. The amendment is consistent with the General Plan. The Land Use Element specifically directs
development to the toe of slopes, preserving ridgelines, meadows and visible hillsides.

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

publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 3" day of February, 2000.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
“iyor Bradley% Olch
Attest:

Approved gs to form:

y e ) 5

Mark D. Harrington,v CiMorney
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Ordinance No. 07-81

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO
THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE
OF PARK CITY, UTAH, TO REFLECT REVISIONS TO PREVENT REPITION BETWEEN THE
PROCESSES OF THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT, TO
CREATE A MORE COHESIVE AND COMPREHENSIBLE CODE, TO UPDATE
REFERENCED CODES AND ORGANIZATIONS AND TO REFLECT THE NEW 5.B. 183 OF
THE UTAH CODE, AND TO ADDRESS SUBTANTIVE AMENDMENTS,
FOR CHAPTER 2.21 SLO ZONING DISTRICT

WHEREAS, the Land Management Code is designed and enacied to implement
the objectives of the Park City General Plan; o protect the general health, safety, and welfare of
Park City's cifizen’s and property owners; io maintain the quality of life and experience for its
residents and visitors; and to preserve the community’s unique character and values;

WHEREAS, the City is In the process of preparting amendments to the entire
Land Management Code to address reorganization of the Community Development Department
and 1o ensure that the Park City Land Management Code comports with revisions fo the Utah
Code in 2005;

WHEREAS, approval of these amendments to the Land Management Code
serve to implement amendments to the City's General Plan and to address substantive
amandmaents to the Land Management Code Sensitive Lands Overly regarding repetition of
process between departments, updates to referenced codes and organizations, updates 1o the
State Code, and updates language to create a more cohesive and comprehensible code

WHEREAS, these amendments are changes identified since the 2000 Land
Management Code revisions.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission duly noticed and conducted a public
hearing at its regularly scheduled meeting on November 14, 2007 and forwarded fo City Council
a positive recommendation to the City Council;

WHEREAS, the City Council duly noticed and conducted a public hearing at its
regularly scheduted meeting on December 6, 2007; and

WHEREAS itis in the best interest of the residents of Park City, Utah to amend
the Land Management Gode to be consistent with the Utah State Code and the Park City
General Plan, and to be consistent with the values and identified goals of the Park City
community to protect health and safety, maintain the quality of life for its residents, and to
preserve the community's unique character.

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

SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 2 OF THE LAND MANAGEMENT
CODE. Chapter 2.21 is hereby amended as attached hersto as Exhibits A. Any conflicts or
cross-references from other provisions of the LMC to Chapter 2, 21 shall be resolved by the
Planning Director.
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SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall be effective upon

publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 8™ day of December, 2007.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Dana Williams

AMRtolfﬂfm-/\/ : E

i

Mark D. Haffington, City Attorney
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(SLO) Regulations

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 2.21 Sensitive Area Overlay Zone

15-2.21-1

D S
PARK CITY

TITLE 15 - LAND MANAGEMENT CODE (LMC)

CHAPTER 2.21 - SENSITIVE LAND OVERLAY ZONE (SLQO)

REGULATIONS

Chapter adopted by Ordinance No. 00-51

15-2.21-1.  PURPOSE.
The purpose of the Sensitive Land, Overlay
(SLO) is to:

(A)  require dedicated Open Space in
aesthetically and environmentally sensitive
Areas;

(B)  encourage preservation of large
expanses of Open Space and wildlife
habitat;

(C)  cluster Development while allowing
a reasonable use of Property;

(D)  prohibit Development on Ridge Line
Areas, Steep Slopes, and wetlands; and

(E)  protect and preserve environmentally
sensitive land,

15-2.21-2.
PROCESS.

OVERLAY REVIEW

The overlay review process has four primary
steps:

(A) SENSITIVE LANDS ANALYSIS.
Applicants for Development within the SLO
must identify the Property’s sensitive
environmental and aesthetic Areas such as

_ Steep Slopes, Ridge Line Areas, wetlands,

Stream Corridors, Wildland interface. and
wildlife habitat Areas and provide at time of
Application, a Sensitive Lands, Apalysis.
Every annexation must provide a sensitive

(B) APPLICATION OF OVERLAY
ZONE REGULATIONS. Regulatory
standards apply to the type of Sensitive
Lands delineated,

(C)  SITE DEVELOPMENT
SUITABILITY DETERMINATION,
Staff shall review the Sensitive Lands

Lands Overlay Regulations (15-2.21-4
through 15-2.21-9), and shall prepare a,
report to the Applicant and the Planning
Commission identifving those Areas
suitable for Development as Developable

(D) HARDSHIP RELIEF. Ifthe
Applicant demonstrates that the regulations
would deny all reasonable Use of the
Property, the Planning Commission may
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 2.21 Sensitive Area Overlay Zone

(SLO) Regulations

15-2.21-2

modify application of these regulations to
provide the Applicant reasonable Use of the

15-2.21-3. SENSITIVE LANDS
OVERLAY ZONE- ORDINANCE
PROVISIONS.

[ (A) SENSITIVE LANDS ANALYSIS.
Any Applicant for Development must
produce a Sgnsitive Lands Apalysis
performed by a qualified professional(s) that
identifies and delineates all the following
features and conditions:

(1)  SLOPE/TOPOGRAPHIC
MAP. A Slope and topographic map
based on a certified boundary survey
depicting contours at an interval of
five feet (5') or less. The map must
highlight Areas of high geologic

and all significant Steep Slopes' in
the following categories:

| (a) Greater than fifteen

percent (15%), but less than

or equal to thirty percent
(30%);

(b) Greater than thirty

percent (30%) but less than

or equal to forty percent
(40%); and

'Slope determinations shall be made
upon Areas with a rise of at least twenty-
| five feet (25') vertically and a run of at least
fifty feet (50') horizontally.

Property.

(c) Very Steep Slopes,
greater than forty percent
(40%).

(2) RIDGE LINE AREAS. A
map depicting all Crests of Hills and
Ridge Line Areas.

" (3) VEGETATIVE COVER. A

detailed map of vegetative cover,
depicting the following:

(a) deciduous trees;

(b) Coniferous trees;: -

(c) Gamble oak or high

shrub; and

(d)  Sage, grassland, and
agricultural crops.

