PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
March 8, 2017
AGENDA
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30PM
ROLL CALL
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF February 22, 2017
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda
STAFF BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
CONTINUATIONS
Intermountain Healthcare Amended Master Planned Development (MPD)Ratification of Development Agreement
Public hearing and continuation to March 22, 2017

PL-15-02999
Planner
Whetstone

19

Treasure Hill Conditional Use Permit, Creole Gulch and Town Lift Mid-station Sites –
Sweeney Properties Master Plan - PL-08-00370
Public hearing and consideration of motion to continue public hearing to a future
date

PL-08-00370
Planner
Astorga

20

40 & 46 Silver Strike Trail - Eighth Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units The Belles
at Empire Pass, Condominium Plat Amending Units 13 & 14.
Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation to City Council on March 30, 2017

PL-17-03459
Planner
Astorga

39

1251 Kearns Boulevard – Amended Yard Subdivision, Plat Amendment to split the
property into two (2) lots of record and Right-of-Way dedication for Homestake
Road and Munchkin Drive.
Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation to City Council on March 30, 2017

PL-16-03346
Planner
Astorga

66

7545 & 7585 Sterling Drive - Request for Approval of a Plat Amendment for Lot C &
D of The Cottages – A re-subdivision of Silver Lake Knoll No. 2 Parcel E & F
Subdivision, to move the lot line between lots C & D so the existing garage is fully on
Lot D’s property.
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on March 30, 2017

PL-17-03444
Planner
Hawley

92

Park City Heights Master Planned Development (MPD)- Ratification of Amended
Development Agreement regarding Exhibit G - Design Guidelines
Public hearing and possible ratification

PL-13-02009
Planner
Whetstone

125

REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion, public hearing, and possible action as outlined below

ADJOURN
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING
FEBRUARY 22, 2017
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:
Chair Adam Strachan, Melissa Band, Steve Joyce, John Phillips, Doug Thimm
EX OFFICIO:
Bruce Erickson, Planning Director, Francisco Astorga, Planner; Anya Grahn, Planner;
Hannah Tyler, Planner; Ashley Scarff, Planner; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City
Attorney
===================================================================
REGULAR MEETING
ROLL CALL
Chair Strachan called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present except Commissioners Suesser and Campbell who were excused.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES – February 8, 2017
MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to APPROVE the minutes of February 8, 2017 as
written. Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
PUBLIC INPUT
There were no comments.
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
Director Bruce Erickson noted that 1450 Park Avenue and 1460 Park Avenue scheduled
on the agenda this evening would be continued. Commentary on the Continuance was
provided for the public and the reasons would be discussed later in the meeting.
Director Erickson commented on a schedule he had sent to the City Manager, and included
in the City Council packet, regarding the most recent LMC changes. The Planning
Commission would begin discussing those changes this evening. Director Erickson noted
that additional LMC changes were in progress and scheduled through August. Copies of
the schedule were available to the public.
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Commissioner Thimm noted that Jeff Krantz was in the audience, and he assumed he was
there to talk about the freestanding sign at 1750 Sidewinder Drive. Commissioner Thimm
disclosed that he has been associated with Mr. Krantz on a number of projects over the
years; however, he did not believe their past association would have any bearing on his
decision this evening.
REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion, public hearing, and possible action
1.

1450 Park Avenue- Request for Approval of a Condominium Plat for Lot 1
Retreat at the Park, for 4 Residential Units. (Application PL-16-03384)

2.

1460 Park Avenue- Request for Approval of a Condominium Plat for Lot 2
Retreat at the Park, for 4 Residential Units. (Application PL-16-03415)

Planner Grahn reported that the applicant had requested that these items be continued to
a date uncertain. The Staff found an error during the review and writing of the Staff report,
and the applicant would like the opportunity to address it. She recommended that the
Planning Commission open a public hearing for anyone from the public who came to speak
on these items this evening.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing on 1450 Park Avenue.
comments. Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

There were no

MOTION:
Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE the 1450 Park Avenue
Condominium Plat to a date uncertain. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing on 1460 Park Avenue.
comments. Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

There were no

MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE 1460 Park Avenue Condominium
Plat to a date uncertain. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

3.

1750 Sidewinder Drive – Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application for the
installation of a permanent freestanding sign within the Frontage Protection
Zone (FPZ) for the Intermountain Park City InstaCare.
(Application PL-16-03415)
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Planner Ashely Scarff reviewed the request for a conditional use permit for the installation
of a permanent freestanding sign within the Frontage Protection Zone for the new
Intermountain Park City Instacare, located at 1750 Sidewinder Drive.
Planner Scarff noted that the Frontage Protection Zone Section of the LMC states that all
construction activity, including permanent signs between 30’ and 100’ feet from the nearest
right-of-way line, requires a conditional use permit. The proposed sign will be setback
31’7” from the Kearns Boulevard right-of-way line, and it must be set back a minimum of
ten feet from the property line that fronts Sidewinder Drive.
Planner Scarff reported that additional signage for the building was reviewed and approved
administratively under a separate sign permit application because it does not fall within the
Frontage Protection Zone. Exhibits included a rendering of the signage that was already
approved, as well as this freestanding sign.
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission review the request for a CUP for
the freestanding sign, conduct a public hearing, and consider approving the CUP based on
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval found in the Staff
report.
Jeff Krantz, with Young Electric Sign Company, stated that he was representing
Intermountain Health Care this evening. He believed the sign was fully within the regular
City ordinances. However, this additional CUP approval was necessary because it would
be within the Kearns Boulevard Protection Zone. Mr. Krantz was available to answer
questions.
Commissioner Joyce thought it appeared that the sign was right adjacent to the sidewalk.
He noticed that there was enough space closer to the building and he asked why they
chose to put it on the walkway.
Mr. Krantz stated that the intention is to have a perpendicular sign for the Kearns
Boulevard traffic to identify the facility and the urgent care within the facility. The intent was
to place it in the best possible position given the overall landscaping. He noted that there
is an electrical meter box as well, and they still needed to do the Blue Stake and make sure
the footing goes in the right place. Mr. Krantz remarked that they were sensitive to the
required setbacks and it may have to be moved slightly, but the objective was to obtain a
good view from Kearns Boulevard and identify the facility. Mr. Krantz noted that the bike
path jogs out a little in that area, which makes it easier to fit the sign in that location.
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Commissioner Joyce understood the intent, but he questioned whether it could be moved
back two feet. Mr. Krantz replied that they might be able to move it back once they figure
out the exact Blue Stake and where the footing could go. He reiterated that they would
make sure to maintain the required setbacks. Mr. Krantz pointed out that the sign has a
larger base, per the requirements of the ordinance. They would try to fit it in as best as
possible given all the restrictions.
Director Erickson noted that the Planning Commission could add a condition of approval
stating that the Staff will review the final location. He stated that the Staff had concerns
early in the process about snow removal off the path and whether the sign was too close.
Commissioner Joyce favored adding the condition and he liked the idea of having the Staff
review the final location. He noted that the 30’ setback was off the road and did not
address the sidewalk. It is a busy intersection for both pedestrians and vehicles, and it
would be nice to do whatever possible to avoid crowding the pedestrians and bikes.
Director Erickson stated that Planner Scarff would have to sign off on the building permit,
and she would review it based on their comments reflected in the minutes.
Chair Strachan stated that he rides the bike path frequently and he was concerned about
visibility for the bikers coming east. He agreed that the sign should be moved as far away
from the bike path as possible. In addition, if the solid brick foundation could be replaced
with two posts, the cyclists would be able see the cars through it. Chair Strachan clarified
that if it were any other intersection he probably would not have the same concern. He
pointed out that vehicle drivers are looking to the left to make a turn and they do not always
see the bikers coming from the right.
Planner Scarff replied that the Sign Code speaks to the area under a freestanding sign,
and encourages the base to be enclosed. That was the primary reason for the brick
foundation. Chair Strachan reiterated his agreement with Commissioner Joyce that the
sign should be moved further off of the bike path to address visibility issues.
Director Erickson asked if the Planning Commission would give the Staff discretion to sign
off on it if they found a way to open it up. Chair Strachan questioned whether the
discretion could be reasonably exercised, because if they are not trained cyclists they
might not know what good visibility lines are for a cyclist.
Commissioner Thimm stated that his concern was for the untrained cyclists. He had the
same thought and wondered if they could define a specific number of feet off the sidewalk
rather than just the 31’ setback off of the right-of-way.
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Chair Strachan had no issues with the height and suggested that they could make the sign
higher if they moved it further back from the bike path. Mr. Krantz stated that the Sign
Code also restricts the height. He was not opposed to approval based on final review by
the Staff. They would Blue Stake it and stake where the leading edge of the sign is, and
make sure that it was approved before moving forward. Chair Strachan suggested that
the Planning Commission give Planner Scarff and Heinrich Deter that discretion with these
concerns in mind.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
There were no comments.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the Conditional Use Permit for a
freestanding sign at 1750 Sidewinder Drive based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of
Law and Conditions of Approval as amended to give the Planning Staff and the Trails
Manager discretion to review the final location of the sign, with the objective of moving it
further away from the trail consistent with the comments made by the Planning
Commission; and that the Planning Staff review the base material to see if there is an
opportunity to increase sight distance through the base of the sign. Commissioner Thimm
seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
Findings of Fact – 1750 Sidewinder Drive
1.On December 22, 2016, the Planning Department received an application for a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow Intermountain Healthcare to install a
permanent freestanding sign within the Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ) for the new
Intermountain Park City InstaCare located at 1750 Sidewinder Drive.
2. The freestanding sign will complement additional signage that was reviewed and
approved administratively on January 30, 2017, under a separate sign permit
application. The separate sign permit included two (2) identical wall signs and one (1)
freestanding entrance sign.
3. The subject property falls within the General Commercial (GC) District with a portion
of the lot that fronts Kearns Boulevard falling within the FPZ Overlay area.
4. The Land Management Code (LMC) states that, within the FPZ, all construction
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activity, including permanent signs, within the setback area between thirty feet (30’)
and one hundred feet (100’) from the nearest right-of-way line requires a CUP.
5. The sign is proposed to be set back 31 feet, 7 inches (31’, 7”) from the Kearns
Boulevard right-of-way line, and a minimum of ten feet (10’) from the property line that
fronts Sidewinder Drive. It will be oriented perpendicular to Kearns Boulevard; thus,
finished on both sides.
6. The area of the sign is proposed at 19.96 square feet, with a height of seven feet (7’)
measured from final grade. External illumination of the sign has also been proposed.
7. The proposed sign meets all requirements related to area, overall height, lettering
height, orientation, design, and illumination, per the Park City Sign Code, Title 12.
8. On February 8, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to affected
property owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record
on February 8th.
9. The Findings in the Analysis Section are incorporated herein.
10. This application has been reviewed under Land Management Code Section 15-1-10
(E).
Conclusions of Law – 1750 Sidewinder
1. The application satisfies all Conditional Use Permit review criteria as established
by the LMC’s Conditional Use Review process (§15-1-10(E), Criteria 1-16);
2. The Use, as conditioned, is compatible with surrounding structures in use, scale,
mass, and circulation;
3. The Application complies with all requirements of the LMC; and
4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.
Conditions of Approval – 1750 Sidewinder
1. The scope of this approval includes one (1) freestanding sign within the Frontage
Protection Zone (FPZ) only. The sign shall be oriented perpendicular to Kearns
Boulevard, and shall be finished on both sides.
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2. The sign shall be set back a minimum of thirty feet (30’) from the Kearns
Boulevard right-of-way line, and a minimum of ten feet (10’) from the side
property line fronting Sidewinder Drive.
3. The sign must entirely comply with the Park City Sign Code, Title 12.
4. The sign shall be limited to a maximum of twenty square feet (20 sf) in area,
measured following methodology outlined in the Park City Sign Code §12-4-2.
5. The sign shall not exceed a height of seven feet (7’) measured from final grade.
6. Prior to construction of the freestanding sign, the applicant must apply for and
procure a Building Permit from the Building Department. The Building Permit
application must include the location of existing utilities near the sign’s location,
and ensure that they are not interfered with.
7. Prior to applying for the Building Permit, the Applicant shall consult with City Planning
and Trails Staff to determine the exact placement of the sign in an effort to ensure it will not
interfere with pedestrian and bicyclist safety.
8. The proposed external illumination of the sign must incorporate steady,
stationary, shielded fixtures directed solely onto the sign without causing glare.
The intensity of the lighting shall not exceed that necessary to illuminate and
make legible a sign from the adjacent public right-of-ways (Kearns and
Sidewinder).
9. The applicant must apply for and procure an electrical permit from the Building
Department prior to installing any lighting on the sign.
10. Excavated soils that result from installation of the sign (to install the footing and
foundation) shall remain on site or otherwise shall be regulated per requirements
of the Park City Soils Ordinance.
11. The impacted area must be re-landscaped appropriately following installation of
the sign.
2.

