PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
September 26, 2018
PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of Park City, Utah will hold its regularly scheduled
meeting at the City Council Chambers
445 Marsac Ave
Park City, Utah 84060 for the purposes and at the times as described below on Wednesday, September 26,
2018.
I.

ROLL CALL

II.

MINUTES APPROVAL
II.A.

Consideration to Approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from August 22,
2018.

August 22, 2018 Minutes
III.

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

IV.

STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

V.

CONTINUATIONS
V.A.

Municipal Code Amendments regarding Recreational Vehicle Parking in Title 9: Parking
Code (Chapters 9-1 and 9-2), Title 11: Buildings and Building Regulations (Chapter 11-15),
and Title 15: Land Management Code (Chapters 15-3, 15-5, and 15-15).
Public hearing and continuation to a date uncertain.

PL-17-03479 RV Parking Continuation Report
VI.

CONSENT AGENDA
VI.A.

243 Daly Avenue – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit Extension Request – Application
withdrawn and no further action required.

PL-18-03933 243 Daly Avenue Report
VII.

WORK SESSION
VII.A.

Citywide Strategic Code Enforcement

Planning Commission Code Enforcement Report
VIII.

REGULAR AGENDA
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VIII.A.

1406 Park Avenue – Proposal to create a legal lot of record from a metes and bounds
parcel measuring 3,557 square feet.

PL-18-03947 1406 Park Ave Plat Report
Exhibits
VIII.B.

8945 Marsac Avenue – Moon Shadow Condominium plat for eight detached “PUD Style”
units subject to the Flagstaff Development Agreement and Village at Empire Pass Master
Planned Development.

PL-18-03848 8945 Marsac Moon Shadow Condo Plat Report
Exhibits
IX.

ADJOURN

A majority of City Council members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will be announced by
the Mayor. City business will not be conducted. Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals
needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the City Recorder at 435-615-5007 at least
24 hours prior to the meeting. Wireless internet service is available in the Marsac Building on Wednesdays and
Thursdays from 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. Posted:
See: www.parkcity.org
*Parking validations will be provided for Council meeting attendees that park in the China Bridge
parking structure.
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING
August 22, 2018
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:
Chair Melissa Band, Sarah Hall, John Kenworthy, John Phillips, Mark Sletten, Laura
Suesser, Doug Thimm
EX OFFICIO: Planning Director, Bruce Erickson; Tippe Morlan, Planner; Laura Newberry,
Planning Tech; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney

VA

L

===================================================================
REGULAR MEETING

O

ROLL CALL

PR

Chair Band called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners were
present.

AP

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

G

August 8, 2018

IN

MOTION: Commissioner Suesser moved to APPROVE the Minutes of August 8, 2018 as
written. Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion.

N

D

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

PE

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS
There were no comments.
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
Assistant City Attorney McLean asked if the Commissioners wanted to mention the
Code Enforcement Report, which was heard recently by the City Council. She
understood that Commissioner Hall had attended the meeting. She recalled that
Commissioner Phillips was also involved. Commissioner Phillips stated that he was
involved in the beginning but due to other commitment he was no longer able to
participate.
Assistant City Attorney reported that the City Council had directed the Staff to work on
Code Enforcement and to provide reports bi-annually. Ms. McLean asked if the
Planning Commission wanted to send a representative to the next City Council meeting
where Code Enforcement would be discussed. The representative could express
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concerns that the Planning Commission has expressed in the past, and update the
Commissioners on what took place at the meeting.
Commissioner Hall stated that she had attended the City Council meeting primarily to
ask how Code Enforcement is done from a functional standpoint to make sure
conditions of approval are being followed on long term projects. Code Enforcement
had said they were looking at putting new information online so people could see the
conditions of approval for each property.

O

VA

L

Director Erickson stated that in addition, there would also be a distinction between the
work by Code Enforcement and the conditions of approval over the long term that the
Planning Department and Building Department enforce, which are relative to use and
continuing to be used by the Planning Commission.

PR

Commissioner Sletten understood from reading notes from the past that Code
Enforcement was a big issue in public hearings.