The Planning Department may
require a more detailed
tree/vegetation survey if the Site has
unusual or Significant Vegetation,
stands of trees, or woodlands.

(4) DESIGNATED ENTRY
CORRIDORS AND VANTAGE
POINTS. Designated entry
corridors and Vantage Points present
within or adjacent to the Site,
including Utah Highway 248 east of
Wyatt Earp Way and Utah Highway
224 north of Holiday Ranch Loop
Road and Payday Drive as identified
by Staff.

Typical Vantage Points are:
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 2.21 Sensitive Area Overlay Zone

(SLO) Regulations

15-2.21-3

(a) Osguthorpe/McPolin
Bam.

(b) Treasure Mountain
Middle School

(c) Intersection of Main
Street and Heber Avenue

(d) Park City Ski Area
Base

(e) Snow Park Lodge

69) Park City Golf Course
Clubhouse

(g) Park Meadows Golf
Course Clubhouse

(h) Utah Highway 248 at
the turn-out one quarter mile
west from U.S. Highway 40

(i) Highway 224, 2 miles
south of the intersection with
Kilby Road

(5) WETLANDS. A map

by using the 1987 Federal Manual
Jor Identifving and Delineating

(See Section 15-2.21-6.),

(6) STREAM CORRIDORS,
CANALS, AND IRRIGATION
DITCHES. A map delineating,all
stream corridors. canals. and

irrigation ditches, defined by the,
ordinary high-water mark,

Jurisdictional Wetlands, as amended.

. Deleted: (a) Osguthorpe/McPolin
- . Bamf

(7) WILDLIFE HABITAT
AREAS. A map depicting all
wildlife habitat Areas, as defined by
a Wildlife Habitat Report shall be
provided by the applicant, The
Wildlife Habitat Report shall be
prepared by a professional, qualified
in the Areas of ecology. wildlife
biology. or other relevant disciplines
and describe the following:
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(a) The ecological and
wildlife Use characterization
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species of wildlife using the
Areas. the times or seasons
the Area is used by those
species, and the value. e.o.
meaning feeding, watering,
cover. nesting, roosting, or
perching, that the Area
provides for such wildlife
species;

(b) The existence of
critical wildlife movement
corridors:
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 2.21 Sensitive Area Overlay Zone
(SLO) Regulations

15-2.21-4

Areas of high terrestrial or
aquatic insect diversity.

(d) Areas inhabited by or
frequently utilized by any
species identified by state or
Federal agencies as
Threatened or Endangered.

(e) The general
ecological functions provided
by the Site and its features:

(H Potential impacts on
these existing wildlife species
that would result from the
proposed movement.

The soils report shall indicate
whether the property is 1) within the
Prospector Soils Ordinance area and
2) within a Point Source water

protection zone.

(3) GEOTECHNICAL
REPORT. A geotechnical report,
which must include the location of
major geographic and geologic
features, the depth of bedrock,
structural features, folds, fractures,
etc., and potential land slide and
other high hazard Areas such as
mine shafts and avalanche paths.

4 ADDITIONAL SLOPE
INFORMATION. Ifthe size of the

G)eleted:_,ﬁn— %D

&qrmatted: Indent: Left: 1"

(B) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
AND STUDY REQUIREMENTS. The

proposed Development and visual
sensitivity of the Site dictate, the

I Planning Department may require the ~ Planning Department may require - { Deleted: Community Development )
Applicant to submit the following the Applicant to submit a * | peleted: Community Development

information, as applicable: Slope/topographic map depicting

(1)  VISUAL ASSESSMENT.
A visual assessment of the Property
from Vantage Points designated by
the Planning Department, depicting
conditions before and after the
proposed Development, including
the proposed location, size, design,
landscaping, and other visual
features of the project.

(2)  SOIL INVESTIGATION
REPORT. A soil investigation
report, including but not limited to
shrink-swell potential, water table
elevation, general soil classification
and suitability for Development,
erosion potential, hazardous material
analysis, and potential frost action.

contours at an interval of two feet

(2).

(5)  FIRE PROTECTION

~ REPORT. A fire protection report

that identifies potential Wildland
Urban Interface areas. Analysis
must include, fire hazards, mitigation
measures, access for fire protection
equipment, existing and proposed
fire flow capability and compliance
with the International Wildland
Urban Interface Code and the
Summit County Wildfire Plan.

(6) HYDROLOGICAL
REPORT. A hydrological report,
including information on
groundwater levels, drainage
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 2.21 Sensitive Area Overlay Zone
(SLO) Regulations

15-2.21-5

channels and systems, and base
elevations in flood plains.

{C) SENSITIVE LANDS N
DETERMINATION. The Planning
Department shall review the information
presented in the Sensitive Lands Analysis,
as described in Section 15.2-2.3(A) and
Section 15.2-21.3(B), and provide a
recommendation to the Planning
Commission determinating and delineating,
.all Sensitive Lands on the parcel, including
Steep Slope Areas, Ridge Lines Areas,
Entry Corridors, Wetlands. Stream

Corridors. Irrigation Ditches, Wildland and

Wildfire Interface Areas. and Critical

Areas.

() DENSITY TRANSFER.
Whenever land within the Sensitive
Area Overlay Zone is subject to
more than one (1) Density transfer
provision, the more restrictive
provision shall apply.

152,214,

SENSITIVE LANDS
REGULATIONS - SLOPE
PROTECTION.

The following Slope protection provisions
apply in the Sensitive Land Overlay Zone:

(A)  PROHIBITIONS. No
Development is allowed on or within fifty
feet (50%), map distance, of Very Steep
Slopes, Areas subject to land slide activity,
and other high-hazard geologic Areas. As
used herein, an Area of Very Steep Slopes
must cover a topographic Area at least
twenty-five feet (257) vertically, upslope or
downslope, and fifty feet (50°) horizontally

in any direction to be subject to this
prohibition.