Land Management Code Amendments regarding Storefront Property Façade
maximum widths for the Storefront Enhancement Program in Chapter 15-2.5-3
Lot and Site Requirements in the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC),
Chapter 15-2.6-3 Lot and Site Requirements in the Historic Commercial
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Business (HCB) Chapter, and associated definitions in Chapter 15-15 Defined
Terms. (Application PL-16-03415)
Planner Hannah Tyler presented the storefront enhancement program LMC amendments.
She provided a brief background on what led to the proposed amendments. Planner Tyler
stated that the Planning and Economic Development Departments were tasked with
address vibrancy and retail mix on Main Street. The Staff was bringing forward LMC
amendments as part of the larger Storefront Enhancement Program, with the goal of
addressing vibrancy, historic preservation and planning for the future economy of Main
Street.
Planner Tyler reported that the Storefront Enhancement Program, including a draft of the
LMC amendments, were taken to the City Council in December. At that time the Council
directed the Staff to bring it to the City Council. This was Phase I of the LMC and the Staff
would be coming back with additional amendments at a later date.
Planner Tyler stated that the Storefront Enhancement Program as a whole is a five-prong
approach consisting of tools the City already has to address the vibrancy on Main. The
program overall aligned with the guiding documents, including the General Plan, Design
Guidelines and the Land Management Code. Particularly for the LMC, they were clinging
to the vertical zoning ordinance and this was a subsection to that ordinance. The goal is to
encourage shared economy, incubator spaces and pop-ups. She named some of the
successful Main Street merchants that already meet those goals. The intent of this
Program is to encourage companies to come in that might want a larger storefront.
Planner Tyler commented on the traditional rhythm and scale. She presented a drawing
from the 1980s Design Guidelines, and she thought it did a great job of showing the
storefront traditional rhythm and scale. It is 25’ to 50’ wide storefronts, and they climb with
the street. It is not overpowering and it creates a positive pedestrian experience walking up
and down the street. Planner Tyler stated that the Staff sees an opportunity to encourage
that, and instead of reacting in the future, they would like to get ahead of this and prevent
anything wider than 50’ from going in.
Planner Tyler stated that they were proposing this LMC Amendment in the Historic
Recreation Commercial (HRC), and the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) Zoning
Districts. That would include upper and lower Main Street, as well as Heber Avenue. The
specific Land Management Code Amendment would be in the lot and site requirements for
the HCB and HRC, and it would limit the maximum width of a storefront to 50’ as it abuts
Main Street and Heber Avenue only. Planner Tyler clarified that it would not regulate
Swede Alley or the western boundary of the HRC.
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Commissioner Joyce asked Planner Tyler why they chose to ignore Swede Alley. Planner
Tyler reviewed an exhibit included in the Staff report. The diagram on the left showed the
traditional 25’ x 75’ lot, which historically was what the storefronts encompass. However,
some do exceed that in the 35’ to 50’ range. With businesses coming in, there is a
concern about seeing interest for creating very large storefronts. Larger storefronts would
eliminate the pedestrian experience and would result in unused entrances. Planner Tyler
made clear that they were not limiting the width of a building. They were limiting the width
of the individual storefront in a building. She noted that the definition of a storefront
property facade was defined by the vertical zoning ordinance. This amendment would add
additional regulation to help create the vibrancy on Main.
Planner Tyler stated that the current inventory, which was a preliminary linear feet
calculation that was done on Main Street, found that only five non-historic buildings are
wider than 50’. That showed that the current design guidelines were working, but the intent
is to avoid having to react in the future if they suddenly start getting 200’ long facades that
deactivate the street. Planner Tyler referred to the image on the right of the exhibit, which
showed 75’ on Swede. She stated that if they allow facades to exceed 50’ on Swede and
the western boundary, they could potentially create incubator spaces on Main Street. That
allows businesses to come in and become a little larger, but at the same time facilitate the
opportunity for a smaller business to occupy a smaller space in the building.
Commissioner Joyce felt like they had jumped to the five pieces for the Storefront
Enhancement Program without getting into what they were trying to accomplish other than
to discourage 200’ facades along Main Street. He wanted to know why they would not
manage Swede Alley down to the same 50’.
Director Erickson replied that the answer on Swede Alley has several parts. One is that the
General Plan, the Downtown Action Plan, and the Old Town Improvement study are setting
up Swede Alley to be more like a Seattle Pike Street Alley. Swede Alley is also designed
for service and delivery to Main Street. It is also a main pedestrian corridor from the
Transit Center to Main Street. In order to accomplish those goals, different planning needs
to be done on the Swede Alley side; and the Swede Alley side is not consistently rythmatic
at the 50’ interval. Director Erickson stated that the 50’ interval rule has been in place
since the Marriott was designed, and they were only bringing it forward with this new
provision addressing smaller spaces as shown in the right-hand diagram.
Director Erickson remarked that the City put together a five-part program to promote
vibrancy, and then looked at the tool box and a future tool box to see what could be done
to maintain the current good things about Main Street without over-regulating. He stated
that the current regulations with this modification were successful. They have full
storefronts with high rents and active pedestrianization, which means the Code is working.
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The intent is to better prepare for the future economy and the potential threat for larger
stores, but include the smaller shops that provide local vibrancy on Main Street. Director
Erickson remarked that Swede Alley is a different problem and the Staff would come back
with ways to address it.
Commissioner Joyce stated that neither Director Erickson nor Planner Tyler had answered
his question of why they would not limit Swede Alley to 50’. If they were trying to
discourage big storefronts on Main Street, he could not understand why they would allow it
on the backside. Director Erickson replied that the Staff could take his recommendation to
the City Council and ask them to reconsider Swede Alley. He suggested that
Commissioner Joyce focus his recommendation on the west side of Swede, and allow for
greenspace and other things on the east side where the main sidewalk will be located.
Director Erickson was willing to take that discussion to the City Council.
Commissioner Joyce pointed out that every example given for where people have
combined stores did not require 75’ or any special type of building. He reiterated his
concern as to why they would not want to do the same 50’ limit on the back side of the
building.
Commissioner Band wanted to know how many storefronts were on Swede Alley. Planner
Tyler did not have the calculations for Swede Alley. Commissioner Band believed that
most of Swede Alley was back of house space. Chair Strachan estimated approximately
four storefronts on Swede. Director Erickson stated that he and Planner Tyler had applied
the regulation to the Swede Alley model, and it generally works on the west side. He was
unsure whether there would be unintended consequences, and suggested that if there was
concurrence among the Planning Commission, they could recommend that the City Council
relook at Swede Alley.
Commissioner Thimm stated that if the incubator space actually becomes back of house
space because it has no frontage or openness, they would end up with dark space on that
side, unless there is a regulation that forces glass on that side. Commissioner Thimm
thought this plan would detract from the character that wants to be created along Swede
Alley with glass lines and light spilling out in the evening. Director Erickson stated that it
would be addressed in the Historic District Design Review where they require windows and
doors to be consistent with the fabric. He pointed out that the new buildings on Swede
already have those elements. He agreed that if they apply this on Swede, they need to
make sure that the architectural guidelines work to open up those spaces.
Planner Tyler stated that she would present their comments about applying the 50’
storefront regulation to the City Council. She would also prepare a new diagram for the
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Council to discuss. Planner Tyler thought it was a good idea to bring up the conversation
and give the City Council the opportunity to think about it.
Chair Strachan noted that it was ultimately the decision of the City Council and they were
asking for feedback from the Planning Commission. He was comfortable sending it back to
the City Council for further consideration. Commissioner Joyce clarified that his intent was
to be consistent. They have talked over the years about making Swede Alley more than
just a place for delivery trucks. He realized that it would never be the same as historic
Main Street, but it has already begun to transition. Director Erickson stated that the Staff
is seeing the transition as more and more local people walk up and down Swede Alley
because the Main Street sidewalks are activated. They had intended to be more organic
and just let things happen on Swede, but they would take their direction forward.
Commissioner Joyce favored the idea of the incubator, but he did not think they needed to
allow 75’ storefronts on Swede Alley to encourage it. He thought they should look at any
LMC provisions that would hinder putting in multiple businesses, because it is a great idea
and they should do whatever they can to promote it.
Commissioner Joyce stated that in addition to the five-point plan, they have also talked
about the issues with formulas stores. He watches other areas with regulations and
they seem to have coalesced on definitions and how to identify formulas stores. He
asked if that was something that could be done in Utah. Director Erickson answered
yes. He explained that their approach is to take the formula out of the formula by
maintaining the street. Director Erickson stated that it is more defensible than some of
the others, and they were instructed by the City Council to review places such as
Carmel by the Sea, which has an outright prohibition. They also reviewed what Aspen
was proposing, but Aspen was also looking at Park City.
Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that legally the formula of prohibition is still a
gray area, but generally you cannot discriminate against businesses that are out of
state. It is more defensible if the regulation addressed size, preserving the historic feel,
etc. As the City navigates through this, one of the most important elements for Main
Street is to maintain the historic feel and the historic fronts that may be inter-dispersed
with new stores. That is the low hanging fruit that addresses a real need; however, the
City Council is also looking at other more aggressive ways to maintain the look and feel
of the Historic District.
Commissioner Joyce gave examples where the historic facades may have been
protected, but the historic experience is lost.

Packet Pg. 13

Planning Commission Meeting
February 22, 2017
Page 12
Director Erickson remarked that the discussion is for the City Council in terms of risk,
economic development, and a mechanism for business licenses that have to be worked
through. If they have to bring back a “dark building” code, this would fit in as well as
part of the economic development model. Planner Tyler clarified that the Staff had
drafted a definition for a convention chain business that was presented to the City
Council on December 8th. They were not using the word formula. Assistant City
Attorney McLean stated that it was a difficult subject. It is easy to look at other places
but each state has its own rules. Ms. McLean remarked that what is being proposed is
legally sound because it is based on the look and feel of the street, which ties into the
historic.
Planner Tyler remarked that if ten businesses want to come to Main Street with a chain,
and three say no because they cannot have a larger storefront, that would be a victory
for Main Street. The ones who could follow the requirement would be trying to
contribute to the streetscape rather than taking it over.
Planner Tyler stated that this was Phase 1 of the LMC Amendments, and the Staff will
be going back to the City Council with other options. The Council will decide whether or
not to take the risk, and the Staff will come back to the Planning Commission with
whatever they decided. She noted that the City Council had a healthy discussion on
what to do with chains, and the Staff will take it back for further discussion.
Commissioner Thimm stated that as he was reading through the amendment, he found
nothing that limited the width of the premise. It limits the storefront but a creative
designer could work with changing storefronts. He noted that the language talks about
window or entrance; and in theory they could have a series of different colored
storefronts without separate entrances. Commissioner Thimm asked if consideration
had been given to requiring an entrance within each 50’ wide storefront piece. He also
suggested making it an operational entrance during business hours.
Director Erickson thought Commissioner Thimm had made an excellent point. The
Staff would work that language into the Code. Commissioner Phillips concurred.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
Mike Sweeney thought this discussion was healthy for the street, and for Swede Alley in
particular. His personal experience at the end of lower Main Street with a 2800 square
foot space was that trying to rent a space that large was much more difficult that
actually breaking up that space. They have four doors within a 25’ section of the 75’
overall space underground tucked in under the Town Lift deck. Mr. Sweeney stated
that a 1200 to 1400 square foot space was a good size that allowed people to do what
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they wanted to do within the space, as opposed to a big store coming in and trying to
take over. He thought North Face was another example of a chain store coming into
town, but they actually fit within their building. Mr. Sweeney noted that North Fact
changed their business model specifically to have that particular store front. As a
person who spends a lot of time on Main Street, he believed they were heading in the
right direction. Mr. Sweeney remarked that there are a number of different philosophies
within the HPCA about what constitutes a chain store. Mr. Sweeney stated that Swede
Alley is basically the back of house for Main Street because most of those business
have Main Street Frontage. He believed this discussion was very good for the
community in terms of thing of how to make Main Street better. One way is to keep the
small eclectic type businesses on the street as much as possible.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Joyce referred to the town of Jackson and commented on how 20 years
ago there was an interesting mix of stores around the square, and almost everything
was locally owned. Ten years later there was the Gap, Baby Gap and other chains. He
noted that there are very few places around that square today that cannot be found in
any city in the United States. Director Erickson replied that it was one of the reasons
why they were looking at Jackson.
Director Erickson stated that the motion would be to forward a POSITIVE
recommendation for the Land Management Code amendments regarding storefront
property façade maximum widths in conjunction with the Storefront Enhancement
Program, is accordance with the Staff report with the following additional
recommendations: 1) That every storefront would have a door; 2) the Planning
Commission recommends that this program be considered for the west side of Swede
Alley.
MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council as stated by Planning Director Bruce Erickson. Commissioner Thimm
seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
3.

Land Management Code (LMC) amendments - Administrative and
substantive amendments to the Park City Development Code, specifically
amending Land Management Code Chapter 15-6 Master Planned
Developments – removing requirements for Pre-Application Public Meeting
and Determination of Compliance. (Application PL-16-03293)
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Planner Francisco Astorga reviewed the LMC Amendment to Chapter 15-6-4, Process,
specifically for pre-applications. The Staff was proposing to change the Code so a preapplication conference is no longer required before the applicant could come before the
Planning Commission for an MPD. The applicant would still be required to meet with the
Staff. Planner Astorga clarified that the amendment would provide an option for the
applicant to come before the Planning Commission for a pre-application, but it would not
be a requirement.
Planner Astorga remarked that the second part of the amendment relates to the issues
encountered with recent pre-applications for MPDs in terms of finding compliance with the
General Plan on such a preliminary and conceptual basis. The Staff recommended
removing that standard from pre-applications.
Planner Astorga anticipated coming back to the Planning Commission in April to revisit the
entire MPD Chapter.
Planner Astorga stated that the redlined changes were on pages 116 and 117 of the Staff
report. He noted that a paragraph was revised to address some of the current, older
MPDs that followed a different procedure, and still keeps the language.
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission review the request to amend the
LMC, open a public hearing, and forward a positive recommendation to the City Council.
Commissioner Joyce understood the motivation regarding compliance with the General
Plan. However, he thought the pre-MPD was an important step because it allowed the
applicant to show what they planned to do and for the Planning Commission to provide
feedback. Commissioner Joyce was not comfortable having an applicant invest a
considerable amount of time and energy on a plan that may get unraveled when they come
to the Planning Commission. He asked for the motivation behind making a pre-MPD
optional.
Director Erickson replied that it was based on three strategies moving forward. Often times
the applicants rely on positive comments from the Planning Commission at the preapplication stage; and when the Staff gives direction, the applicant says that the Planning
Commission told them what to do. They need to find a mechanism to avoid that from
happening when the project is reviewed at the preliminary level. Director Erickson stated
that the second rationale for the change is that the pre-application needs to be focused on
the externalities of the site. Some of the pre-MPDs do not talk about off-site utilities, offsite impacts on traffic, or other external elements. The policy and logic was to start with the
externalities and then move more and more into the depth of the project, and eventually
the basis of the architecture, which is the power and strength of an MPD. Director Erickson

Packet Pg. 16

Planning Commission Meeting
February 22, 2017
Page 15
stated that the third item related to a previous comment by Craig Elliott that if the pre-MPD
is taken away, the applicant would have to spend a lot of money before knowing whether
they have an acceptable project. Planner Astorga was re-writing all 44 of the Planning
Commission applications, including the MPD application. The Staff was currently
discussing with the Legal Department how they could waive or defer certain requirements
in order to stay within the logic policy. Director Erickson remarked that all of the
applications have a number of pieces to submit, and they were trying to decide when they
should see those. Director Erickson pointed out that at any time the applicant could
request to waive a portion of the application, and as the Planning Director, he would have
the authority to agree to waive it. If there was a controversy, it would be appealed to the
Planning Commission.
Commissioner Joyce wanted to know how this would normally flow with an MPD since the
pre-MPD is optional. Director Erickson stated that the Planning Staff does not give
direction because they are not the approval body. The authority to give direction comes
from the Planning Commission. What the Staff says carries little weight unless they are
convinced that the Planning Commission will agree with it.
Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that currently a pre-MPD is mandatory.
However, if it is optional, the applicant could request to come in for a work session.
Taking away the formality and requirement makes the review and feedback less formal
and more conceptual.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
Mike Sweeney stated that they hear comments with regards to Bonanza Park and Mark
Fischer’s question about why he was spending so much money when it was a preapplication review and it was not moving forward. Mr. Sweeney believed that Planner
Astorga understood the frustration and thought there was a better way to make it work. He
thought Planner Astorga got it right under the purpose and amendments that the intent was
to clarity and efficiency to the MPD pre-application process. He gave many kudos to
Planner Astorga because many people will be happy to have this process be less of a
barrier and more of an opportunity for discussion.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City
Council for the LMC Amendments for the MPD program based on the attached draft
ordinance. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
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The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Application #:
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

PL-15-02999
Intermountain Healthcare (IHC) Master Planned Development
(MPD) Development Agreement
Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP- Senior Planner
March 8, 2017
Ratification of Development Agreement

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission continue this item to March 22, 2017 to
allow the applicant additional time to review the Development Agreement. A public
hearing is not required for this action.
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning District:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

IHC Hospital, Inc. represented by Morgan D. Busch
900 Round Valley Drive
Community Transition (CT) Zoning District
Park City Recreation Complex, USSA training facility, US
Highway 40, and open space.
The Land Management Code requires Planning Commission
ratification of Development Agreements for Master Planned
Developments to memorialize conditions of approval as
outlined in the Land Management Code.