D

IN

G

AP

Chair Band thought it was a good idea to have a representative attend the City Council
meeting. Commissioner Phillips favored having a representative at every meeting
because Code Enforcement is a major issue. He suggested that the Planning
Commission could rotate so it would not fall to just one person. The Commissioners
concurred. Chair Band volunteered to represent the Planning Commission at the next
City Council Code Enforcement meeting on August 30th. Planner Suesser stated that
she could also attend if she was in town.

PE

N

Assistant City Attorney McLean commended Code Enforcement on the great job they
do; especially in light of the Code Enforcement Officer in West Valley who was killed
on-duty doing her job. It reminded her of the difficult people Code Enforcement Officers
encounter when diligently doing their job.
Commissioner Kenworthy understood that posting the conditions online would enable
the neighbors look up the conditions of approval before calling in a complaint.
However, he wanted to know the position the City takes if the same people repeatedly
commit violations. Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the Planning
Commission could address those issues as an agenda item for a future meeting.
Commissioner Phillips thought it would be helpful to have that discussion after the next
Code Enforcement Update, and invite the Chief Building Official to be present to
answer questions.

4
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Assistant City Attorney McLean noted that the Code Enforcement Staff report from the
last meeting was online. It was a work session item and she offered to forward it to the
Commissioners.
CONTINUATIONS (Public Hearing and Continue to date specified)

VA

L

Municipal Code Amendments regarding Recreational Vehicle Parking in Title 9: Parking
Code (Chapters 9-1 and 9-2), Title 11: Buildings and Building Regulations (Chapter 11-15),
and Title 15: Land Management Code (Chapters 15-3, 15-5, and 15-15).
(Application PL-17-03479)

PR

O

Planner Tippe Morlan gave a brief review of what the Staff has done to date regarding the
RV parking regulations. It was given to the Staff at the direction of the City Council; and
numerous work sessions have been held with both the City Council and the Planning
Commission.

G

AP

Assistant City Attorney McLean noted that this item was noticed as a Continuation. She
recommended that Planner Morlan wait to give her presentation until it is scheduled as
an agenda item. She was concerned that the public who might be interested in the
Amendments had not attended this evening, thinking that it would not be addressed
until the date listed on the agenda.

PE

N

D

IN

Planner Morlan noted that a public Open House was held on August 7 th. Based on the
input received, the Staff has tried to work through the issues, in conjunction with the
direction received from the City Council and the Planning Commission. The Staff
requested that the Planning Commission continue this item to September 26 th rather
than the 12th listed on the Agenda, to allow the Staff time to work through the changes
Chair Band opened the public hearing.
Cyndi Schwandt, an Old Town resident, asked if vans would be included as an RV.
Planner Morlan stated that the Staff was still working through the changes on the redlines.
Cyndi Schwandt noted that Director Erickson had mentioned a van that had been on
Woodside for a couple of days. She clarified that it is a motor home that is parked there for
months every year.
Commissioner Suesser noted that in the proposed changes the Staff will define RV.
She noted that an RV is a motorized vehicle used for recreation, and she thought that
might include a van. Director Erickson stated that one of the changes is not to attempt
5
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to define a recreational vehicle. The Staff was working on other ways to address it. He
recommended that the Commissioners wait until it comes back before making their
comments.

L

Assistant City Attorney noted that the September 26 th agenda was already lengthy.
Director Erickson suggested that the Planning Commission continue this item to
September 26th. If the Planning Department finds any issues that would generate a
lengthy discussion or significant public input, this item could be continued again to a
later date.

AP

PR

O

VA

Helen Stanley stated that she has lived in Prospector for 18 plus years. It is a family
neighborhood and there are already restrictions in that area on some of the things
being discussed. Ms. Stanley noted that parking on gravel is due to the soil restriction,
but they cannot get that restriction enforced. She walked around the block and found
15 violations. Ms. Stanley wanted to know who would enforce the proposed
amendments. She does not consider a boat a motorized vehicle, but it is a recreational
vehicle. Ms. Stanley asked if areas that already have HOAs restrictions in place will be
forced to abide by whatever decision the City makes regarding “recreational vehicles”,
even if they are currently not allowed by the HOA.