The Planning commission may vary the

Setback from Very Steep Slopes if the y
Planning Commission can make all of the [
following findings during the suitability il
review: '

(1) Varying the Setback does not
create an intrusion by Buildings into
the Ridge Line Area when viewed
from Land Management Code

3(A)(4) or other Vantage Points
designated by the Planning staff or
Commission (15-2.21-3(B);

2) Building Areas in the \
Setback do not create excessive cut «
or fill Slopes; minimal retaining
walls to limit disturbance and meet
Grade may be required by the
Planning Commission subject to
sections 15-2.21-4(B),(C), and (E);

- (3)  Limits of Disturbance around |
any Structure within the Setback W
shall be limited to the minimal Area
necessary to excavate and backfill
the foundation. Decks and patios. in
the area of the Very Steep Slope

setback. may not extend more than

fifteen feet (15°) beyond the

foundation walls, or the minimal

excavation/backfill Areas, whichever
~ is greater;

(4) No additional erosion, land
subsidence, or avalanche hazard is
created;
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(SLO) Regulations

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 2.21 Sensitive Area Overlay Zone

15-2.21-6

(5) The Site plan results in an
improved organization of units
through vegetation avoidance,
minimization of changes to the
viewshed from public Areas, and
reduction of Site disturbance;

(6) The reduction in Setback
results in a reduction in overall
project Density or Development
massing as established by the
Planning Staff"s Site Suitability
Determination and

(7 In no case shall additional
disturbance be allowed beyond the
maximum area determined jn the
Site Development Spitability
Determination (See Section 15-2.21-

2(C). ,
(B) GRADED OR FILLED SLOPES.
The Applicant must avoid or, to the greatest
extent possible, minimize proposed cuts and
fills. Cutting and filling to create additional
or larger Building Sites shall be kept to a
minimum and shall be avoided to the
maximum extent feasible. Except for ski
Slopes, Graded or filled Slopes shall be
limited to a 3 to 1 Slope or less. All Graded
Slopes shall be re-contoured to the natural,
varied contour of surrounding terrain.

(C) BENCHING OR TERRACING.
Benching or terracing to provide additional
or larger Building Sites is prohibited.

(D) STREETS AND ROADS. Streets
and roads, proposed for Steep Slopes may
not:

(1) Cross Slopes of thirty percent
(30%) or greater. A short run of not
more than one hundred feet (100"
may be allowed to cross Slopes
greater than thirty percent (30%) if
the Planning Director and the City
Engineer conclude, that such Streets
or roads will not have significant
adverse visual, environmental, or
safety impacts.

(2) Streets and roads proposed to
cross Slopes greater than ten percent
(10%) are allowed, subject to the
following:

(a) Proof that such Street
and/or road will be built with
minimum environmental
damage and within
acceptable public safety
parameters; and

(b) Such Street and road
design generally follows
contour lines to preserve the
natural character of the land,
and are Screened with trees
or vegetation.

(3)  Cutting and filling is

minimized and appropriately re-
vegetated.

(E) RETAINING WALLS. The use,
design, and construction of all retaining
walls is subject to an Administrative Permit
based upon assessment of visual impact,
Compatibility with surrounding terrain and
vegetation, and safety,
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 2.21 Sensitive Area Overlay Zone
(SLO) Regulations

15-2.21-7

(F)  LANDSCAPING AND
REVEGETATION. An Applicant must
commit to landscaping or re-vegetating
exposed Slopes. Topsoil from any disturbed
portion of a Steep Slope must be preserved
and utilized in re-vegetation. Fill soil must
be of a quality to support plant growth.

(G) PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT
DESIGN STANDARDS. All Development
on Steeps Slopes shall comply with the
design standards set forth in LMC Chapter
15-5.

(H) OPEN SPACE AND DENSITY
ON DELINEATED PORTIONS OF
SITES WITH STEEP SLOPES
GREATER THAN FIFTEEN PERCENT
(15%) BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL
TO FORTY PERCENT (40%). In
addition to the specific Development
regulations set forth above, the following
regulations apply:

(1) OPEN SPACE. Seventy-
five percent (75%) of the Steep
Slope Area must remain as Open
Space.

2) DEVELOPABLE LAND.
Twenty-five percent (25%) of the
Steep Slope Area may be Developed
in accordance with the underlying
zoning subject to the following
conditions:

() MAXIMUM
DENSITY. The maximum
Density on Developable Land
within a Steep Slope Area is
governed by the underlying
zoning and proof that the

proposed Density will not
have a significant adverse
visual or environmental
affect on the community,

(b) LOCATION OF
DEVELOPABLE LAND.
The Developable Land in a
Steep Slope Area is that Area
with the least visual and
environmental impacts, as
determined by the Sensitive
Lands Determination (See
Section 15-2-21 ( C)),
including the Vjsual

Assessment, and, considering

the visual impact from key
Vantage Points, potential for
Screening location of natural
drainage channels, erosion
potential, vegetation
protection, Access, and
similar Site design criteria.
Based upon such analysis, the
Planning Department may
require the Applicant to Site
the Developable Land
pursuant to one or more of
the following techniques:

(i) Clustered
Development, or

(ii) dispersed
Development, or

(iii)  transfer of
Density to the least
sensitive portions of
the Site.”

*Development shall be Sited to
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(SLO) ReEulations 15-2.21-8
Screening,
(c) DENSITY illumination
TRANSFER. Upon proof of standards, and other
a sensitive Site plan, the design features to
Applicant may transfer up to buffer the adjacent
twenty-five percent (25%) of Properties from the
the Densities from the Open Developable Land.
Space portion of the Site to
the Developable Land. (D OPEN SPACE AND DENSITY
ON VERY STEEP SLOPES.
(d)  SUITABILITY
DETERMINATION. The (@))] REQUIRED OPEN
Applicant must prove that the SPACE. One hundred percent
Development will have no (100%) of the Very Steep Slope
significant adverse impact on Area shall remain in Open Space.
adjacent Properties. The No vegetation within fifty vertical
Planning Commission shall feet (50") in elevation of the Very
determine that the Proposal Steep Slope Area shall be disturbed,
complies with this chapter if except as permitted by the Planning
the Applicant proves: Commission per Section 15-2.21-4,
(i) The Density is (2) TRANSFER OF DENSITY.
Compatible with that Up to ten percent (10%) of the
of adjacent Properties. Densities otherwise allowed in the
zone,may be transferred to Eaeleted: , including density from J
(i)  The Developable Land subjecttoa Jelinsned Seqsiive Lads,
Architectural Detail, Suitability Determination (See ' ﬁgﬂ:‘f’d"l'i’:gaft‘;;‘;‘;“:.‘t’if“’;f“e' il
height, building Section 15-2.21-4(H)(2)(d)). Dcnsity%rmfsfer Shall be slut‘;;ct o2
materials, and other Suitability Determination.
design features of the ) MASTER PLANNED {Delated: 5(0)(2) (a j
Development are DEVELOPMENT (MPD) TDR OPEN
Compatible with SPACE REQUIREMENTS. The Planning
adjacent Properties. Commission at the time of Master Planned ( Deleted: m )
Development or Spbdivision review, may ( Deleted: p ]
(iii)  The Applicant reduce the TDR Open Space requirements { Deleted: s )
has adopted upon a determination that: ( Deleted: spproval )
appropriate mitigation
| measures such as (1)  the Sgnsitive Land Open - { Deleted: s )
landscaping, Space set aside is sufficient for the | Deleted: Area )
| Development,, ~ { Deleted: and )
preserve the open meadow vistas.
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15-2.21-9