Summary of Proposal
This is a request for ratification of a Development Agreement for the Intermountain
Healthcare Master Planned Development and approved amendments. The original
MPD was approved by the Planning Commission on May 23, 2007 and amendments
were approved on October 8, 2014 and January 13, 2016. The Development
Agreement includes items of the original MPD as well as the First and Second
Amendments. The applicant requests a continuation to March 22, 2017.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Project #:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

Treasure
PL-08-00370
Francisco Astorga, AICP, Senior Planner
08 March 2017
Administrative – Conditional Use Permit
Introduction to CUP Criteria 4, 5, 6, 13, & 14

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the Treasure Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) CUP criteria as introduced:






(4) emergency vehicle Access;
(5) location and Amount of off-Street parking;
(6) internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system;
(13) control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and
Screening of trash pickup Areas;
(14) expected Ownership and management of the project as primary residences,
Condominiums, time interval Ownership, Nightly Rental, or commercial
tenancies, how the form of Ownership affects taxing entities;

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and continue
the Conditional Use Permit to the April 12, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.
Description
Property Owner:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Use:
Topic of Discussion:
Reason for Review:

Sweeney Land Company and Park City II, LLC represented
by Patrick Sweeney
Creole-Gulch and Mid-station Sites
Sweeney Properties Master Plan (SPMP)
Estate (E) District – Master Planned Development
Ski resort area and residential
Introduction to CUP Criteria 4, 5, 6, 13 and 14
Conditional Use Permits are required for development per
the SPMP. Conditional Use Permits are reviewed by the
Park City Planning Commission.

Background
The Planning Commission reviewed this application during the January 11, 2017
Planning Commission meeting, which the Planning Department presented the
traffic/transportation/parking related documents prepared by the applicant and the City.
The Planning Commission provided questions/comments regarding the proposed
project, conducted a public hearing and continued it to this meeting. The applicant
indicated that their traffic counts dated President’s Day Weekend 2005 were scheduled
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to be updated with traffic counts to take place during President’s Day Weekend 2017.
The City’s Transportation Team indicated that they met with the Applicant’s traffic
engineer and shared concerns with traffic/transportation components that the City
needs to have in order to make an updated adequate recommendation. The Applicant
indicated in early February that the updated traffic counts will be conducted in midFebruary and they anticipate having the update available for presentation in April 2017.
With those timing constraints, the Applicant requested not to proceed during the
scheduled February 8, 2017 Planning Commission meeting. The City held a public
hearing during the February 8, 2017 Planning Commission meeting and continued the
item to the March 8, 2017 meeting.
Purpose/Introduction
As indicated on the LMC 50th Edition (2004 LMC), § 15-1-10(D) Standard for Review,
the City shall not issue a Conditional Use permit unless the Planning Commission
concludes that:
(1) the Application complies with all requirements of this LMC;
(2) the Use will be Compatible with surrounding Structures in Use, scale, mass
and circulation;
(3) the Use is consistent with the Park City General Plan, as amended; and
(4) the effects of any differences in Use or scale have been mitigated through
careful planning
The Community Development Department and the Planning Commission must review
all of the CUP criteria when considering whether or not the proposed conditional use
mitigates impacts. The focus of this staff report is to provide an introduction to the
Planning Commission relevant to the following CUP criteria:
(4) emergency vehicle Access;
(5) location and Amount of off-Street parking;
(6) internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system;
(13) control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and
Screening of trash pickup Areas;
(14) expected Ownership and management of the project as primary residences,
Condominiums, time interval Ownership, Nightly Rental, or commercial
tenancies, how the form of Ownership affects taxing entities.
In the Applicant’s request to introduce CUP criteria 4, 6, 13, and 14, they included a
brief description of the exhibits associated with each listed criteria as shown in italic
below:


Criteria #4 – Emergency Vehicle Access
o Treasure Fire Protection Plan dated January 9, 2004 – Establishes
requirements for internal vehicular access.
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o Sheet V-8 – Internal Emergency Vehicle Access Plan – dated June 12,
2008 – Shows fire truck and ambulance routes and vertical (elevator)
access points.
Criteria #6 – Internal Pedestrian and Vehicular Access
o Sheet V-6 – Exterior Circulation Plan – dated June 12, 2008 – Shows
pedestrian, vehicle, lift, and skier circulation within and adjacent to project
site.
Criteria #13 – Control of Delivery and Service Vehicle Loading and Unloading
Zones, Screening of Trash, etc.
o Sheet V-9 – Internal Service Circulation - dated June 12, 2008 – Shows
service facilities, internal vehicular access, and vertical circulation and
parking.
Criteria #14 – Expected Ownership and Management
o No exhibits are anticipated to be presented at this time.

The Applicant notes that with the exception of CUP criteria #14, these above were
selected for review (introduction) because they look at internal emergency vehicle
circulation, internal vehicle and pedestrian circulation, parking access, as well as
service and delivery circulation. Applicant feels that they have a direct bearing on the
ongoing traffic and parking dialogue. They feel the review (introduction) of these criteria
is timely in advance of the Traffic Addendum presentation scheduled for April 12, 2017.
An exhibit was submitted to Staff on March 3, 2017 regarding criteria #14. See Exhibit
E – Applicant’s Ownership and Management Write-Up. Staff did not have an
opportunity to review the submitted exhibit; however, comments will be made for every
item associated with the required mitigation in the future.
Off-Street Parking Criteria #5 Introduction
The Sweeney Properties Master Plan (SPMP) revised staff report dated December 18,
1985, with the corresponding plans and exhibits constitute the complete Large Scale
Master Planned Development permit. This document, Link B - Approved Sweeney
Properties Master Plan (Narrative), references parking seven (7) times that applies to
this site:
II. STAFF’S RECOMMENDATIONS and FINDINGS
[…]
5.
The required parking can readily be provided on-site and in
enclosed structures.
[…]
III. DEVELOPMENT PARAMETERS and CONDITIONS
[…]
3.
The approved densities are those attached as an Exhibit, and shall
be limited to the maximums identified thereon. Parking shall be
provided on-site in enclosed structures and reviewed in accordance
with either the table on the approved Restrictions and
Requirements Exhibit or the adopted ordinances at the time of
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project approval. All support commercial uses shall be oriented and
provide convenient service to those residing within the project and
not designed to serve off-site or attract customers from other areas.
[…]
9.

To minimize additional construction traffic impacts, on-site material
stockpiling/staging and parking shall be provided during the course
of construction. Similarly, cut and fill shall be balanced and
distributed on-site whenever practicable, with any waste material to
be hauled over City specified routes. Also at the time of conditional
use review/approval, individual projects or phases shall provide
detailed landscaping, vegetation protection, and construction
staging plans.

[…]
V. NARRATIVE
The Sweeney Properties Master Plan involves a number of individual
development parcels. Combined, a total of 277 unit equivalents are proposed;
including, 258 residential and 19 unit equivalents worth of support commercial
space. Based upon the zoning in effect at this time, in excess of 450 units could
be requested. While this may be somewhat misleading due to certain physical
and technical constraints (i.e: access, slope, utilities), it does reveal that a
significant reduction in total density proposed has been incorporated into the
project. Each area proposed for development has been evaluated on its own
merits. During the course of review, numerous concepts were considered with
densities shifted around.
The various parcels of land included within the Sweeney Properties
Master Plan are scattered about the Historic District and are detailed on the
attached Exhibit. For additional clarity a brief narrative description of each
development area follows:
[…]
Hillside Properties
By far the largest area included within the proposed Master Plan, the
Hillside Properties involve over 123 acres currently zoned HR-1 (approximately
15 acres) and Estate (108 acres). The development concept proposed would
cluster the bulk of the density derived into two locations; the Town Lift MidStation site and the Creole Gulch area. A total of 197 residential and an
additional 19 commercial unit equivalents are proposed between the two
developments with over 90% of the hillside (locally referred to as Treasure
Mountain) preserved as open space. As part of the Master Plan, the land not
included within the development area boundary will be rezoned to Recreation
Open Space (ROS).
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The Town Lift Mid-Station site contains roughly 3.75 acres and is located
west of Woodside Avenue at approximately 6th Street. The majority of the
developable area is situated southeast of the mid-station loading area. A total of
35.5 residential unit equivalents are proposed with 3.5 equivalents worth of
support commercial space as well. The concept plan shows a number of low ·
profile buildings located on the downhill side of the access road containing 9 unit
equivalents. Two larger buildings are shown above the road with 9.5 and 17 units
envisioned. The average building height for the Town Lift site is less than 25' with
over 85% of the building volume fitting within a 35' height envelope. Parking will
be provided within enclosed structures, accessed via a private road originating
from the Empire-Lowell switchback. The closest neighboring residence is
currently located in excess of 200 feet away.
The Creole Gulch site is comprised of 7. 75 acres and situated basically
south of the Empire-Lowell switchback at approximately 8th Street. The majority
of the property is currently zoned Estate (E). A total of 161.5 residential unit
equivalents are proposed. In addition, 15.5 unit equivalents of support
commercial space is included as part of the Master Plan. Average building
heights are proposed to be less than 45' with a maximum of 95' for the highest
point. As conceptually proposed, in excess of 80% of the building volume is
within a 75' height envelope measured from existing grade. It is expected that the
Creole Gulch site will be subdivided into specific development parcels at some
future date. Parking is accessed directly from the Empire-Lowell switchback and
will be provided within multi-level enclosed structures. Depending upon the
character of development and unit configuration/mix proposed at conditional use
approval, the actual numbers of parking spaces necessary could vary
substantially. Buildings have been set back from the adjacent road approximately
100' and a comparable distance to the nearest adjoining residence.
[…]
VI. MAJOR ISSUES
[…]
Circulation - Circulation within the primary development sites will be on
foot. Private roadways/drives access the project parking areas with
vehicular circulation provided between projects and for service/delivery,
construction, and emergency purposes. Pedestrian circulation within the
projects will be provided via walkways and plazas with off-site
improvements made to facilitate area-wide access. Several nearby
stairways will be (re)constructed in accordance with the approved phasing
and project plans.
Parking Proposal-Amount
The applicant proposes a total of 424 parking spaces for both sites. 53 parking spaces
are to be located within the Mid-Station site and 371 parking spaces are located within
the Creole-Gulch site which includes 135 parking spaces within two (2) levels at Creole
(Bldgs. 3BC/4A and 5A-5D), 6 parking spaces below Bldg. 2, 169 parking spaces within
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4 levels below Bldg. 4B, and 70 parking spaces within one (1) below Bldg. 5AD. The
square footage of the parking garage is 262,124 square feet consisting of 222,196 sf. of
parking area, 33,175 sf. of accessory space, and 6,753 sf. of circulation and common
space.
The following table, from Sheet P.16 Area, Unit Equivalent & Parking Calculations,
below summarizes the applicant’s proposed parking:

Applicant utilized Table 2: Modified Parking, below on MPD Sheet 22 Town Lift Midstation & Creole Height Zones Development Requirements and Restrictions below,
referenced on development parameter and condition no. 3.
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Staff has reviewed Sheet P.16 Area, Unit Equivalent & Parking Calculations and
provides the following table to show the required number of parking spaces based on
Table 2: Modified Parking:

# of
Parking
Spaces
(parking
ratio)
# of
units
# of
parking
spaces
based
on the
size of
the unit

Hotel
Room/
Suite
not to
Exceed
650 s. f.

Apt. not
to
Exceed
1,000
s. f.

Apt. not
to
Exceed
1,500
s. f.

Apt. not
to
Exceed
2,000
s. f.

Apt. in
Excess
of 2,000
s. f.