D

IN

G

Assistant City Attorney McLean explained that the City only enforces City laws and
regulations. If the HOA has more restrictive requirements, the City would not enforce
the more restrictive. If the HOA has less restrictive requirements, the City restrictions
would apply to all homes within the City jurisdiction.

PE

N

Ms. Stanley thought that was happening adversely, because her area has single-family
homes and they are not allowed to rent short-term, and it is spelled out in the HOA.
She understood that the Legislature has basically eliminated doing anything about
advertisements for rentals without proof that it is happening. The fact that it is being
advertised for short-term rental is not proof. Ms. Stanley believed that everything they
think will help tourism actually compounds family neighborhoods because it does not
help the residents who live there year-round. Ms. Stanley stated that if the City does
not intend to enforce HOA restrictions, they are asking people to pay double or more
homeowners dues to provide their own enforcement. She did not believe that was fair
and requested that the Planning Commission address that issue at the next meeting.
Ms. Stanley pointed out that the car situation in Park City has never been addressed in
her 18 years living there. If the City puts restrictions in place but refuse to enforce
those laws or the HOA laws, the burden is unjustly placed on the homeowners. Ms.
Stanley emphasized the importance of addressing all these issues at the next meeting,
because they are ignoring the fact that some of these areas are totally residential.
6
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Unless the City has taken a survey of the neighborhoods that will be severely impacted,
she did not believe they had a clear idea of what actually occurs.
Commissioner Phillips suggested that Ms. Stanley attend the City Council meeting on
August 30th to hear the Code Enforcement discussion. Ms. Stanley replied that she
intended to attend that meeting and provide pictures.
Chair Band closed the public hearing.

PR

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

O

VA

L

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to CONTINUE the Municipal Code Amendments
regarding Recreational Vehicle Parking in Title 9: Parking Code; Title 11: Buildings and
Building Regulations; and Title 15: Land Management Code to September 26, 2018.
Commissioner Suesser seconded the motion.

Prospector Village Subdivision Amended Lot 9 – Proposal to combine one
existing lot and a remnant portion of a second lot into one new lot of record.
(Application PL-17-03745)

IN

G

1.

AP

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION

PE

N

D

Planner Laura Newberry reviewed the proposal to combine a lot and a remnant portion
because a road was built over the lot, which created a remnant parcel. The applicant
was only combining what is already combined for tax purposes. Chair Band noted that
the project on the lot was well under construction and this plat amendment was
necessary for access.
Chair Band opened the public hearing.
Helen Stanley noted that currently there are 15 cars parked in that area. She was not
aware that she had the option to make public comment because it is not in the area of
Prospector that she lives in.
Chair Band informed Ms. Stanley that anyone could speak on any item. She clarified
that this item was a proposal to combine an existing lot and a remnant portion into one
lot. It was not about parking or any other issues.
Ms. Stanley remarked that since it was already under construction there was nothing to
comment on.
7
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Chair Band closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Sletten moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to
the City Council for the Prospector Village Subdivision Amended Lot 9 Plat
Amendment, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as contained in the draft ordinance. Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.

L

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

VA

Findings of Fact – Prospector Village Subdivision Amended Lot 9

PE

N

D

IN

G

AP

PR

O

1. The property is located at 2262 Comstock Drive.
2. The site consists of the entirety of Lot 9 and the southernmost remnant parcel of Lot
8 of the Prospector Village Subdivision.
3. The property is in the Single Family (SF) District.
4. There is an active Building Permit at this address.
5. On August 8, 2018, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record and the
Utah Public Notice Website on August 4, 2018, according to requirements of the
Land Management Code.
6. The City received a complete Plat Amendment application for the 2262 Comstock
Drive Amendment on January 26, 2018.
7. The proposed plat amendment will create one lot approximately 7,405.2 square feet
in size.
8. The existing Prospector Village Subdivision was recorded in 1975.
9. In 1977, the right-of-way, Little Bessie Avenue, bisected Lot 8 of Prospector Village,
creating two remnants, one on either side of the road.
10. The applicant proposes to combine the subject lots into one lot of record.
11. No known encroachments exist on this property.
12. The proposed lot will also be approximately 115.98 feet deep and an average of
63.325 feet wide.
13. The minimum front setback is twenty (20) feet. New front-facing garages must
maintain a minimum of ten (10) feet from the Front Lot Line. The proposed house
has a twenty (20) foot front setback for the main house and the garage will be
setback more than twenty-five (25) feet.
14. The minimum rear setback is ten (10) feet. The proposed house has a ten (10) foot
rear yard setback.
15. The minimum side setback is five (5) feet on the interior (south) side and ten (10)
feet on the exterior, Street facing (north) side. The proposed house has a five (5)
foot side setback on the south side and at least ten (10) foot side setback on the
8
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O