(2) sufficient neighborhood and
TDR Open Space is set aside within
the Developable Land to serve
residents of the Development, and.

(3)  not Jless than twenty percent
(20%) of the Developable Land is
set aside for TDR Open Space.

(K) DENSITY BONUSES. In addition
to the Density transfers permitted pursuant
to this Section, the Planning Department
may recommend that the Planning
Commission grant up to a twenty percent
(20%) increase in transferable Densities if

the Applicant:

(1) offers to preserve Open
Space to ensure the long-term
protection of a significant
environmentally or visually sensitive
Area in a manner approved by the
City; or

2) provides public Access as
shown on the Trails Master Plan; or

(3)  restores degraded wetlands or
environmental Areas on the Site or
makes other significant
environmental improvements.

(Amended by Ord. No. 05-40)

15-2.21-5. SENSITIVE LANDS
REGULATIONS - RIDGE LINE AREA
PROTECTION.

(A) INTENT. The intent of these
provisions is to ensure that Development
near Ridge Line Areas blends with the
natural contour of these land forms. Ridge

Line Areas should be retained in a natural
state, and Development should be sjted in
such a manner so as not to create a
silhouette against the skyline or mountain
backdrop as viewed from designated
Vantage Points.

(B) MINIMUM SETBACK. No
Structure or other appurtenant device,
including mechanical equipment may
visually intrude on the Ridge Line Area

as depicted herein. or as identified by the
Planning Commission during review of an
Annexation or Master Planned

Development.

(C) OPEN SPACE AND DENSITY.
The following regulations apply to all Ridge
Line Areas in the Sensitive Overlay:

(I)  OPEN SPACE, One
hundred percent (100%) of the Ridge
Line Area shall remain in Open
Space.

(2)  DENSITY
TRANSFER. The
Planning Commission
may transfer up to
twenty-five percent
(25%) of the
Densities otherwise
allowed in the Ridge
Line Area to
Developable Land,
Subject to a
Suitability
Determination. (See
Section 15-2.21-

4(H)(2)(d))
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(a) SUITABILITY DETERMINATION.
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1
(i) The Density is Compatible with that
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1

(ii) The Architectural Detail, height,
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(iii) The Applicant has adopted
appropriate mitigation measures such as
landscaping, Screening, illumination
standards, and other design features to
buffer the adjacent Properties from the
Developable Land. )
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15-2.21-10

(D) DENSITY BONUSES. In addition
to the Density transfers permitted pursuant
to this Section, at MPD or subdivision

recommend that the Planning Commission
grant up to a twenty percent (20%) increase
in transferrable Densities if the Applicant:

(1) offers to preserve open space
to ensure the long-term protection of
a significant environmentally or
visually sensitive Areas in a manner
approved by the City; or

(2)  provides public Access for
trails, as shown on the Trails Master
Plan; or

(3) restores degraded wetlands or
environmental Areas on the Site or
makes other significant
environmental improvements.

15-2.21-6. SENSITIVE AREA
REGULATIONS - WETLANDS AND
STREAM PROTECTION.

(A) INTENT. The following
requirements and standards have been
developed to promote, preserve, and
enhance wetlands and Stream Corridors and
to protect them from adverse effects and
potentially irreversible impacts.

(B)  JURISDICTION. All Wetlands
and Stream Corridors are regulated as
provided below.

(C) PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES. No
person shall disturb, remove, fill, dredge,
clear, destroy or alter any Area, including
vegetation, surface disturbance within

Wetlands and Stream Corridors and their
respective Setbacks, except as may be
expressly allowed herein.

(D) BOUNDARY DELINEATIONS.

Jhe applicant must provide a wetlands
delineation by a qualified professional
utilizing the methods of the 1987 Army
Corp of Engineers Manual for identifying
and delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands. as
amended. The boundary of stream corridors
and wetlands shall be delineated at the
Ordinary High Water Mark as define in
Section 15-15.

(E) DETERMINATION OF
WNETLANDS, STREAMS. AND
[RRIGATION DITCHES.

(1) WETLAND CRITERIA. A
wetland fhat meets the criteria of the
1987 4rmy Corp of Engineers
Manual for Identifving and
Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands
is a Wetland.

2) STREAM CORRIDOR.
All Stream Corridors,which exist
within the property. Irrigation

ditches are not Stream Corridors,

(3) IRRIGATION DITCHES.
An irrigation ditch that meets the
Army Corps of Engineers definition

comply with the regulations of
stream corridors, within this section.

(F) SETBACKS. The following
Setbacks are required:
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 2.21 Sensitive Area Overlay Zone

(SLO) Regulations

15-2.21-11

(1) Setbacks from_wetlands shall
extend a minimum of fifty feet (50')
outward from the delineated wetland
Ordinary High Water Mark,

(2) Setbacks from Stream
Corridors shall extend a minimum of
fifty feet (50') outward from the
Ordinary High Water Mark.

(3)  Setbacks from irrigation
ditches that meet the Army Corps of
Engineers definition for waters of the
United States shall extend a
minimum of twenty feet (20') from
the Ordinary High Water Mark.

(G) RUNOFF CONTROL. All projects
adjacent to wetlands, Stream Corridors. or
irrigation ditches that meet the Army corps
of Engineers definition for waters of the
United States must apply Best Management
Practices for both temporary and permanent
runoff control to minimize sediment and
other contaminants.