Totals

.66

1

1.5

2

2

N/A

76

305
total number of
units, including
hotel rooms

152.0

367 (366.267) total
number of required
parking spaces per
the Master Plan

161

106.26

4

4.0

48

72.0

16

32.0

The applicant applied Table 2: Modified Parking correctly based on their number of units
as they indicated a total of 366 required parking spaces (applicant rounded down, while
the LMC 50th Edition 15-3-6(C) indicates that it should be rounded up to the next whole
number as the table does not indicate rounding).
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The applicant then added 33 parking spaces to accommodate for the 6,669 square feet
of employee housing proposed on-site. Because Table 2: Modified Parking did not
provide an employee housing parking ratio, the applicant utilized the LMC 50th Edition
(2004 LMC) § 15-3-6(A): Dormitory, residential parking ratio which is 1 parking space
per 200 sf. floor area devoted to accommodations. Again, applicant rounded down
instead of rounding up to the next whole number which is 34 employee parking spaces.
The applicant adds 25 parking spaces for allocated staff and service spaces at a rate of
approximately 1 space per 12 units (according to the applicant). The proposed grand
total is 424 parking spaces (366+33+25=424), as narrated above).
During the April 22, 2009 Planning Commission meeting, several Commissioners stated
that they would not support any parking in excess of the MPD requirement. A Parking
Generation Study was submitted to the City in 2009 identified as the Fifth Addendum to
the Treasure Hill Traffic Impact Analysis, July 2004. This parking study is currently
being updated in conjunction with the other traffic and transportation studies. The
parking generation study shows two (2) tables: Table 1 – Raw Parking Generation and
Table 2 – Reduced Parking Generation. This same Table 2 was also included in Gary
Horton’s (Treasure Traffic Engineer) Planning Commission presentation dated January
11, 2017. The parking study recommends that approximately 435 parking spaces be
provided to service expected parking demand at the project.
During the July 22, 2009 Planning Commission meeting the Commission concurred that
the applicant needs to show an effort for reducing the parking below 366 parking
spaces. The 2004 LMC 50th Edition § 15-3-7 (A) states the following:
In Master Planned Developments and in review of Conditional Use Permits, the
initial parking requirement is determined by referring to the requirements for the
use and the underlying zone. The Planning Commission may reduce this initial
parking requirement to prevent excessive parking and paving. The applicant
must prove by a Parking Study that the proposed parking is adequate. The
Parking Study must analyze whether:
(1)
parking uses will overlap,
(2)
commercial spaces within the project will serve those residing within the
project rather than the general public,
(3)
or other factors that support the conclusion that the project will generate
less parking than this Code would otherwise require.
2009 Parking Meetings
The following list below simply represents the last off-street parking related Planning
Commission meetings and minutes that took place in 2009, which are the same
meetings that were shown to the Planning Commission on January 11, 2017 in the
Transportation/Traffic introduction Staff Report:
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2009.02.11 Planning Commission Staff Report



2009.02.11 Planning Commission Work Session meeting minutes



2009.02.11 Planning Commission Regular meeting minutes



2009.04.22 Planning Commission Staff Report



2009.04.22 Planning Commission Regular meeting minutes



2009.07.22 Planning Commission Staff Report



2009.07.22 Planning Commission Work Session meeting minutes



2009.07.22 Planning Commission Regular meeting minutes

Sweeney Properties Master Plan Findings and Parameter/Conditions
Any proposal must comply with the SPMP findings which include all of the following:
1. The proposed clustered development concept and associated projects are
consistent with both the Park City Comprehensive Master Plan and the
underlying zoning.
2. The uses proposed and general design of the project is or will be compatible with
the character of development in the surrounding area.
3. The open space preserved and conceptual site planning attributes resulting from
the cluster approach to the development of the hillside is sufficient justification for
the requested height variation necessary, and that the review criteria outlined in
Section 10.9 (e) have been duly considered.
4. The commercial uses proposed will be oriented and provide convenient service
to those residing within the project.
5. The required parking can readily be provided on-site and in enclosed structures.
6. The proposed phasing plan and conditions outlined will result in the logical and
economic development of the project including the extension of requisite utility
services.
7. The proposed setbacks will provide adequate separation and buffering.
8. The anticipated nightly /rental and/or transient use is appropriate and compatible
with the surrounding area.
9. The provision of easements and rights-of-way for existing utility lines and streets
is a benefit that would only be obtained without cost to the residents of Park City
through such a master planning effort.
10. The site planning standards as set forth in Section 10.9(g) of the Land
Management Code have either been satisfied at this stage of review or practical
solutions can be reasonably achieved at the time of conditional use
review/approval.
Finding no. 4, underlined above, was also reiterated under the parking development
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parameter/condition no. 3, which states the following:
3.
The approved densities are those attached as an Exhibit, and shall be
limited to the maximums identified thereon. Parking shall be provided on-site in
enclosed structures and reviewed in accordance with either the table on the
approved Restrictions and Requirements Exhibit or the adopted ordinances at
the time of project approval. All support commercial uses shall be oriented and
provide convenient service to those residing within the project and not designed
to serve off-site or attract customers from other areas.
The reoccurring statement is that the commercial uses proposed will be oriented and
provide convenient service to those residing within the project, which in found in the
2004 LMC definition of support commercial:
15-15-1.48. Commercial Use. Retail Business, service establishments,
professional offices, and other enterprises that include commerce and/or trade
and the buying and selling of goods and services.
(A) Commercial Use, Support. A Commercial Use oriented toward the
internal circulation of a Development, for the purpose of serving the needs
of the residents or users of that Development, and not Persons drawn
from Off-Site.
(B) Commercial Use, Resort Support. A Commercial Use that is clearly
incidental to, and customarily found in connection with, the principal resort
Use, and which is operated and maintained for the benefit or convenience
of the Owner, occupants, employees, customers of, or visitors to, the
principal Use.
This statement is consistent with Table 2: Modified Parking, on MPD Sheet 22, as it
does not provide a parking standard for any support commercial space. Staff finds than
when reviewing the Conditional Use Permit for compliance with the SPMP all of the
findings and development parameters/conditions need to reviewed, specifically relating
to CUP criteria no. 5, off-street parking, as Staff would like to further understand how
the proposed on-site parking is going to be managed to comply with finding no. 4 and
development parameter/condition no. 3.
The set of plans updated in 2008 contain Sheet V-7 Parking and Emergency Vehicular
Access. Sheet V-7 indicates a total of 427 parking spaces being proposed and
separates the parking spaces into four (4) areas: Hotel – 152 spaces, Club – 109
spaces, residential -110 spaces, and staff/visitor – 56 spaces. This sheet does not
further clarify management or compliance with not drawing people from outside the
development. Furthermore, this sheet assigns visitor parking. Staff would like to further
understand how parking is to be managed.
Discussion Requested: Staff request to further understand how the applicant
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plans on managing off-street (on-site) parking to assure compliance with Finding
no. 4 and Development Parameter/Condition no. 3 in that all support commercial
uses are oriented and provide convenient service to those residing within the
project and not designed to serve off-site or attract customers from other areas.
Does the Planning Commission agree with this statement?
Update
The Planning Department’s transportation team (City Engineer’s office, Transportation
Planning Department, Public Works Dept., etc.) is waiting on the supplemental
information regarding traffic and transportation, i.e., road capacity, volume, counts, etc.
The Planning Department will provide an official recommendation to the Planning
Commission once the studies are updated.
Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on
May 11, 2016 for the initial meeting held on June 8, 2106. Legal notice was published
in the Park Record according to requirements of the Land Management Code prior to
every meeting.
Public Input
Public input has been received by the time of this report. See the following website: Link
A - Public Comments with public input received as of April 2016. All public comments
are forwarded to the Planning Commission via the staff report link above and kept on
file at the Planning Office. Planning Staff will not typically respond directly to the public
comments, but may choose to address substantive review issues in subsequent staff
reports. There are four (4) methods for public input to the Planning Commission:





Attending the Planning Commission meetings and giving comments in the
public hearing portion of the meeting
Preparing comments in an e-mail to treasure.comments@parkcity.org
Visiting the Planning office and filling out a Treasure CUP project Comment
Card
Preparing a letter and mailing/delivering it to the Planning Office

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the Treasure Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) CUP criteria as introduced. Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission conduct a public hearing and continue the Conditional Use Permit to the
April 12, 2017 Planning Commission meeting
Exhibits (printed)
Exhibit A – Sheet V-6 – Exterior Circulation Plan
Exhibit B – Sheet V-7 Parking and Emergency Vehicular Access
Exhibit C – Sheet V-8 – Internal Emergency Vehicle Access Plan
Exhibit D – Sheet V-9 – Internal Service Circulation
Exhibit E – Applicant’s Ownership and Management Write-Up
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Hyperlinks
Link A - Public Comments
Link B - Approved Sweeney Properties Master Plan (Narrative)
Link C - Approved MPD Plans
Link D - Proposed Plans – Visualization Drawings1
Sheet BP-01 The Big Picture
Sheet V-1
Illustrative Plan
Sheet V-2
Illustrative Pool Plaza Plan
Sheet V-3
Upper Area 5 Pathways
Sheet V-4
Plaza and Street Entry Plan
Sheet V-5
Building 4b Cliffscape Area
Sheet V-6
Exterior Circulation Plan
Sheet V-7
Parking and Emergency Vehicular Access
Sheet V-8
Internal Emergency Access Plan
Sheet V-9
Internal Service Circulation
Sheet V-10 Site Amenities Plan
Sheet V-11 Usable Open Space with Development Parcels
Sheet V-12 Separation-Fencing, Screening & Landscaping
Sheet V-13 Noise Mitigation Diagrams
Sheet V-14 Signage & Lighting
Sheet V-15 Contextual Site Sections - Sheet 1
Sheet V-16 Contextual Site Sections - Sheet 2
Link E - Proposed Plans – Visualization Drawings2
Sheet V-17 Cliffscapes
Sheet V-18 Retaining Systems
Sheet V-19 Selected Views of 3D Model - 1
Sheet V-20 Selected Views of 3D Model – 2
Sheet V-21 Viewpoints Index
Sheet V-22 Camera Viewpoints 1 & 2
Sheet V-23 Camera Viewpoints 3 & 4
Sheet V-24 Camera Viewpoints 5 & 6
Sheet V-25 Camera Viewpoints 7 & 8
Sheet V-26 Camera Viewpoints 9 & 10
Sheet V-27 Camera Viewpoint 11
Sheet V-28 Illustrative Plan – Setback
Link F - Proposed Plans – Architectural/Engineering Drawings 1a
Sheet VM-1 Vicinity & Proposed Ski Run Map
Sheet EC.1 Existing Conditions
Sheet SP.1 Site & Circulation Plan Sheet
Sheet GP.1 Grading Plan
Sheet HL.1 Height Limits Plan
Sheet HL.2 Roof Heights Relative to Existing Grade
Sheet FD.1 Fire Department Access Plan
Link G - Proposed Plans – Architectural/Engineering Drawings 1b
Sheet P.1
Level 1 Use Plan
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Sheet P.2
Level 2 Use Plan
Sheet P.3
Level 3 Use Plan
Sheet P.4
Level 4 Use Plan
Sheet P.5
Level 5 Use Plan
Sheet P.6
Level 6 Use Plan
Sheet P.7
Level 7 Use Plan
Sheet P.8
Level 8 Use Plan
Sheet P.9
Level 9 Use Plan
Sheet P.10 Level 10 Use Plan
Sheet P.11 Level 11 Use Plan
Sheet P.12 Level 12 Use Plan
Sheet P.13 Level 13 Use Plan
Sheet P.14 Level 14 Use Plan
Sheet P.15 Level 15 Use Plan
Sheet P.16 Area, Unit Equivalent & Parking Calculations
Link H – Proposed Plans – Architectural/Engineering Drawings 2
Sheet E.1AC2.1
Buildings 1A, 1C& 2 Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.1B.1
Building 1B Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.3A.1
Building & Parking Garage Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.3BC.1
Building 3BC Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.3BC.2
Building 3BC Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.3BC.3
Building 3BC Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.4A.1
Building 4A Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.4A.2
Building 4A Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.4B.1
Building 4B Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.4B.2
Building 4B Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.4B.3
Building 4B Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.4B.4
Building 4B Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.5A.1
Building 5A Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.5B.1
Building 5B Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.5C.1
Building 5C Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.5C.2
Building 5C Exterior Elevations
Sheet E.5D.1
Building 5D Exterior Elevations
Sheet S.1
Cross Section
Sheet S.2
Cross Section
Sheet S.3
Cross Section
Sheet S.4
Cross Section
Sheet S.5
Cross Section
Sheet S.6
Cross Section
Sheet S.7
Cross Section
Sheet S.8
Cross Section
Sheet S.9
Cross Section
Sheet UP.1
Concept Utility Plan
Link I – Applicant’s Written & Pictorial Explanation
Link J – Fire Protection Plan (Appendix A-2)
Link K – Utility Capacity Letters (Appendix A-4)
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Link L – Soils Capacity Letters (Appendix A-5)
Link M – Mine Waste Mitigation Plan (Appendix (A-6)
Link N – Employee Housing Contribution (Appendix A-7)
Link O – Proposed Finish Materials (Appendix A-9)
Link P – Economic Impact Analysis (Appendix A-10)
Link Q – Signage & Lighting (appendix A-13)
Link R – LEED (Appendix A-14)
Link S – Worklist (Appendix A-15)
Link T – Excavation Management Plan (Appendix A-16)
Link U – Project Mitigators (Appendix A-18)
Link V – Outside The Box (Appendix A-20)
Additional Hyperlinks
2009.04.22 Jody Burnett MPD Vesting Letter
Staff Reports and Minutes 2016
Staff Reports and Minutes 2009-2010
Staff Reports and Minutes 2006
Staff Reports and Minutes 2005
Staff Reports and Minutes 2004
2004 LMC 50th Edition
1997 General Plan
1986.10.16 City Council Minutes
1985.12.18 Planning Commission Minutes
1986 Comprehensive Plan
1985 Minutes
1985 LMC 3rd Edition
1983 Park City Historic District Design Guidelines
Parking, Traffic Reports and Documents
MPD Amendments:
October 14, 1987 - Woodside (ski) Trail
December 30, 1992 - Town Lift Base
November 7, 1996 – Town Bridge
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Developed by

Exterior Circulation Plan
MPE, INC., PO Box 2429, Park City, UT 84060
eMail: info@treasureparkcity.com

Exhibit A – Sheet V-6 – Exterior Circulation Plan
REVISIONS:
12/9/2008

SHEET NUMBER

V-6
6/12/2008

Exhibit B – Sheet V-7 Parking and Emergency Vehicular Access
REVISIONS:
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Hotel - 152 Spaces

Developed by

MPE, INC., PO Box 2429, Park City, UT 84060
eMail: info@treasureparkcity.com

Legend

Parking and Emergency Vehicular Access

e

Club - 109 Spaces
Residential - 110 Spaces
Staff/Visitor - 56 Spaces
Emergency Vehicle Access Only

Low
ell A
venu
e

Total - 427 Spaces
SHEET NUMBER
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pire

Ave
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e

Note: The upper image depicts translucent building
massings with representative interior parking areas
and emergency vehicle access routes.

V-7
6/12/2008

Exhibit C – Sheet V-8 – Internal Emergency Vehicle Access Plan
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Developed by

Internal Emergency Access Plan

Low
ell A
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MPE, INC., PO Box 2429, Park City, UT 84060
eMail: info@treasureparkcity.com

REVISIONS:

Fire Truck Access Route
Ambulance Access Route
Elevator Access Point

Note that the Fire Truck Access Routes can be used
by ambulances, while the Ambulance Access Route
will not accommodate fire trucks.
(See sheet V-7 for parking information)
SHEET NUMBER

V-8
6/12/2008

Exhibit D – Sheet V-9 – Internal Service Circulation
REVISIONS:

Developed by

Internal er ice Circulation

MPE, INC., PO Box 2429, Park City, UT 84060
eMail: info@treasureparkcity.com

Note:
Image above depicts translucent building massings and representative interior
horizontal and vertical circulation

Legend
Service Facility

Service Hallway / Elevator

Vehicular Access Point

Note:
Image above depicts an exaggerated verticle seperation for each floor level shown without
building massing and represents only the service related horizontal and vertical circulation.