VA

L

north side.
16. The plat amendment does not create any remnant parcels.
17. The plat amendment does not create any non-conforming or non-complying
situations.
18. The proposed house meets the Single Family building zone height of 28 feet.
19. The property is located within the Park City Soils Ordinance Boundary and must
obtain a Certificate of Compliance.
20. The property is located within the FEMA Flood Zone X and this shall be noted on
the Plat.
21. Ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easements along the frontage of Little
Bessie Avenue and Comstock Drive are required and shall be provided on the plat.
22. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.

PR

Conclusions of Law – Prospector Village Subdivision Amended Lot 9

D

IN

G

AP

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 lot combinations.
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.

N

Conditions of Approval – Prospector Village Subdivision Amended Lot 9

PE

1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final
form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.
2. The applicant 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 and an extension is granted by the City Council.
3. Residential fire sprinklers will be required for all new construction per requirements
of the Chief Building Official.
4. Side lot line snow shedding easements may be required for new construction per
requirements of the Chief Building Official.
5. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement along both the Little Bessie
Avenue and Comstock Drive frontages shall be shown on the plat.

9
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Sunny Slopes Park Meadows Subdivision No. 6A Plat Amendment
amending Lots 24A & 25 – Proposal to alter a lot line between Lot 24A and
Lot 25 which will increase Lot 24A by approximately 1,116 square feet and
reducing lot 25 by the same amount. (Application PL-18-03929)

Planner Newberry reported that the applicant was requesting to alter the lot line to
accommodate a driveway.

L

Chair Band opened the public hearing.

VA

There were no comments.

O

Chair Band closed the public hearing.

AP

PR

Commissioner Phillips asked if both lots were owned by the same person. Planner
Newberry answered no. Planner Astorga clarified that the two lot owners were coapplicants.

IN

G

MOTION: Commissioner Hall moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for the Sunny Slopes Park Meadows Subdivision No. 6A Plat Amendment,
based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as
found in the Draft Ordinance. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.

D

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

PE

N

Findings of Fact – Sunny Slopes Park Meadows Subdivision
1. The subject Lot Line Adjustment via this Plat Amendment application is located
between 2467 Sunny Knoll Court (Lot 24A) & 2463 Sunny Knoll Court (Lot 25).
2. The site is within the Single Family District.
3. The proposed Plat Amendment shifts a current side lot line with a length of
approximately seventy-five feet (75’) fifteen feet (15’) to the south.
4. The proposed Plat Amendment increases Lot 24A by 1,116 square feet.
5. The proposed Plat Amendment decreases Lot 25 by 1,116 square feet.
6. The proposed Plat Amendment does not affect the density of the subdivision.
7. The proposed lot size of Lot 24A is 44,659 square feet.
8. The proposed lot size of Lot 25 is 31,174 square feet.
9. The proposed Plat Amendment meets lot and site requirements of the Single Family
District.
10. The proposed Plat Amendment does not create any non-compliance issues and is
consistent with the Sunny Slopes Subdivision.
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11. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law – Sunny Slopes Park Meadows Subdivision

VA

L

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 lot combinations.
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.

PR

O

Conditions of Approval – Sunny Slopes Park Meadows Subdivision

The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for a City owned and
operated Golf Maintenance Facility at 1884 Three Kings Drive.
(Application PL-17-03919)

PE

N

3.

D

IN

G

AP

1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final
form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.
2. The applicant shall record the plat 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.