(H) HABITAT RESTORATION

may approve wetland and Stream Corridor
restoration and enhancement projects if the
project plan has been reviewed by a
appropriate state and federal agencies, and
performed under the direct supervision of a
Qualified Professional.

15-2.21-7. SENSITIVE LAND
REGULATIONS - DEVELOPMENT
APPROVALS FOR SKI AREA
CONSTRUCTION AND EXPANSION,

(A) CONSULTATION. The

Developer must submit a plan detailing the
location, alignment and scope of the
undertaking. If the Planning Director
determines that the project may have
significant visual and environmental
impacts, a consultation meeting will be
scheduled. No Development shall occur
until after the consultation meeting and any
required approvals have been granted.

(B) MITIGATION. The Planning
Director must review the proposed project
and after consultation may request the
Developer to prepare alternatives for
consideration and to prepare a mitigation
plan that modifies the project to mitigate the
environmental and visual impact of the
project. To the Maximum Extent Feasible,
the Developer must design the ski facilities
to preserve the natural character of the

Sensitive Lands. The mitigation plan must

also address re-vegetation of disturbed
Areas and temporary and permanent erosion
control measures.

15-2.21-8.  SENSITIVE LAND
REGULATIONS - WILDLIFE AND
WILDLIFE HABITAT PROTECTION.

(A) INTENT. The following

developed to promote, preserve, and
enhance wildlife and wildlife habitat Areas

from adverse effects and potentially L2 T

irreversible impacts.
(B) JURISDICTION. All Sensitive or

Specially Valued Species, including all
species identified by state or federal
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(SLO) Regulations 15-2.21-12
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(a) CONSTRUCTION
TIMING. Construction shall
be organized and timed to
minimize disturbance of
Sensitive or Specially Valued
Species occupying or using
on-Site and adjacent natural
Areas,

(b)  SENSITIVE AND
SPECIALLY VALUED
SPECIES. If the
Development Site contains or
is within five hundred feet
(500" of a natural Area or
habitat Area, and the wildlife
and habitat report show the
existence of Sensitive or
Specially Valued Species, the
Development plans shall
include provisions to ensure
that any habitat contained in
any such natural Area shall
not be disturbed or
diminished, and to the
Maximum Extent Feasible,
such habitat shall be
enhanced.

(c) CONNECTIONS. If
the Development Site
contains existing natural
Areas that connect to other
Off-Site natural Areas, to the
Maximum Extent Feasible
the Development plan shall

51

natural Areas are not
presently connected across
the Development Site, then
the Development plan shall,
to the extent reasonably
feasible, provide such
connection. Such
connections shall be designed
and constructed to allow for
the continuance of existing
wildlife movement between
natural Areas and to enhance
the opportunity for the
establishment of new
connections for movement of
wildlife.

(d)  WILDLIFE
CONFLICTS. If wildlife that
may create conflicts for
future occupants of the
Development are known to
exist in Areas adjacent to or
on the Development Site,
then the Development plan
must include provisions to
minimize these conflicts to
the extent reasonably
feasible.
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Planning Commission

Staff Report m
Subject: 2023 Land Management Code Amendments

Author: Rebecca Ward, Assistant Planning Director
Date: January 25, 2023
Type of Item: Work Session

Recommendation
Review the Land Management Code (LMC) priorities for 2023 and provide input.

Background
In a joint Planning Commission and City Council meeting held on March 15, 2022, LMC

amendments prioritized for last year were outlined (Staff Report; Minutes). These
amendments have been completed or are in progress:

Adopted Ordinances — 2022

Pickleball — To proactively address requests for new outdoor pickleball courts in
residential areas, on April 28, 2022, the City Council enacted Ordinance No.
2022-08 to establish regulations (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 14).

Vibrancy Ordinance Updates — To further incentivize vibrant businesses in Old
Town and to clarify Vibrancy Ordinance regulations, on May 26, 2022, the City
Council enacted Ordinance No. 2022-15 (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 14).

Compliance with State Code — On May 26, 2022, the City Council adopted
Ordinance No. 2022-16 outlining restrictions on architectural review of Single-
Family and Duplex Dwellings, to update the appeals sections of the LMC, to
update defined terms, and to make non-substantive corrections (Staff Report;
Minutes, p. 15).

Planning Commissioner Qualifications — On September 1, 2022, the City
Council enacted Ordinance No. 2022-30, amending LMC Section 15-12-2 Terms
and Eligibility of Members to Outline Planning Commissioner Qualifications to
establish priority for at least one Planning Commissioner to be a land use
professional, including but not limited to experience in construction, planning,
architecture, or real estate development (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 22).

Fractional Use of Dwelling Units — Fractional use of condominium units in the
form of Timeshares and Private Residence Clubs is not new to Park City.
However, to address a new type of fractional use of Single-Family Dwellings and
other Dwelling Units offered by companies like Pacaso, Sharetini, and Ember
with some properties in primary resident areas, on October 27, 2022, the City
Council enacted Ordinance No. 2022-21 to direct Fractional Uses to limited
commercial Zoning Districts (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 10).
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Amendments in Progress

Water Wise Landscaping Updates

On September 23, 2021, the City Council directed the Planning team to evaluate
improvements to the City’s water wise landscaping regulations in preparation for a 2023
landscaping incentive program that will offer rebates for replacement of turf with water
wise landscaping (Minutes, p. 4). The Planning Commission conducted work sessions
on water wise landscaping updates on April 27, 2022 (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 2),
October 12, 2022 (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 12), and January 11, 2023 (Staff Report;
Audio).

The Planning Commission is scheduled to review modifications to the proposed water
wise landscaping updates on February 8, 2023, with a possible recommendation for
City Council’s consideration on March 9, 2023.

Timeshares, Private Residence Clubs, and Fractional Use of Dwelling Units

On October 27, 2022, the City Council directed staff to issue a pending ordinance
prohibiting Timeshares, Private Residence Clubs, and Fractional Use of Dwelling Units
in the General Commercial, Residential Development, and Residential Development
Medium Zoning Districts, to conduct a study, and to recommend LMC amendments by
April 27, 2023 (Minutes, p. 10).