SHEET NUMBER

V6/12/2008

Exhibit E – Applicant’s Ownership and Management Write-Up

Ownership and Management
CUP Criteria 14

The proposed ownership structure of MPE, Inc.’s CUP application for Treasure Hill consists of a
combination of detached condominiums, townhouse condominiums, stacked flat condominiums,
and condo-hotel type units, in addition to the resort commercial and support uses. The
development parcels/property will be platted to be contained within a single lot of record and one
or more condominium or subdivision plats will be recorded. It is expected that individuals will
own the condominium units and the condo-hotel units will be operated primarily as a traditional
hotel (with various units in a rental pool).
MPE, Inc. anticipates the entire project will be subject to a Master Owner’s Association, with
individual associations formed for the various types of units and commercial areas. A majority of
the project will likely be operated by a resort management or hotel resort company, with
common management, check-in, housekeeping, and guest services.
This form of ownership and management is allowed under the 2003 Land Management Code and
is allowed was contemplated in Treasure Hill’s 1986 Master Plan Development Approval.
Kirsten Whetstone’s July 14, 2004 Staff Report and Katie Cattan’s April 22, 2009 Staff Report
both note that the proposed ownership and management are allowed in, approved by, and comply
with the applicable requirements.

4813-0855-6868 v1
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Project Number:
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

PL-17-03459
Eighth (8th) Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units – The
Belles at Empire Pass, Amending Units 13 + 14
Francisco Astorga, AICP- Senior Planner
8 March 2017
Legislative – Supplemental Plat (Condominium Plat
Amendment)

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Eighth
(8th) Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units for the Belles at Empire Pass
Condominium Plat amending Units 13 and 14 and consider forwarding a positive
recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Topic
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:

Reason for Review:

Wichita, LP represented by Alliance Engineering Inc.
40 + 46 Silver Strike Trail
Residential Development (RD) as part of the Village at
Empire Pass MPD
Single-family condominium units, multi-family condominium
units, development parcels of the Village at Empire Pass
MPD, ski trails and open space.
Condominium plat amendments require Planning
Commission review and recommendation with review and
Final Action by the City Council

Proposal
The purpose of this application is to plat as-built conditions of constructed Units 13 and
14 and to identify common, limited common and private areas for these Units, as
stipulated by the underlying Silver Strike Subdivision plat and the Amended,
Consolidated, and Restated Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire Pass
condominium plat. A condition of approval of this underlying condominium plat requires
that upon completion of the condominium units, a Supplemental Condominium Plat
identifying as-built conditions, shall be approved by the City Council and recorded at
Summit County as a condition precedent to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy.
Purpose
The purpose of the Residential Development RD District is found here.
Background
On February 1, 2017, the Planning Department received a complete application for this
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plat to memorialize as-built conditions for Units 13 and 14 of the Amended,
Consolidated, and Restated Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire Pass
condominium plat that was approved by City Council on March 24, 2011 and recorded
at Summit County on November 28, 2011. This supplemental plat is a requirement of
the underlying condominium plat.
On June 24, 1999, the City Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99
approving the annexation and development agreement for the 1,655 acre Flagstaff
Mountain area. Resolution 20-99 granted the equivalent of a “large-scale” master
planned development (MPD) and set forth the types and locations of land use;
maximum densities; timing of development; development approval process; as well as
development conditions and amenities for each parcel.
On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved an MPD for the Village at Empire
Pass, aka Pod A. The MPD identified an area of Pod A as the location for eighteen (18)
detached single-family homes, similar to the Paintbrush units currently under
construction in other parts of Empire Pass. The Development Agreement allowed a
total of 60 units (single detached or duplex) within the annexation area and the rest of
the units being multi-family (stacked-flat or tri-plex or greater attached). The Belles at
Empire Pass condominiums (formerly known as Christopher Homes) utilize 17 of the 60
allocated Planned Unit Development (PUD) style units for the Flagstaff Development
area.
On June 29, 2006, the City Council approved the Silver Strike Subdivision creating two
(2) lots of record within Pod A. Lot 1 is 4.37 acres in size while lot 2 contains 1.99 acres.
The plat was recorded on December 1, 2006. The subject units, Units 13 and 14 of the
Belles at Empire Pass are located on Lot 1 of the Silver Strike Subdivision and were
originally platted as part of the Christopher Homes condominium plat.
March 24, 2011, the City Council approved the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated
Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass amending, consolidating, and restating
the previously recorded Christopher Homes at Empire Pass condominium plats phases
I, II, III, and IV. Also on March 24, 2011, the City Council approved the First
Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 1, 2, and 12 of the Belles at Empire Pass
Condominiums. These plats were recorded November 28, 2011. A condition of
approval of the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Condominium plat of The Belles
at Empire Pass plat requires that upon completion of the condominium units, a
supplemental condominium plat identifying as built conditions, shall be approved by the
City Council and recorded at Summit County as a condition precedent to issuance of a
final certificate of occupancy.
All conditions of the underlying approvals, namely the Village at Empire Pass MPD;
Silver Strike Subdivision; and the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Belles at
Empire Pass condominium plat continue to apply and are reflected as conditions of
approval and plat notes on this proposed supplemental plat (Exhibit A).
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On June 28, 2012, the City Council approved the Second Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Unit 9. This plat was recorded on November 20, 2012. There are been five
(5) supplemental plats recorded since November 20, 2012 to memorialize construction
of all Belles Units constructed to date. After this plat, the only remaining unit is no. 3.
Analysis
This request for an Eighth (8th) Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at The Belles at
Empire Pass amending Units 13 and 14 and documents the final as-built conditions in
accordance with the Utah Condominium Act. The zoning is Residential Development
(RD-MPD); subject to the Village at Empire Pass MPD and underlying plats.
The Silver Strike Subdivision restricts each unit to a maximum house size of 5,000
square feet of Gross Floor Area as defined in the LMC, excluding 600 square feet for
garage area and any basement area that is below final grade.
The Flagstaff Development Agreement requires calculation of unit equivalents (UE) for
these units, in addition to maximum house size. The UE formula includes all interior
square footage “calculated from the inside surfaces of the interior boundary wall of each
completed unit, excluding all structural walls and components, as well as all shafts,
ducts, flues, pipes, conduits and the wall enclosing such equipment. Also excluded
from the UE square footage are garage space up to 600 square feet per unit and all
space designated as non-habitable.” Basement area is included in the UE calculations.
A total of 90,000 square feet (45 UE) were approved for the Belles at Empire Pass area
(formerly known as the Christopher Homes at Empire Pass Condominiums). Within the
Flagstaff Development Agreement one (1) residential unit equivalent equals two
thousand (2,000) square feet of Gross Floor Area, including the basement area. Units
13 and 14 meet the maximum house size requirement in both Gross Floor Area and
Unit Equivalent calculation as noted above.
Unit 13 contains 4,199.8 sf. of Gross Floor Area plus 495 sf. garage area and accounts
for 2.099 UEs based on the Total Floor area of 4,199.8 sf. (does not include garage
area). Unit 14 contains 4,127.3 sf. of Gross Floor Area plus 507 sf. garage area and
accounts for 2.063 UEs based on the Total Floor area of 4,127.3 sf. (does not include
garage area). Unit 13 and 14 do not include a basement area. The fourteen (14) units
platted to date (Units 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16 and 17) utilize 37.833 Unit
Equivalents (UE). Adding Units 13 and 14 brings the current total to 41.99 UE (See
Exhibit G- UE Chart for the Belles Condominiums). Site development parameters are
as follows:
Permitted
Height

28’ (+5’ for pitched roof) total
maximum of 33’

Front setback

Maximum of 20’, 25’ to front
facing garage

Approved
33’ max with pitched roof.
Units 13 and 14.
20’ minimum to house 25’
minimum to garage.
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Rear setback

Side setbacks

Parking

Per Building Code and
MPD (allows zero setback
to internal property line)
Setbacks are per the
Building Code and MPD
(MPD allows zero setbacks).

Units 13 and 14 comply.
40’ minimum from Lot
boundary.
Units 13 and 14 comply.
10’ minimum from Lot
boundaries allowed by MPD.
Units 13 and 14 comply.
2 per unit.

Two spaces required
Units 13 and 14 comply.

Maximum house size (based
on the Silver Strike
Subdivision and defined per
the Land Management
Code)

5,000 sf (Gross Floor Area
excludes basement area,
below final grade, and 600 sf
of garage area).

Unit Equivalent (based on
the Village at Empire Pass
MPD)

Maximum of 45 UE for all of
the Belles Condominiums.
Gross floor area for UE
calculations excludes 600 sf
garage and any
uninhabitable space, i.e.
crawl space, attics, etc.
Includes basement area.

Unit 13 contains 4,199.8 sf.
Gross Floor Area.
Unit 14 contains 4,127.3 sf.
Gross Floor Area.
Units 13 and 14 comply.
Unit 15 – 4,199.8 sf. which is
2.10 UE.
Unit 16 – 4,127.3 sf. which is
2.06 UE.
Units 13 and 14 comply.
Total of all platted units to
date is 41.99 UE (All Units
except 3)

Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this Condominium Plat Amendment as it memorializes and
documents as-built conditions and UE calculations for the units. Units 13 and 14 comply
with the conditions of approval of the underlying plats, namely the Silver Strike
subdivision plat and the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Condominium plat of
The Belles at Empire Pass. In addition the units are consistent with the development
pattern envisioned in the Village at Empire Pass MPD, including the fourteen (14)
Technical Reports.
Notice
On February 22, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on
February 22. 2017.
Public Input
Staff has not received public input on this application at the time of this report.
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Process
Approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be
appealed following the procedures found in LMC § 1-18. A Building Permit is publicly
noticed by posting of the permit.
Alternatives
 The Planning Commission may recommend that the City Council approve the
application for the Eighth (8th) Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units at The Belles
at Empire Pass for Units 13 and 14, as conditioned or amended, or
 The Planning Commission may recommend that the City Council deny the
application and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or
 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion and provide Staff and the
Applicant with specific direction regarding additional information necessary to make
a recommendation on this item.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
No certificate of occupancy for the two (2) units may be granted until the plat is
recorded.
Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Eighth
(8th) Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units for the Belles at Empire Pass
Condominium Plat amending Units 13 and 14 and consider forwarding a positive
recommendation to City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Proposed Ordinance with Attachment 1 Proposed Supplemental Condo Plat
Exhibit B – Applicant’s Project Intent
Exhibit C – Existing Conditions + Topographic Survey
Exhibit D – The Belles at Empire Pass (formerly known as Christopher Homes at
Empire Pass)
Exhibit E – Aerial Photograph
Exhibit F – Site Photographs
Exhibit G – UE Chart for the Belles Condominiums