Planner Tippe Morlan reviewed the request for a conditional use permit for an essential
municipal public utilities structure greater than 600 square feet. The structure could
also be classified as an accessory building greater than 600 square feet. Planner
Morlan stated that the primary use, which is a golf course, is also identified as a
conditional use in the Recreation and Open Space Zone.
Planner Morlan presented a rending of the new golf maintenance facility. She
explained that the current facility is housed in the Spiro Public Works Building. The
Spiro building will be torn because the State has required the Spiro Water Treatment
facility to be reconstructed. As part of that, the Golf Maintenance Facility will be
constructed as its own new structure, and the existing water treatment plant will be
constructed onsite as the new Three Kings Water Treatment. The Three Kings Water
11
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Treatment Plan is a separate conditional use application that will come before the
Planning Commission in the next few months.
Planner Morlan stated that the proposed golf maintenance facility building will be
located between Hole 10 of the golf course and the Driving Range. Therefore, it will not
affect the golf operations. It is proposed to have a total of 8,170 enclosed floor area
over three building structures and two canopied operations and materials storage
areas.

IN

G

AP

PR

O

VA

L

Planner Morlan reported that the number of employees for the golf maintenance facility
will not change. When the uses within the current Spiro Water Treatment Facility are
separated, approximately half will be used as the golf maintenance area and half as
Public Works and the Water Treatment Facility. Planner Morlan stated that the golf
maintenance use has seven employees in the summer and one to two employees in
the winter; and that number will not change. The proposed use meets the ROS
requirements and meets all required setbacks. It does not require additional parking.
Based on the number of employees for the new structure, nine parking stalls are
required and ten are proposed as part of the parking agreement the City has with the
Silver Star subdivision. Planner Morlan remarked that in the conditions of approval, the
City recommends that the ten parking spaces for this project, as well as the 20 spaces
that the City has, be striped and allocated to indicate that those spaces are for this
particular site. Currently, the spaces are in the lot but not allocated.

PE

N

D

Chair Band asked if the City had permission from the property owner to stripe and
allocate those spaces. Planner Morlan replied that there is a parking agreement. The
document was submitted with the Water Treatment Plant and it will be attached to that
file. Planner Morlan had it available if the Commissioners wanted to see it.
The Staff recommended approval finding good cause that this facility is necessary
because the existing building will be torn down; and it does not impede the current use
of the golf course.
Planner Morlan stated that the Staff was recommending several conditions of approval,
including the parking striping. She had received late comments and recommendations
from the Engineering Department that require minor changes to the conditions of
approval. Condition of Approval #2 refers to the Construction Mitigation Plan.
Engineering recommended under 2(a) that instead of saying for “No construction
related parking or material storage shall be allowed on this street”; that it say “…in the
right-of-way”. Conditions #3, 4 and 5 are all prior to issuance of a building permit.
However, this structure will be constructed in phases with a grading permit separate
12
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from the building permit. Therefore, the Engineering Department wanted it specified
that this only pertains to the building permit; not the grading permit.
Commissioner Suesser wanted to know the square footage that the existing
maintenance facility occupies in the Spiro Water Treatment Building.

PR

O

VA

L

Roger McClain with the Department of Public Utilities stated that the existing golf
maintenance building is slightly over 5,000 square feet. The Parks Department Building
is slightly over 5,000 square feet. With the bifurcation of the two departments and the
fact that the Parks Department will no longer be on the site, the new building allows for
additional space for personnel that is currently shared. Mr. McClain explained that the
existing Water Treatment Plan will demolished and a new Water Treatment Plant will
be rebuilt on the same site. The Parks Department will leave the site and move to
Public Works; and golf will occupy the new building.

G

AP

Commissioner Suesser asked if the maintenance needs of the golf course were
doubling since they would occupy a facility twice the size of their current space. Mr.
McClain replied that it was not doubling, but the additional space would be used for
restrooms, office space, maintenance and other things that are shared with the Parks
Department and the Golf Department in the current space. He noted that the storage
space for fertilizer and pesticides would be larger than the existing site.

D

IN

Chair Band opened the public hearing.