On January 11, 2023, the Planning Commission conducted an initial work session (Staff
Report; Audio). Community open houses are scheduled for Tuesday, February 7 from
5:00 — 6:00 PM in the Park City Library and Wednesday, February 8 from noon — 1:00
PM in Council Chambers. A Planning Commission public hearing is scheduled for
February 22, 2023, with a possible recommendation for City Council’s consideration on
March 23, 2023.

Temporary Winter Balcony Enclosure Pilot Program

In 2014, the City Council initiated a pilot program to allow temporary balcony enclosures
on non-historic buildings on Main Street from November 15 — April 30, with a
termination date of 2023. On January 7, 2016, the City Council adopted Ordinance No.
16-01, amending LMC Section 15-2.6-2 Uses and 15-2.6-3(E) Lot and Site
Requirements to allow for temporary balcony enclosures on non-historic buildings in the
Historic Commercial Business Zoning District. As a result, if the pilot program is to
continue, no action is required — the LMC remains in effect. If the pilot program is
discontinued, the LMC must be amended.

To gather input regarding whether the pilot program should continue or not, the
Planning team scheduled work sessions with the Historic Preservation Board and
Planning Commission. On September 7, 2022, the Historic Preservation Board
expressed support for the continuation of the pilot program (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 2).

On October 12, 2022, the Planning Commission conducted a work session. The
Commission was split, with some Commissioners wanting stronger design guidelines
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and enforcement, and others wanting to discontinue the pilot program (Staff Report;
Minutes, p. 5).

On December 15, 2022, the City Council conducted a work session on the pilot program
(Staff Report; Minutes, p. 2). Staff presented the Historic Preservation Board’s favorable
recommendation for continuation of the pilot program, and the Planning Commission’s
split input. The Council directed staff to take the temporary winter balcony enclosure
pilot program back to the Historic Preservation Board and Planning Commission for
continued review. Staff has tentatively scheduled this for the Historic Preservation
Board on May 3, 2023, and Planning Commission on June 14, 2023.

Lot Combinations in Historic Districts — Laura Suesser & John Frontero, Liaisons
On December 7, 2022, the Historic Preservation Board conducted a preliminary work
session on Lot Combinations in the Historic Districts (Staff Report; Audio). Staff
recommends the Planning Commissioners listen to the public input provided for the
Historic Preservation Board, as well as public input provided to the City Council as part
of public comment for City business not scheduled on the agenda on December 8, 2022
(Audio; Minutes, p. 5 — 6). As part of the Lot Combination review, the City Council
recommended the Commission consider whether two units should be required to be
retained on site when two full lots are combined into one, with one primary and one
secondary like an Accessory Apartment with a potential affordable deed restriction
requirement.

Prior to a Planning Commission work session, staff is gathering information on the
number of vacant lots remaining in the Historic Districts, as well as conducting
additional outreach with input from Planning Commission liaisons, property owners,
architects, and community members. An initial work session is scheduled with the
Planning Commission on May 10, 2023.

Accessory Uses in Master Planned Developments — Laura Suesser & Henry Sigg,
Liaisons

On December 16, 2022, the Planning Commission conducted a work session on
Support Commercial, Residential, Resort, and Resort Support Commercial Accessory
Uses for which there are density bonuses allowed as part of a Master Planned
Development (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 25). The Planning Commission provided initial
input and is scheduled to conduct a second work session on February 8, 2023.

Sensitive Land Overlay Updates — Bill Johnson & John Frontero, Liaisons

When the City annexed the Southeast Quinn’s Junction acreage, it was annexed as part
of the Sensitive Land Overlay. LMC amendments are required to establish designated
Ridge Line Areas and Vantage Points for the newly annexed area. Additionally, updates
to Ridge Line Areas and Vantage Points citywide are proposed, as well as potential
comprehensive review of a Trails Master Plan for future trail development in the
Sensitive Land Overlay. The Planning Commission also requested that steep slope
standards citywide be evaluated. This initial work session is scheduled for January 25,
2023.
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Parking and Driveway Regulations in the Historic Districts

A 2019 task force evaluated the permitting and review process for development in Park
City and recommended clarifications to parking and driveway regulations in the Historic
Districts, including whether parking spaces can be satisfied within setbacks. Proposed
amendments will first be reviewed by the Historic Preservation Board, tentatively
scheduled for March 1, 2023, with Planning Commission review on April 26, 2023.

lllustrations for LMC Chapter 15-13 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites

In the fall of 2022, the City issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for consultant services
to illustrate LMC Chapter 15-13 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic
Sites. Many qualified consultants responded to the request and the City is completing
the review and selection process, which will go to City Council for final approval. Once
the illustrations are complete, the proposed code illustrations will come before the
Historic Preservation Board and Planning Commission, likely in the fall of 2023, for input
and review with a possible recommendation to the City Council for potential adoption.

Secure Bicycle Parking Requirements — Sarah Hall & Christin Van Dine, Liaisons
LMC Section 15-3-9 requires temporary bike storage for at least three bikes or 10% of
the required parking, whichever is greater. Potential updates to this section of code, as
well as the Conditional Use, Master Planned Development, and Affordable Master
Planned Development sections, include increased bike parking facility requirements,
requirements for indoor bike storage that can accommodate e-bikes and charging for
residential developments, covered outdoor bike parking facilities, snow clearing and
maintenance standards, infrastructure and multi-use path requirements, and bike repair
stations. The Planning Commission is scheduled to review proposed amendments on
February 22, 2023.

2023 Priorities ldentified by the Planning Commission

On September 14, 2022, the Planning Commission conducted a work session on LMC
amendment priorities for 2023 (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 11). The Planning Commission
agreed to reserve time for each second Planning Commission meeting of the month to
review LMC amendments, with LMC amendments scheduled for public hearings for the
first and second meeting as they progress. The Planning Commission also appointed
liaisons to assist with specific amendments.