Packet Pg. 43

Exhibit A – Proposed Ordinance
Ordinance No. 15AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE EIGHTH (8TH) SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT FOR
CONSTRUCTED UNITS AT THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS CONDOMINIUMS
AMENDING UNITS 13 AND 14, LOCATED AT 40 AND 46 SILVER STRIKE TRAIL,
PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as The Belles at Empire Pass
Condominium Units 13 and 14, have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Eight
(8th) Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at Empire Pass, a Utah
Condominium project; and
WHEREAS, on February 22, 2017 the property was properly noticed and posted
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was published in the Park Record on February
22, 2017, and notice letters were sent to all affected property owners on February 22,
2017, in accordance with the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 8, 2017,
to receive input on the supplemental plat;
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on March 8, 2017, forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on March 30, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing on the
Condominium Plat; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Eighth (8th)
Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at Empire Pass, a Utah
Condominium project to document the as-built conditions and constructed Unit
Equivalents for constructed Units 13 and 14.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The Eight (8th) Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at
Empire Pass, a Utah Condominium project, as shown in Attachment 1, is approved
subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval:
Findings of Fact:
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1. The property, Units 13 and 14 of the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated
Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass and associated common area, are
located at 40 and 46 Silver Strike Trail. The property is located on portions of Lot 1
of the Silver Strike subdivision and is within Pod A of the Flagstaff Mountain
Development, in an area known as the Village at Empire Pass.
2. The property is located within the RD –MPD zoning district and is subject to the
Flagstaff Mountain Development Agreement and Village of Empire Pass MPD.
3. The City Council approved the Flagstaff Mountain Development Agreement and
Annexation Resolution 99-30 on June 24, 1999. The Development Agreement is the
equivalent of a Large-Scale Master Plan. The Development Agreement sets forth
maximum densities, location of densities, and developer-offered amenities.
4. On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned
Development (MPD) for the Village at Empire Pass, aka Pod A. The MPD identified
the area of the proposed condominium plat as the location for 18 PUD –style
detached single family homes and duplexes.
5. On June 29, 2006, the City Council approved the Silver Strike Subdivision creating
two lots of record. Units 13 and 14 are located on a portion of Lot 1of the Silver
Strike Subdivision.
6. On August 17, 2007, the City Council approved 4 units on Lot 2 as the Christopher
Homes at Empire Pass Phase I condominium plat. The plat was recorded at Summit
County on October 3, 2007.
7. On November 29, 2007, the City Council approved the first amended Christopher
Homes at Empire Pass Phase II condominium plat creating an additional 4 units on
Lot 2. The plat was recorded at Summit County on February 20, 2008.
8. On April 23, 2008, the City Council approved two (2) more condominium units on Lot
1 of the Silver Strike subdivision as Christopher Homes at Empire Pass Phase III
condominium plat. The plat was recorded at Summit County on December 1, 2008.
9. On August 28, 2008, the City Council approved the Christopher Homes at Empire
Pass Phase IV plat for eight additional condominium units on Lots 1 and 2,
specifically units 5/6, 7/8, 13/14, and 17/18 in duplex configurations. The plat was
recorded at Summit County on November 19, 2008.
10. March 24, 2011, the City Council approved the Amended, Consolidated, and
Restated Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass amending, consolidating,
and restating the previously recorded Christopher Homes at Empire Pass
condominium plats Phases I, II, III, and IV. Also on March 24, 2011, the City Council
approved the First Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 1, 2, and 12 of the Belles
at Empire Pass Condominiums. These plats were recorded November 28, 2011.
11. On June 28, 2012, the City Council approved the Second Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Unit 9. This plat was recorded on November 20, 2012.
12. On May 9, 2013, the City Council approved the Third Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Unit 4 and the Fourth Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 5 and 6.
These plats were recorded on October 28, 2013.
13. On February 6, 2014, the City Council approved the Fifth Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Units 10 and 11.
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14. On April 3, 2014, the City Council approved the Sixth Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Units 7, 8, and 17. On December 11, 2014, the City Council approved
an amendment to the Sixth Supplemental Plat.
15. On July 30, 2015, the City Council approved the Seventh Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Units 15 and 16.
16. On February 1, 2017 the Planning Department received a complete application for
the Eighth (8th) Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 13 and 14.
17. The purpose of the supplemental plat is to describe and document the as-built
conditions and the UE calculations for all constructed units at the Belles
Condominiums prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy and to identify private,
limited common and common area for this unit.
18. The supplemental plat complies with the conditions of approval of the underlying
plats, namely the Silver Strike subdivision plat and the Amended, Consolidated, and
Restated Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire Pass. The plat is consistent
with the development pattern envisioned by the Village at Empire Pass MPD,
including the 14 Technical Reports of the MPD and the Flagstaff Development
Agreement.
19. Units 13 and 14 are located on a portion of Lot 1 of the Silver Strike subdivision plat.
20. The approved maximum house size is 5,000 square feet of Gross Floor Area, as
defined by the LMC. Gross Floor Area exempts basement areas below final grade
and 600 square feet of garage area.
21. Unit 13 contains 4,199.8 sf. of Gross Floor Area plus a 495 sf. garage area and
accounts for 2.099 UEs based on the Total Floor area of 4,199.8 sf. (does not
include garage area).
22. Unit 14 contains 4,127.3 sf. of Gross Floor Area plus a 507 sf. garage area and
accounts for 2.063 UEs based on the Total Floor area of 4,127.3 sf. (does not
include garage area).
23. Unit 13 and 14 do not include a basement area.
24. The fourteen (14) units platted to date (Units 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16
and 17) utilize 37.833 Unit Equivalents (UE). Adding Units 13 and 14 brings the
current total to 41.99 UE.
25. The Flagstaff Development Agreement requires calculation of unit equivalents (UE)
for all Belles units, in addition to the maximum house size. The UE formula includes
all interior square footage “calculated from the inside surfaces of the interior
boundary wall of each completed unit, excluding all structural walls and components,
as well as all shafts, ducts, flues, pipes, conduits and the wall enclosing such
facilities. Unit Equivalent floor area includes all basement areas. Also excluded from
the UE square footage are garage space up to 600 square feet per unit and all
space designated as non-habitable on this plat.” Within the Flagstaff Development
Agreement one residential unit equivalent equals 2,000 sf.
26. As conditioned, this supplemental plat is consistent with the approved Flagstaff
Development Agreement, the Village at Empire Pass MPD, and the conditions of
approval of the Silver Strike Subdivision.
27. The findings in the analysis section are incorporated herein.
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Conclusions of Law:
1. There is Good Cause for this supplemental plat as it memorializes the as-built
conditions for Units 13 and 14.
2. The supplemental plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding condominium plats.
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
supplemental plat.
4. Approval of the supplemental plat, subject to the conditions of approval stated
below, will not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park
City.
Conditions of Approval:
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form of the
supplemental plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and
the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.
2. The applicant will present the final signed mylar plat to the City, for City signatures
and recordation at Summit County, within one year of the date of City Council
approval, or this approval will be considered void; unless an extension request is
made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City
Council.
3. All conditions of approval of the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned
Development, the Silver Strike Subdivision plat, and the Amended, Consolidated,
and Restated Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass shall continue to
apply.
4. As a condition precedent to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for Units 13
and 14, this supplemental plat shall be recorded at Summit County.
5. A note shall be added to the plat prior to recordation stating the following, “At the
time of resurfacing of Silver Strike Trail, the Master Association shall be responsible
to adjust wastewater manholes to grade according to Snyderville Basin Water
Reclamation District Standards”.
6. The unit sizes and UEs shall be reflected on the plat.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon
publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this __ day of ___, 2017.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

____________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:
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____________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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Attachment 1 - Proposed Supplemental Condo Plat

Exhibit B – Applicant’s Project Intent
PROJECT INTENT
THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS, UNITS 13 & 14
EIGHTH SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT FOR CONSTRUCTED UNITS
January 25, 2017
The Belles at Empire Pass is a 17-unit condominium project. Seven supplemental plats have
been recorded in the office of the Summit County Recorder amending Units 1-12 and Units
15- 17. The purpose of this eighth supplemental plat is to amend Units 13 and 14, which are
currently under construction, to show the units as they will be constructed.
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Exhibit C – Existing Conditions + Topographic Survey
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Exhibit D – The Belles at Empire Pass

Exhibit E – Aerial Photograph

Exhibit F – Site Photographs
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The Belles at Empire Pass, Units 13 & 14, looking north
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The Belles at Empire Pass, Units 13 & 14, looking west
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The Belles at Empire Pass, Units 13 & 14, looking south
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The Belles at Empire Pass, Units 13 & 14, looking east
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Exhibit G – UE Chart for the Belles Condominiums

Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

First Amended Yard Subdivision
Francisco Astorga, AICP, Senior Planner
PL-16-03346
08 March 2017
Legislative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the First
Amended Yard Subdivision Plat Amendment located at 1251 Kearns Boulevard and
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft
ordinance.
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

1251 Kearns LLC, Mark Fischer
represented by Rory Murphy
1251 Kearns Boulevard
General Commercial (GC) with Frontage Protection Zone
(FPZ) Overlay
Retail commercial to the east, south, west: cemetery to the
north
Plat Amendments requests require Planning Commission
review and City Council review and final action

Proposal
The property owner requests approval of a Plat Amendment application to split the
property into two (2) lots of record by creating new property lines. The property owner
in under contract for the “triangle parcel, proposed Lot 2, located on the rear of the
existing lot to Park City Municipal Corporation (PCMC). The proposed Plat Amendment
also includes Right-of-Way (ROW) dedication of Homestake Road for future road
expansion and Munchkin Drive for future road extension.
Background
On February 9, 2017, the City received a completed Plat Amendment application for the
First Amended Yard Subdivision Plat Amendment. The property is located at 1251
Kearns Boulevard. The property is in the GC District with FPZ Overlay. The property
was platted as Parcel 1 of the Yard Subdivision in 2011. The site contains 4.6 acres.
The site contains one (1) existing building on the north end and a parking lot on the
south end of the site. The existing building houses two (2) restaurants/bars, allowed
uses in the GC District, i.e., Blind Dog Restaurant & Sushi, the Boneyard Saloon &
Wine Dive). The existing building also houses an event center, approved through a
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Conditional Use Permit in June 2009 as an indoor entertainment facility. The half
portion of the site to the south is also used as a commercial parking lot, approved
through a Conditional Use Permit in June 2009. Currently the entire site has enough
room to accommodate approximately 339 parking spaces.
Prior to the City approval of a subdivision in late 2010, the site consisted of eight (8)
separate legally described parcels. Some of these parcels overlapped, had gaps, or did
not close. It was the purpose of that 2010 Plat Amendment application to eliminate the
errors in the descriptions, unify the eight (8) parcels into one (1) lot of record, and
incorporate the parcels into one (1) tax identification number.
Purpose
The purpose of the General Commercial (GC) District is to:
a) allow a wide range of commercial and retail trades and Uses, as well as offices,
Business and personal services, and limited Residential Uses in an Area that is
convenient to transit, employment centers, resort centers, and permanent
residential Areas,
b) allow Commercial Uses that orient away from major traffic thoroughfares to avoid
strip commercial Development and traffic congestion,
c) protect views along the City’s entry corridors,
d) encourage commercial Development that contributes to the positive character of
the City, buffers adjacent residential neighborhoods, and maintains pedestrian
Access with links to neighborhoods, and other commercial Developments,
e) allow new commercial Development that is Compatible with and contributes to
the distinctive character of Park City, through Building materials, architectural
details, color range, massing, lighting, landscaping and the relationship to Streets
and pedestrian ways,
f) encourage architectural design that is distinct, diverse, reflects the mountain
resort character of Park City, and is not repetitive of what may be found in other
communities, and
g) encourage commercial Development that incorporates design elements related
to public outdoor space including pedestrian circulation and trails, transit
facilities, plazas, pocket parks, sitting Areas, play Areas, and public art.
Analysis
The proposed Plat Amendment creates two (2) lots of record from the existing one-lot
subdivision and dedicates ROW to the City for future Homestake Road expansion and
Munchkin Drive extension. Currently the entire site resembles the shape of an
hourglass. The proposal consists of creating a new lot towards the north end where the
existing building sits, containing 2.31 acres, proposed Lot 1, and a new lot towards the
south end where the parking lot is located containing 1.86 acres, proposed Lot 2. The
proposal also entails ROW dedication to the City of 0.43 acres consisting of the western
twenty feet (20’) of the site along the entire length of Homestake Road for future road
expansion and the ROW dedication of Munchkin Drive for future extension as the City is
acquiring the land to extend Munchkin Drive from the east connecting it to Homestake
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Road. Both proposed lots are partially located in a FEMA Flood Zone X. See diagram
below:

LMC § 15-2.18-3 Lot And Site Requirements indicates that no building permit shall be
issued for a lot unless such lot has the area, width, and depth as required, and frontage
on a street shown as a private or public street on the Streets Master Plan (or on a
private easement connecting to…[…]). All development activity must comply with the
following minimum setback yards:





Front – Twenty feet (20’).
Rear – Ten feet (10’).
Side – Ten feet (10’).
FPZ – Thirty feet (30’), from Kearns Boulevard only.

The GC District does not have a maximum or minimum area, width, or depth standard.
The site currently complies with the frontage of a public ROW requirement and the
proposal does not affect this existing compliance. The existing building complies with
the minimum required setbacks in the district. The site is subject to compliance with
both Snow Release (clearance) and Clear View of Intersection sections listed under this
same section (LMC § 15-2.18-3 Lot and Site Requirements).
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LMC § 15-2.18-4 Building Height indicates that no structure shall be erected to a
height greater than thirty-five feet (35') measured from existing grade. The existing
building is in compliance with this maximum building height.
Utility Review
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD) reviewed the proposed Plat
Amendment that allowed them to evaluate their requirements for approval of the plat.
The requirement for a Line Extension Agreement (LEA) with SBWRD to extend the
public wastewater system to the property will be deferred until the submittal of a
subsequent subdivision plat for Lot 2 or submittal of plans for a construction project on
Lot 2. The following note will be added to the plat:
“Wastewater service to the Yard Subdivision, Lots 1 and 2 shall be provided by
the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District. At the time of the recording of
this plat, a public wastewater line is not adjacent to Lot 2. It shall be the
responsibility of the owner of Lot 2 to extend the public wastewater system to the
Lot according to the requirements of a Line Extension Agreement with the
District“.
In response to the Public Utilities Department’s review of the proposal, the PCMC
Department of Public Utilities provided the following comments:
1. Fire Flow and Water System Pressure. Fire flows (flow-rate and duration) for the
subject site will need to be established by the Fire Marshal and the PCMC Chief
Building Official. Additional building heights above three (3) stories may require
special fire protection requirements that may have demands on the available
water supply and pressure depending on the Fire Marshal’s/Chief Building
Official’s requirements. Water modeling may need to be evaluated by Park City
Water and necessary water system upgrades determined.
2. Water Infrastructure Master Planning. If off-site water system improvements are
required to supply required water flow/pressures to the subject site, and those
improvements are greater than what is identified in the existing Water Impact Fee
Facilities Plan, the developer would likely be responsible for the cost of such
improvements. Same for other impact fees e.g. streets, police, etc. Please be
aware that to meet water demand requirements, it is possible that the water
improvements will need to be in place at the occupancy of the first building.
3. Notice of Storm Drainage Considerations. Provide a drainage study prior to any
development. The study should address pass-through flow-rates for adjacent
areas impacted by the subject site Show on-site storm retention and detention
areas meeting sizing requirements. Provide appropriate storm detention and
storm drain sizing calculations.
4. Off-site easements. Off-site easements may need to be secured by the property
owner in order to address utility connections in the future needed for water
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improvements to service the proposed parcels.
Off-Street Parking/Existing Uses
The applicant submitted documents on February 09, 2017 regarding parking, see
Exhibit H – Applicant’s Existing Business Parking Analysis as required by staff as a
significant amount of parking located on the rear lot would no longer be part of the same
property. On February 15, 2017, the Planning Department inspected the site and
counted all stripped/available parking spaces located on the north end, proposed Lot 1.
The Planning Department counted a total of 104 parking spaces. Staff only focused on
stripped readily available spaces as the site contained several spaces that may have
been stripped but had five plus feet (+5’) of snow storage.
The restaurants found on-site consisting of the Blind Dog Restaurant & Sushi and the
Boneyard Saloon & Wine Dive have a total net leasable floor area of 10,338 square
feet, which triggers a total of 104 parking spaces. The parking ratio of a standard
restaurant and bar is 1 space for every 100 sf. of net leasable area, including kitchen
areas. The Event Center found behind the two (2) restaurants has a floor area of 6,887
square feet, which triggers a total of 35 parking spaces. The parking ratio of an indoor
entertainment facility is 5 spaces per 1,000 sf. of floor area.
With the proposed Plat Amendment the property owner is not able to provide the
required on-site parking for the event center. As stated on the applicant’s parking
narrative, the on-site parking will not be sufficient for the event center. LMC § 5-3-2
Requirement below indicates that required parking must be on-site unless the Planning
Commission allows such parking on adjacent or nearby deed restricted lots. See exact
language below:
5-3-2 Requirement
An Applicant must provide required Off-Street parking with adequate provisions
for independent ingress and egress by automobiles and other motorized vehicles
at the time a Building is erected or enlarged.
If any land, Structure, or Use is changed to create more Off-Street parking
demand, the Owner must provide such additional Off-Street parking for the new
Use as is required by this Chapter. Required parking must be on-Site unless the
Planning Commission allows such parking on adjacent or nearby deed restricted
Lots.
The applicant wrote the following on their narrative: “The adjacent property that Park
City is purchasing has historically been the parking area for the Convention space. That
use can no longer be accommodated without an arrangement with the soon-to-be City
property located adjacent to the Yard property. The applicant has primarily been
concerned with the existing restaurants and their parking requirements and requests
that the further use of the Convention space be discussed with staff and parking
determinations/restrictions made when the need arises. The contractual purchase
agreement with Park City allows for the applicant to lease 30 spaces from the City for a
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rolling 90 days at a time in the back triangle parcel the City is purchasing. This would
allow for the temporary use of the Convention space until such time as the City moves
forward with development of the parcel.”
As indicated in the LMC, the Planning Commission can allow off-site parking on
adjacent property. The Planning Department finds this a good temporary solution to
allow the applicant to use the event space with the utilized option of allowing the
applicant to lease 35 missing spaces. If the applicant is not able to lease the needed 35
parking spaces from the property owner of proposed Lot 2, then the event center would
not be able to operate unless another measure is formulated, reviewed, and activated.
Discussion requested: Does the Planning find the lease option viable in order to
allow the property owner to keep utilizing the event space? If the property owner
is unable to lease these spaces temporarily from the future owner of proposed
Lot 2, the event space would need to cease any operations.
Should the Planning Commission not authorize the adjacent property off-site
parking, then staff would request to add a condition of approval that indicates
that the event spaces cannot be operated unless parking requirements are met.
Good Cause
Planning Staff finds that there is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment as the ROW
dedication will improve connectivity though the anticipated Munchkin Drive extension
and Homestake Road will be expanded. Any future development will have to comply
with the development standards of the current zoning district and applicable CUP and/or
MPD standards.
Process
The approval of this Plat Amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time.
Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on
February 22, 2017. Legal notice was published in the Park Record on February 22,
2017 according to requirements of the Land Management Code.
Public Input
No public input has been received by the time of this report.
Alternatives
 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City
Council for the First Amended Yard Subdivision Plat Amendment as conditioned
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or amended; or
The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for the First Amended Yard Subdivision Plat Amendment and direct staff
to make Findings for this decision; or
The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the First Amended
Yard Subdivision Plat Amendment.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's Recommendation
The site would remain as is. The City would not be able to expand Homestake Road
and extend Munchkin Drive without exploring other options. The City would not be able
to develop the rear “triangle parcel” in the future. The existing rear “triangle parcel”
would remain a commercial parking lot.
Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the First
Amended Yard Subdivision Plat Amendment located at 1251 Kearns Boulevard and
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft
ordinance.
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat Amendment
Exhibit B – Applicant’s Project Narrative
Exhibit C – 2011 Recorded Subdivision
Exhibit D – Boundary Survey
Exhibit E – Existing Building Exhibit
Exhibit F – Aerial Photograph
Exhibit G – County Tax Map
Exhibit H – Applicant’s Existing Business Parking Analysis
Exhibit I – SBWRD Plat Review Letter
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat Amendment
Ordinance No. 17-XX
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE FIRST AMENDED YARD SUBDIVISION PLAT
AMENDMENT LOCATED AT 1251 KEARNS BOULEVARD, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 1251 Kearns Boulevard has
petitioned the City Council for approval of the First Amended Yard Subdivision Plat
Amendment; and
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the
requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearings on March 28, 2017,
to receive input on Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on March 28, 2017, forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on March 30, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, there is good cause and it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to
approve the First Amended Yard Subdivision Plat Amendment.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The First Amended Yard Subdivision Plat Amendment as
shown in Attachment 1 is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts,
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located at 1251 Kearns Boulevard.
2. The property is in the GC District with FPZ Overlay.
3. The property was platted as Parcel 1 of the Yard Subdivision in 2011 and the site
currently contains 4.6 acres.
4. The site contains one (1) existing building on the north end and a parking lot on
the south end of the site.
5. The existing building houses two (2) restaurants/bars, allowed uses in the GC
District, i.e., Blind Dog Restaurant & Sushi, the Boneyard Saloon & Wine Dive).
6. The existing building also houses an event center, approved through a
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Conditional Use Permit in June 2009 as an indoor entertainment facility.
7. The half portion of the site to the south is used as a commercial parking lot,
approved through a Conditional Use Permit in June 2009.
8. Currently the entire site has enough room to accommodate approximately 339
parking spaces.
9. The proposed Plat Amendment creates two (2) lots of record from the existing
one-lot subdivision and dedicates ROW to the City for future Homestake Road
expansion and Munchkin Drive extension.
10. The proposal consists of creating a new lot towards the north end where the
existing building sits, containing 2.31 acres, to be platted as Lot 1.
11. The proposal consists of creating a new lot towards the south end where the
parking lot is located, containing 1.86 acres, to be platted as Lot 2.
12. The proposal consists of a ROW dedication to Park City Municipal Corporation of
0.43 acres consisting of the western twenty feet (20’) of the site along the entire
length of Homestake Road for future road expansion and the ROW dedication of
Munchkin Drive for future extension as the City is acquiring the land to extend
Munchkin Drive from the east connecting it to Homestake Road.
13. Both lots are partially located in a FEMA Flood Zone X.
14. All development activity must comply with the following minimum setback yards:
a. Front – Twenty feet (20’).
b. Rear – Ten feet (10’).
c. Side – Ten feet (10’).
d. FPZ – Thirty feet (30’), from Kearns Boulevard only.
15. The existing building complies with the minimum required setbacks in the district.
16. The GC District does not have a maximum or minimum area, width, or depth
standard.
17. The site currently complies with the frontage of a public ROW requirement and
the proposal does not affect this existing compliance.
18. The existing building is in compliance with this maximum building height.
19. Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD) reviewed the proposed
Plat Amendment that allowed them to evaluate their requirements for approval of
the plat.
20. The requirement for a Line Extension Agreement (LEA) with SBWRD to extend
the public wastewater system to the property will be deferred until the submittal
of a subsequent subdivision plat for Lot 2 or submittal of plans for a construction
project on Lot 2.
21. In response to the Public Utilities Department’s review of the proposal, the
PCMC Department of Public Utilities provided comments regarding fire flow and
water system pressure, water infrastructure master planning, notice of storm
drainage considerations, and off-site easements.
22. The applicant submitted documents on February 09, 2017 regarding parking.
23. Significant amount of parking located on the rear lot would no longer be part of
the same property.
24. On February 15, 2017, the Planning Department inspected the site and counted
all stripped/available parking spaces located on the north end, proposed Lot 1,
consisting of a total of 104 parking spaces.
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25. The restaurants found onsite consisting of the Blind Dog Restaurant & Sushi and
the Boneyard Saloon & Wine Dive have a total net leasable floor area of 10,338
square feet, which triggers a total of 104 parking spaces.
26. The parking ratio of a standard restaurant and bar is 1 space for every 100 sf. of
net leasable area, including kitchen areas.
27. The Event Center has a floor area of 6,887 square feet, which triggers a total of
35 parking spaces.
28. The parking ratio of an indoor entertainment facility is 5 spaces per 1,000 sf. of
floor area.
29. The proposed Plat Amendment creates a non-compliance of required on-site
parking spaces for the event center.
30. LMC § 5-3-2 Requirement indicates that required parking must be on-site unless
the Planning Commission allows such parking on adjacent or nearby deed
restricted lots.
31. The adjacent property that Park City is purchasing has historically been the
parking area for the event space.
32. The event space can no longer be accommodated without an arrangement with
the soon-to-be City property owner.
33. The applicant has primarily been concerned with the existing restaurants and
their parking requirements.
34. The contractual purchase agreement with Park City Municipal Corporation allows
for the applicant to lease 30 spaces from the City for a rolling 90 days at a time in
the back triangle parcel the City is purchasing.
35. The Planning Commission can allow off-site parking on adjacent property.
36. The Planning Department finds this a good temporary solution to allow the
applicant to use the event space with the utilized option of allowing the applicant
to lease 35 spaces.
37. Should the property owner not be able to lease the needed 35 parking spaces
from the property owner of proposed Lot 2, the event center would not be able to
operate.
38. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law:
1. There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment.
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding Subdivisions.
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat
Amendment.
4. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.
Conditions of Approval:
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and
the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.
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2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City
Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this
approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council.
3. The requirement for a Line Extension Agreement with Snyderville Basin Water
Reclamation District to extend the public wastewater system to the property will be
deferred until the submittal of a subsequent subdivision plat for Lot 2 or submittal of
plans for a construction project on Lot 2. The applicant shall be responsible for
coordinating with Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District as to the exact
language needed to be placed on this plat as a note.
4. The applicant shall work with the property owner of Lot 2 to ensure parking of the
missing parking spaces in order for the event center on Lot 1 to operate. Should
the applicant fail to obtain a lease of the required parking for the event center for
whatever reason, the applicant shall cease to operate the event center.
5. Ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easements shall be provided along the
Homestake and Munchkin frontages for both lots.
6. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on
the final Mylar prior to recordation.
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 30th day of March, 2017.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

____________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat Amendment
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Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat Amendment
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Exhibit B – Applicant’s Project Narrative
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Exhibit C – 2011 Recorded Subdivision

Exhibit D – Boundary Survey

Exhibit E – Existing Building Exhibit
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Exhibit F – Aerial Photograph

Exhibit G – County Tax Map

Exhibit H – Applicant’s Existing Business Parking Analysis
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Exhibit I – SBWRD Plat Review Letter
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

The Cottages – Amending Lots C & D
Makena Hawley, City Planner
PL-17-03444
March 8, 2017
Legislative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations
Staffs recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for The
Cottages – Amending Lots C and D located at 7545 & 7585 Sterling Drive and consider
forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval found in the draft ordinance.
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

Robert and Suzanne Case, represented by Marshall King of
Alliance Engineering, Inc.
7545 & 7585 Sterling Drive
Residential Development (RD) District
Residential
Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council review and action

Proposal
Lots C and D are owned by the Cases. Lot D is currently occupied by their existing
residence and approximately half of the garage and a parking pad are currently located
on Lot C. It is the desire of the owners to move the lot line so that all structures are
entirely on Lot D to meet the side yard setback of 12 feet for the RD zone. The
applicants have expressed intent to build a home for their children. As proposed, Lot D
contains 27,635 SF and Lot C contains 31,895 SF.
Background
The properties are located at 7545 & 7585 Sterling Drive. The property is in the
Residential Development (RD) District. The subject property consists of Lots C and D of
The Cottages – A re-subdivision of Silver Lake Knoll No. 2 Parcel E & F Subdivision.
Both lots are subject to the Deer Valley Master Planned Development (MPD). There is
no change in density, parking, type or character of units; therefore the plat amendment
is consistent with provisions of the Deer Valley MPD. Currently Lot D contains an
existing single family home and a double car garage that encroaches over the common
lot line with parking pads on either side of a zero front yard setback. Both structures
were constructed in 1996.
In 1983, the Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase 1 was approved as a Planned Unit
Development and contained 7 lots total. The garages and driveways were identified as
common area and the buildable pad was placed on the plat with zero front yard
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setbacks to the road (See Exhibit C).This plat was vacated by Ordinance 86-10 in 1986.
In 1985, the Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase II was approved as a Planned Unit
Development and contained 10 lots total (See Exhibit D).. The garages and driveways
were identified as common area and the buildable pad was placed on the plat with zero
front yard setbacks to the road. This plat was vacated by Ordinance 86-4 in 1986.
The Cottages, a re-subdivision of Silver Lake Knoll No. 2 Parcel E & F Subdivision, was
approved in 1986. It consists of 11 single family lots which is a combination of the Silver
Lake Knoll Cottages Phase I and Phase II (See Exhibit B). The plat contained several
plat notes regarding items such as Woodland View Drive being a private drive and
expectations for utility developments as well as two items which were peculiar to a plat:
One item is a setback recommendation from the April 24, 1986 City Council
Minutes (Exhibit I). The plat was approved on consent agenda and with it the
staff recommendation that “Due to the slope considerations and the fact the total
number of access points along Woodland has been reduced, the staff now
recommends that zero setbacks be approved for garages only. The minimum
setback for the residences shall be 10 feet from the new expanded easement
line”. Later on June 13, 1990, there was a request for technical revisions to
conditions of approval which changed the front yard setbacks for garages but
only on lots G, H, and K. At this time, 4 garages (including the one on Lots C &
D) were already built along Sterling Drive under the original P.U.D.
The second item is that the plat calls out “Existing Building Pads” on only lots A,
B, D, and F. These building pads reflect 4 of the 7 private lot building pads from
the Phase 1 P.U.D. but not what currently exists as built. No minutes were found
that reflect the reasons behind placing the “Existing Building Pads” on the newest
plat. After additional research, it was found the pads were intended to indicate
where buildings were currently located but that setbacks still apply. No further
resources were found as to why the building pads were placed on only 4 lots.
Staff does not find it necessary to continue the use of the “Existing Building Pad”
from The Cottages original approval however the lot would be sufficient to follow
the normal zone setbacks regulations.
There has only been one additional plat amendment to the Cottages, called the
Cottages re-plat from 1999. This was a lot line adjustment between Lot F and Lot E due
to the applicant’s proposal for an addition on their house that would have encroached
into the setbacks.
In 2006, an easement was granted from Lot C to Lot D to “use, maintain, repair, and
replace the garage structures and landscaping” (See Exhibit H). This easement will
become moot after this plat amendment is recorded.
On January 26, 2017, the Planning Department received a complete Plat Amendment
application for the Cottages – Amending Lots C & D.
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Purpose
The purpose of the Residential Development RD District is to:
A. allow a variety of Residential Uses that are Compatible with the City’s
Development objectives, design standards, and growth capabilities,
B. 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,
C. allow commercial and recreational activities that are in harmony with residential
neighborhoods,
D. minimize impacts of the automobile on architectural design,
E. promote pedestrian connections within Developments and between adjacent
Areas; and
F. provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing types.
Analysis
The plat amendment will put the full existing garage onto the property of Lot D with 12
feet of side yard setbacks to the property line which is the minimum requirement for the
RD zone (See Exhibit E). This will eliminate the need for the grant of easement,
eliminate the legal non-complying structure in terms of side yard setbacks and will leave
Lot C with no existing structures on the lot. The existing garage with the 5 foot setback
from the front property line will remain as is and the structure will fully belong to Lot D.
Lot D will go from approx. 23,721 sq. ft. to 27,635 sq. ft.
Lot C will go from approx. 35,807 sq. ft. to 31,895 sq. ft.
Good Cause
Staff finds Good Cause for this plat amendment. The new lot line will put the original
shared garage fully on Lot D’s property to utilize for their personal purposes, versus
requiring an easement for it. Lot C will be fully undeveloped.
Process
The approval of this plat amendment by the City Council constitutes Final Action that
may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC § 1-18.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No issues were raised by
any departments or service providers regarding this proposal that have not been
addressed.
Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on
February 15, 2017. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record according to
requirements of the Land Management Code on February 18, 2017.
Public Input
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No public input has been received by the time of this report.