On October 12, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the following priorities:

Affordable Housing and Transfer of Development Rights
Sustainability

Improving Transit, Trail, and Active Transportation Connectivity
Transportation Demand Management and Traffic Impact Studies

4
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Additionally, the Planning Commission requested the following:

Review of Excavation Limits

Evaluation of Steep Slope Standards Citywide (see Sensitive Land Overlay
above)

Conventional Chain Business and Vibrancy Ordinance Review

Final Action Review (Staff Report; Minutes, p. 1)

Affordable Housing — Bill Johnson & John Kenworthy, Liaisons

Rezone Process — Recreation Open Space to a new zone that incentivizes
affordable housing development

City-owned Recreation Open Space parcels like Clark Ranch and Mine Bench
have been identified by the City Council as potential areas for rezoning and
affordable housing development. The Affordable Master Planned Development
code is intended to incentivize affordable housing through infill projects, which
may not provide the flexibility needed for development of affordable housing on
acreage that is currently Recreation Open Space.

Evaluate a potential rezoning process for City-owned Recreation Open Space
parcels that are not subject to a conservation easement and have been identified
by the City Council as potential property for affordable housing development, that
allows for site-specific flexibility of design that achieves the City’s sustainability
goals, while being restrictive and prescriptive to limit rezone proposals, and to
ensure protection of sensitive lands, including Ridge Line Areas, Steep Slopes,
wetlands and streams, wildlife and wildlife habitat, and the Wildland Urban
Interface, the Entry Corridor Protection Overlay, and the Frontage Protection
Zone.

Affordable Master Planned Development Updates

Reevaluate building height, allowable roof forms, and side and rear stepbacks;
consider requiring mechanical equipment limitations and setback requirements to
reduce visual impacts.

Consider an increase in allowable commercial square footage.

Consider allowing market-rate nightly rentals when a project offers units
affordable to those at 30 — 40% AMI.

Hire Cascadia to update the 2019 Affordable Master Planned Development Code
Audit Report to reflect current market conditions and to evaluate the financial
implications of additional commercial uses and allowing market-rate nightly
rentals.

Missing Middle Housing

Evaluate potential incentives for the construction of affordable units ranging from
triplexes up to 20,000 square feet.
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Transit Oriented Development
e |dentify opportunities to better align affordable housing development with transit
plans with a potential overlay for those areas designated for Bus Rapid Transit
stops with increased density and decreased parking for affordable units, market-
rate units, and potential commercial uses.

Accessory Apartment Incentives — Pilot Program
e In May of 2020, a consultant completed a memo on incentivizing Accessory
Apartment development. In 2021, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2021-

51 implementing many of the suggestions of the memo, including:

(@]

(@]

o

Expanding where Accessory Apartments are allowed — they have been
expanded to the Community Transition Zoning District (Park City Heights)
Reducing the minimum allowable size — they can now be as small as 280
square feet

Removing the requirement that the property owner must live on site
Allowing for the Single-Family Dwelling to be a Nightly Rental, but
requiring that the Accessory Apartment be rented for at least 90 days
Removing the proximity cap that prohibited more than four Accessory
Apartments within a 300-foot radius

Establishing an allowance for detached Accessory Apartments for lots
3,750 square feet or larger

e The 2020 memo also recommends financing programs to incentivize Accessory

Apartments, as well as development of user-friendly manuals, process materials,
workshops, and technical assistance resources, which may include pre-approved

plans and prefabricated units for community members interested in Accessory
Apartment development. There may be an opportunity to incentivize
development of Accessory Apartments through a pilot program.

Sustainability — John Frontero & Sarah Hall, Liaisons

The Sustainability team collaborated with Utah Clean Energy, Summit County,

community stakeholders, building industry professionals, the resorts, affordable housing
residents, and staff to complete the Strategic Action Plan for Building Decarbonization in

Park City and Summit County. In addition to net-zero incentives for new development,

the action plan outlines time-of-listing, transparency, and performance standard
programs, funding programs, and certification and recognition programs for those who
take the lead with net-zero development, as well as strategies for equitable outcomes.
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/612498/ADU_Policy_Memo_v.3.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/612498/ADU_Policy_Memo_v.3.pdf
https://www.parkcity.org/home/showpublisheddocument/71490/637799362042330000
https://www.parkcity.org/home/showpublisheddocument/71490/637799362042330000
https://utahcleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2022/01/Strategic-Action-Plan-for-Building-Decarbonization-in-Park-City-and-Summit-County-FINAL-COMPRESSED.pdf
https://utahcleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2022/01/Strategic-Action-Plan-for-Building-Decarbonization-in-Park-City-and-Summit-County-FINAL-COMPRESSED.pdf
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Empowerment

The Sustainability team is implementing several programs outlined in the plan to
incentivize net zero development and improve building efficiency, including:

e Adopting a Net-Zero Building Stretch Code
e Establishing a fund to incentivize decarbonizing new buildings and deep energy
retrofits

e Reaching out to businesses on available building energy incentives and best
practices

e Building networks and resources for the real estate community, including
feasibility for a Home Energy Labeling Program

e Implementing a Commercial Building Energy Benchmark Program

The Sustainability team would like to conduct a work session on a net zero building
stretch code and supporting program, as well as initiatives for zero waste, Commercial
and Multifamily Building Energy Performance Standards, and certification and
recognition programs for decarbonization projects, with the Planning Commission on
March 8, 2023.

Additionally, outlined below are potential Land Management Code amendments:

Reevaluate EV Charging Station Conduit and Installation Requirements
e On November 19, 2020, the City Council enacted Ordinance No. 2020-48,
requiring projects to install EV Charging Station conduit for 20% of the first 100
required off-street parking spaces and EV Charging Station installations for 5% of
the required parking spaces for the first 200 parking spaces. The first installation
must be a dual port with one ADA accessible charging station.
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These amendments were based on EV _Charging Station network plans in effect
at that time. With new incentives to purchase EVs and increases in EV
ownership, more conduit may be needed.

Additionally, there may be opportunities to amend the LMC to allow for fast
charging EV stations in certain Zoning Districts along main roads.

Prohibit Wood Burning Stoves

The Summit County Code of Health Section 1-12-13 and the Snyderville Basin
Section 10-4-2 prohibit wood burning stoves. The LMC could be amended to also
prohibit wood burning stoves and retrofitting wood burning stoves could be
incentivized with a potential rebate program.

Update Sustainability Requirements for Master Planned Developments

The Planning Commission is required to find an MPD “incorporates best planning
practices for sustainable development, including water conservation measures
and energy efficient design and construction, per the Residential and
Commercial Energy and Green Building program and codes adopted by the Park
City Building Department in effect at the time of Application” (LMC Section 15-6-
6(L)).