Alternatives
 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City
Council for The Cottages – Amending Lots C and D plat amendment as
conditioned or amended; or
 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for The Cottages – Amending Lots C and D plat amendment and direct
staff to make Findings for this decision; or
 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on The Cottages –
Amending Lots C and D plat amendment.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's Recommendation
The proposed building would remain as is and the property owner would need to
maintain the easement to fully utilize the garage that crosses property lines.
Summary Recommendation
Staffs recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for The
Cottages – Amending Lots C and D plat amendment located at 7545 & 7585 Sterling
Drive and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval found in the draft
ordinance.
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat Amendment
Exhibit B – The Cottages – A re-subdivision of Silver Lake Knoll No. 2 Parcel E & F
Exhibit C – Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase I
Exhibit D – Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase II
Exhibit E – Existing Conditions Map showing existing and proposed plat lines
Exhibit F – Aerial Photograph
Exhibit G – Site Photographs
Exhibit H – Grant of Easement for use of garage over property lines
Exhibit I – City Council Minutes of April 24, 1986
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Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance
Ordinance No. 2017-XX
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE COTTAGES – AMENDING LOTS C AND D
LOCATED AT 7545 & 7585 STERLING DRIVE, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 7545 & 7585 Sterling Drive has
petitioned the City Council for approval of the plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, on February 16, 2017, the property was properly noticed and posted
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, on February 22, 2017 proper legal notice was posted in the Park
Record; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 8, 2017, to
receive input on plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, March 8, 2017, forwarded a _____
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on March 30, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve The Cottages –
Amending Lots C and D Plat Amendment.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The Cottages – Amending Lots C and D plat as shown in
Attachment 1 is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of
Law, and Conditions of Approval:
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located at 7545 & 7585 Sterling Drive in the Residential
Development (RD) District.
2. The subject property consists of Lot C and Lot D of The Cottages – A resubdivision of Silver Lake Knoll No. 2 Parcel E & F Subdivision approved by the
City Council and recorded at Summit County on October 10, 1986.
3. Both lots are subject to the Deer Valley MPD.
4. The proposal complies with the allowed uses in the RD District.
5. Lots C and D are owned by the Cases.
6. Lot D is currently occupied by the Cases’ existing residence and Lot C is
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essentially vacant. Approximately half of the garage and a parking pad
associated with the house on Lot D are currently located on Lot C.
7. It is the desire of the owners to move the lot line so that all structures are entirely
on Lot D to meet the side yard setback of 12 feet for the RD zone.
8. The subject property consists of Lots C and D of The Cottages – A re-subdivision
of Silver Lake Knoll No. 2 Parcel E & F Subdivision.
9. Currently Lot D contains an existing single family home and double car garage
that crosses the common property line, with parking pads on either side of a zero
front yard setback.
10. Both structures were constructed in 1996.
11. In 1983 from Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase 1 was approved as a Planned
Unit Development and contained 7 lots total. The garages and driveways were
identified as common area and the buildable pad was placed on the plat with
zero front yard setbacks to the road. This plat was vacated by Ordinance 86-10
in 1986.
12. In 1985, the Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase II was approved as a Planned Unit
Development and contained 10 lots total. The garages and driveways were
identified as common area and the buildable pad was placed on the plat with
zero front yard setbacks to the road. This plat was vacated by Ordinance 86-4 in
1986.
13. The Cottages – A re-subdivision of Silver Lake Knoll No. 2 Parcel E & F
Subdivision was approved in 1986. It is an 11 single family lots as a combination
of the Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase I and Phase II.
14. A Planning Department’s setback recommendation to allow zero setbacks from
the front lot line to the garages was approved by the City Council on April 24,
1986.
15. The plat Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase II calls out “Existing Building Pads” on
only lots A, B, D, and F. These building pads reflect 4 of the 7 private lot building
pads from the Phase 1 P.U.D. but not what currently exists as built. No minutes
were found that reflect the reasons behind placing the “Existing Building Pads”
on the newest plat. After additional research, it was found the pads were
intended to indicate where buildings were currently located but that setbacks still
apply. No further resources were found as to why the building pads were placed
on only 4 lots.
16. The “Existing Building Pad” from The Cottages – A re-subdivision of Silver Lake
Knoll No. 2 Parcel E & F Subdivision are not necessary, the lot would be
sufficient to follow the normal zone setbacks regulations.
17. In 2006, an easement was granted from Lot C to Lot D to “use, maintain, repair,
and replace the garage structures and landscaping”. This easement will become
moot after this plat amendment is recorded.
18. On January 26, 2017, the Planning Department received a complete Plat
Amendment application for the Cottages – Amending Lots C & D.
19. The plat amendment will effectively locate the existing garage fully onto Lot D
with 12 feet of side yard setbacks to the property line meeting the minimum
requirement for the RD zone.
20. This plat amendment eliminates the need for the grant of easement, eliminates
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the legal non-complying structure in terms of side yard setbacks and leaves Lot
C with no existing structures on the lot.
21. The existing garage will maintain the 5 foot setback from the front property line
and will be located entirely upon Lot D.
22. Lot D will go from approx. 23,721 sq. ft. to 27,635 sq. ft. of lot area.
23. Lot C will go from approx. 35,807 sq. ft. to 31,895 sq. ft. of lot area.
24. The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300
feet on February 15, 2017.
25. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record according to requirements of
the Land Management Code on February 18, 2017.
26. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law:
1. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding condominium record of survey plats.
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.
4. The plat is consistent with the provisions of the Deer Valley MPD.
Conditions of Approval:
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code,
and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.
2. The applicant will record the plat at Summit County within one year from the date
of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time,
this approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in
writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City
Council.
3. All conditions of approval of The Cottages – A re-subdivision of Silver Lake Knoll
No. 2 Parcel E & F Subdivision shall continue to apply.
4. The easement on Lot C shall be removed.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 30h day of March, 2017.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:
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____________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat
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Exhibit B - The Cottages – A re-subdivision of Silver Lake Knoll
No. 2 Parcel E & F
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Exhibit C - Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase I
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Exhibit D - Silver Lake Knoll Cottages Phase II
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Exhibit E - Existing Conditions Map showing existing and proposed plat lines
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Exhibit F - Aerial Photograph
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Exhibit G - Aerial
Photograph

The Cottages, Lots C & D – looking easterly
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The Cottages, Lots C & D – looking northeasterly
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The Cottages, Lots C & D – looking west
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The Cottages, Lots C & D – looking northerly
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The Cottages, Lots C & D – looking southerly
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The Cottages, Lots C & D – looking southeasterly
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Exhibit H – Grant of Easement for
use of garage over property lines
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Exhibit I – City Council Minutes of April 24,
1986

Packet Pg. 117

Packet Pg. 118

Packet Pg. 119

Packet Pg. 120

Packet Pg. 121

Packet Pg. 122

Packet Pg. 123

Packet Pg. 124

Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

Park City Heights Design Guidelines
Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP
March 8, 2017
Ratification of amended Park City Heights Master Planned
Development (MPD) Development Agreement Exhibit G – Park
City Heights Design Guidelines

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review and ratify the revised Exhibit G
(Park City Heights Design Guidelines) of the recorded Amended Park City Heights
Master Planned Development (MPD) Development Agreement.
Topic
Applicant:
Ivory Development LLC, owner
Applicant’s representative: Spencer White
Location:
Richardson Flat Road, east of SR 248 and west of US 40
Zoning:
Community Transition (CT)
Adjacent Land Uses:
Open Space, Rail Trail, US 40, Quinn’s Water Treatment
Plant, and vacant land
Disclosure: The City retains a security interest as the holder of a Trust Deed in
conjunction with a prior transaction regarding the property. However, the City is not an
“applicant” and does have any current ownership in the property.
Proposal
This is a request to ratify the Amended Park City Heights Development Agreement to
amend Exhibit G (Park City Heights Design Guidelines) of the Agreement. Attached are
the proposed amended Park City Heights Design Guidelines (clean) (Exhibit A) and
(redlined version Exhibit E). Also attached are the amended Design Guidelines
approved by the Planning Commission on November 6, 2013, at the same time the Park
City Heights MPD Amendments were approved. The MPD Amendments changed the
configuration and type of housing units, locations, and street patterns due to soil
remediation work that required a soil repository to be provided on the property (Exhibit
B). The Design Guideline changes reflect these changes.
The Planning Commission report from the November 6, 2013 packet (Exhibit C) and
minutes of that meeting (Exhibit D) are attached. Also attached are Design Guideline
amendments approved by the Planning Director in 2014 (Exhibit E), redlined, to address
code issues that could be resolved administratively by the Planning Director that came
up during review of building permit applications (such as setback exceptions for
porches, decks, chimneys, etc.). Staff requests the Commission ratify the amended
Park City Design Guidelines so that this document can be recorded as an amendment
to the recorded Amended Park City Heights Development Agreement.
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Background
The Park City Heights MPD was initially approved by the Planning Commission on May
11, 2011. The original Development Agreement was ratified by the Planning
Commission on October 26, 2011, executed on November 18, 2011, and recorded at
Summit County on November 23, 2011. The Park City Design Guidelines were attached
as an exhibit to the Development Agreement.
On November 6, 2013, the Planning Commission approved amendments to the Park
City Heights MPD and preliminary plat due to soil conditions discovered on the site that
necessitated a re-design of the lower site plan and changed the configuration of Park
Home and Cottage home units (see Exhibits C and D for the staff report from the
Planning Commission packet as well as the minutes of that meeting). The Design
Guidelines were amended at that time to reflect these changes and were also approved
by the Commission on November 6, 2013. The amended MPD Development Agreement
was ratified by the Commission on September 24, 2014 (that included Exhibit Gamended Design Guidelines) and recorded at Summit County on November 4, 2014.
The Amended Design Guidelines (redlined) were recorded as Exhibit G to the
Development Agreement.
During review of building permits for the first units and Clubhouse, the applicants and
Staff discovered that the recorded Design Guidelines were in black and white, the
photos were not clear, and additional clarifications were needed in terms of descriptions
for lots, unit types and configurations due to changes in the MPD site plan and
subdivision plat (as further described below).
Because the Design Guidelines are an attachment to the recorded Development
Agreement, Staff is requesting Planning Commission review and ratification of the
amendments to Exhibit G of the Amended Development Agreement (Design
Guidelines), in order to record a clean (un-redlined) and color version of the Park City
Heights Design Guidelines.
On August 24, 2016, the Planning Commission reviewed the proposed amended
Design Guidelines and opened a public hearing. No public input was provided at the
meeting. The Planning Commission requested the item be continued to a date uncertain
to allow the applicant additional time to prepare a redlined version with all proposed
changes, as well as a clean version with redlines accepted (see Exhibits F and G from
the August 24, 2016 Planning Commission packet and minutes).
On February 6, 2017, the applicant submitted the clean and redlined versions and
requested to be put on a Planning Commission agenda as soon as possible, as they are
preparing to submit additional building permit applications and desire to get started on
construction of the Club House this Spring.
Analysis
The redlined Design Guidelines were recorded at Summit County as a black and white
document that is barely legible. Additional administrative revisions were approved by
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the Planning Director in September of 2014 after the Amended Development
Agreement and Amended Guidelines were recorded at Summit County in response to
Planning Department issues that came up during review of building permits.
These revisions provide clarity in terms of descriptions of lot types and street patterns to
reflect the revised plat and the revised MPD site plan. Descriptions for the amended unit
and lot types and configurations were corrected, the overall site plan and illustrations
were amended to reflect the revised unit types and the following site and lot requirement
items were amended and/or added for clarity:
1) Include setback exceptions (such as for corner lots, bay windows, eaves, porches,
etc.) that apply per the CT zone and in compliance with the LMC that are consistent with
the setbacks identified for the various lot types;
2) Include setbacks for the Clubhouse;
3) Include height exceptions common to other residential zones (such as 5’ for pitched
roofs of at least a 4:12 pitch) and also for accessory structures;
4) Revise the concept plan illustrations to match the amended MPD and plat (revised
layout as approved with the amended MPD);
5) Change photos to be consistent with the amended MPD and new unit types;
6) Delete statements about requiring LEED construction, consistent with the MPD
conditions that did not require LEED standards, but require “all units will be constructed
to National Association of Builders National Green Building Standards Silver
Certification (or other equivalent Green Building certification as approved by the
Planning Director)”;
7) Add language regarding façade variation, garage locations, garage doors, foundation
treatments, storm doors, addressed flood lighting and moon lighting and add
conformance with City’s lighting requirements;
8) Clarified porch heights, depths, and overall size;
9) Clarified site grading language (as a majority of the site was mass graded after the
soil remediation);
10) Clarified clearing and grubbing timeframes per MPD;
11) Removed references to gravel and rock as mulch; and
12) Other revisions as redlined comprehensively in Exhibit E.
Section 15-6-4 (G) of the Land Management Code states that once the Planning
Commission has approved a Master Planned Development for a project (or an
amendment), the approval shall be put in the form of a Development Agreement. The
Development Agreement must be ratified by the Planning Commission and signed by
the Mayor on behalf of the City Council prior to recordation at the Summit County
Recorder’s office.
These proposed changes to Exhibit G of the recorded Amended Development
Agreement (Exhibit A- clean and Exhibit E redlined) are consistent with the approved
amended Park City Heights Master Planned Development, the Park City Heights
Subdivision plat, and the LMC for similar residential developments. These amendments
are considered administrative and are consistent with the recorded Park City Heights
Amended MPD Development Agreement.
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Department Review
Planning, Engineering and Legal Departments have reviewed this staff report.
Recommendation
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review and ratify the revised Exhibit G
(Park City Heights Design Guidelines) of the recorded Amended Park City Heights
Master Planned Development (MPD) Development Agreement.
Exhibits
Exhibit A- Proposed Park City Heights Design Guidelines (clean version)
Exhibit B- Amended Park City Heights Design Guidelines approved by the Planning
Commission on November 6, 2013 (as recorded with the Amended Development
Agreement as Exhibit G on November 4, 2014)
Exhibit C- November 6, 2013 Planning Commission packet
Exhibit D- November 6, 2013 Planning Commission minutes
Exhibit E- Proposed Park City Heights Design Guidelines all amendments (redlined)
Exhibit F- August 24, 2016 Planning Commission report
Exhibit G- August 24, 2016 Planning Commission minutes
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