While there are some limitations at the state level regarding municipal authority
to require standards above and beyond the energy code adopted by the state,
these criteria could be expanded with recommended net-zero performance
standards, as well as requirements for energy usage, solar panels or green roofs,
or other standards that reduce impacts.

Evaluate Solar Roof Panel and Renewable Energy Upgrade Incentives

In 2019, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 11-2019 Approving Building
Department Fee Waivers on New Renewable Energy Projects. Building permit
and site inspection fees are waived for new solar photovoltaic systems, on site
battery storage, solar thermal, air, and ground source heat pumps, small-scale
wind projects, and electric vehicle charging stations completed within City limits.
Additionally, a list of available state and federal incentives available for energy
upgrades, including solar roof installation, could be compiled.

Initiate Annual Awards for Projects that Achieve Net-Zero Standards

Each year, the Historic Preservation Board selects a project that embodies the
City’s historic preservation values and honors the project with the Cindy
Matsumoto Award. As part of the award, the Board commissions an artist to
depict the winning project (the paintings of past winners are available for public
viewing in the second-level hallway of City Hall). The Board also issues up to five
plaques for outstanding projects. The Planning Commission could initiate a
similar annual award that brings attention to and celebrates sustainable projects.
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/750428/Exhibit_B_-_EV_Charging_Station_Networks.pdf
https://summitcountyhealth.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/SCHD_Health_Code-Feb-2018-v_2.pdf
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/summitcountyut/latest/summitcounty_ut/0-0-0-16201#JD_10-4-2
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-6-6_Required_Findings_And_Conclusions_Of_Law
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-6-6_Required_Findings_And_Conclusions_Of_Law
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/parkcity/resolutions/documents/11-2019_Renewable_Energy_Fee_Waivers.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1402474/Staff_Report_CC_6.9.22.pdf

Improving Transit, Trail, and Active Transportation Connectivity —
Christin Van Dine & Sarah Hall, Liaisons

On February 2, 2023, the City Council is scheduled to conduct a work session and
potentially to re-initiate the City’s master active transportation plan. LMC amendments
to improve bike facilities and infrastructure are scheduled for Planning Commission
review February 22, 2023.

Transportation Demand Management and Traffic Impact Studies —
John Kenworthy & Laura Suesser, Liaisons

Planning Commissioners expressed interest in comparing past traffic studies to current
studies for consistency and recommendations for major intersections to provide a
baseline for project reviews. The Engineering and Transportation teams are analyzing
the data.

Amending the LMC to require that applicants submit Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) strategies as part of their development review allows for
opportunities to reduce single-occupancy vehicles through parking management,
multimodal options, transit access and infrastructure, potential car shares, and ongoing
compliance and reporting.

Standardizing the requirements for Traffic Impact Studies will help both applicants and
the City to prepare and evaluate submitted studies leading to consistent
recommendations.

Conventional Chain Business and Vibrancy Ordinances

The Planning Commission requested staff provide background on the Conventional
Chain Business and Vibrancy Ordinance for new Planning Commissioners so the
Commission could determine whether to prioritize updates for these regulations in 2023.
On December 14, 2022, staff provided information in a Staff Communication.

Staff also reached out to the Historic Park City Alliance (HPCA) for input. The HPCA
discussed the Conventional Chain Business and Vibrancy Ordinances during their
December 20, 2022 board meeting and provided the following:

The group did discuss this and the overall consensus is to keep as is.
However they would suggest adding a variance during Sundance.
Currently with all Chain slots being filled (on the top of Main), this prevents
street level businesses from renting out business site during the event.
With rent prices being so high, this creates a missed opportunity for
businesses.
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1687507/CCB_and_Vibrancy_Ordinance_Staff_Communication_FINAL.pdf

Review of Excavation Limits

The Planning Commission requested excavation limits be evaluated. The LMC requires
that MPDs! and AMPDs? “be designed to minimize Grading and the need for large
retaining structures” and that “[rJoads, utility lines, and Structures should be designed to
work with the Existing Grade. Cuts and fills shall be minimized.” For properties within
the Sensitive Land Overlay (SLO), there are limitations on excavation for slope
protection.® However, the Conditional Use Review does not include these criteria.* The
MPD, AMPD, and SLO criteria could be updated, and consideration of excavation limits
could be added as part of the CUP review.

Final Action Review

The Planning Commission requested that in 2023, the Commission evaluate planning
application reviews to determine whether some reviewed by the Commission could be
reviewed at a staff-level, and whether some that are reviewed by the Commission with a
recommendation to City Council could be reviewed by the Commission for Final Action
(Minutes, p. 11).

Additionally, the City Council requested information regarding Final Action review. The
Planning team provided a Staff Communication and Exhibit outlining case-by-case
determinations. The Council requested the Planning Commission review and determine
whether the authority, recommendations, and Final Action are appropriate and to
recommend amendments if warranted (Minutes, p. 8).

LMC Consultant

Funding from the Executive Budget has been offered to hire a LMC consultant to assist
with the 2023 amendments.

Upcoming reviews scheduled through March:

Date Topic

January 25, 2023 Sensitive Land Overlay Work Session

1 LMC Section 15-6-5(G)

2| MC Section 15-6.1-11(B)

3 LMC Section 15-2.21-4(A)(3)
4 LMC Section 15-1-10(E)

10
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https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_03ae0efe858d1fcd8bd05244060fcd29.pdf&view=1
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1693262/LMC_Case-by-Case_Determination_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1691230/LMC_Case-by-Case_Determinations_Chart.pdf
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_730b7e416769adfdfa129d470a74450f.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-6-5_Master_Planned_Development_Requirements
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-6.1-11_Site_Planning
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-2.21-4_Sensitive_Lands_Regulations_-_Slope_Protection
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-1-10_Conditional_Use_Review_Process

February 8, 2023

Water Wise Landscaping Public Hearing

Accessory Uses in Master Planned Developments Work
Session

February 22, 2023

Timeshares, Private Residence Clubs, and Fractional Use
of Dwelling Units Public Hearing

Secure Bike Facility Requirement Public Hearing

March 8, 2023

Sensitive Land Overlay Public Hearing

Net Zero Incentives Work Session

Department Review

The Planning Department, Executive Department, and City Attorney’s Office reviewed

this report.

11
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