PE

N

Frank Jenger, a resident at 1 Kings Court, commented on the new maintenance facility
for the golf course; specifically, the access in and out. He used a map Planner Morlan
had shown to orient the Commissioners to the area he was talking about. Mr. Jenger
thought there appeared to be competition between how to get in and out of the
maintenance facility. The path shown in green would go in a northerly direction to
Thaynes Canyon Drive. The other choice, shown in white, was an existing access drive
that is actually a cart path that exits on to Three Kings Drive. Mr. Jenger understood
that the current plan was to go to the Access Road as opposed to the option shown in
green. He spoke in favor of choosing that option because it is shorter and less
expensive. If they choose the access drive in and out, it comes out by Silver Star. The
road turns to left on a horizontal curve, and it also goes down. Mr. Jenger indicated a
dip in the road and noted that once people get over the dip, some tend to accelerate
and go faster than they should creating a safety issue. Mr. Jenger pointed to two major
water measuring devices. There is also a large electrical box. For safety reasons, he
questioned why they would want traffic to come out at that point. He did not believe it
passed the common sense test.
13
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Mr. Jenger remarked that a competing interest is the driving range. He suggested that
they install a fence to separate the golf balls from the residents. Mr. Jenger reiterated
his preference for using the road identified in green.

VA

L

Suzanne Lamb, a resident at 63 Three Kings Drive, stated that the road identified in
green is supposed to be for fire trucks in the case of fire in the new building. The road
is supposed to be camouflaged to protect the driving range. Ms. Lamb noted that the
parking will be at Silver Star, which is across the street and up the hill. It is nowhere
close to the green path coming off of Thaynes Canyon Drive. Employees will have to
walk from the parking to the building, which is not a short walk. Ms. Lamb thought this
building was being shoe-horned into a very tight space. She was opposed to this
proposal and she did not believe the green Access Road would work.

IN

G

AP

PR

O

Suzette Lamb Robarge, stated that she lives next door to her mother, Suzanne Lamb.
Ms. Robarge noted that her house is directly behind the driving range. Her home will
be most affected by the Geo-Grid Road, which is actually a sub-surface grass support
to support vehicles that will be coming across that road. Ms. Robarge stated that it was
never presented to her as an option for regular use. Vaughn Robinson and Roger
McClain had said that it would be used during construction to bring in vehicles, and in
the winter as a potential fire department access. Mr. Robarge wanted to speak on
those points, and to address the potential of using that road as regular access to the
facility.

PE

N

D

Ms. Robarge stated that she has owner the lot since 1994 and she built her home in
1999. She has been a full-time resident since 2006. Over the course of the years, she
and Mr. Robinson have worked together on mitigating the influence and effect of the
driving range on her home. She placed nets and Mr. Robinson controls the number of
drivers. It is a good situation that has led to no broken windows in five years. Ms.
Robarge stated that in building on that lot, she was unable to place any nets along the
Aspens because of view shed issues. She believes that having any type of wire cage
for a walking path or driving path would exceed the allowable height of fencing in a view
shed. She believed that was the reason why she, Mr. Robinson, and previous golf
course managers have worked carefully to mitigate the influence of the driving range.
Ms. Robarge stated that a benefit of living on the driving range that she holds near and
dear is the fact that she gets to look at gorgeous, pristine snow all winter long. If they
install 100 yards of cage, she would lose that element of her property that she holds so
dear and really enjoys. She loves listening to the sound of the skiers, and she loves her
view Park City during that time of the year. That would all be spoiled by a cage that
would probably not meet the height requirement in a view shed. Mr. Robarge stated
that at the last public meeting at the City Library, Mr. Robinson told her that the Fire
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Department is requiring the Geo-Grid Road to be plowed during the winter. Being able
to watch the fence line and tree line all winter long is already impacted by people
looking for a shortcut or trespassers onto the cross-country ski course who do not
understand ski course ethics. Having a road that is plowed in the winter for fire
department access will only encourage the ongoing and slowly increasing use on the
back side of the driving range. Ms. Robarge has tried to explain to people that it should
not be used as a pathway because it destroys the cross-country ski course. She did
not want to see that become habituated as a potential path.

IN

G

AP

PR

O

VA

L

Ms. Robarge understood that the Planning Commission does not always get involved in
health and safety life issues. However, she pointed to an existing fire lane that she
would like them to continue to use, even during the winter. She suggested that if a full
capacity fire hydrant could be placed in that location, the fire department would not
need to drive across the road and there would be no need to keep it plowed in the
winter. Another alternative or additional measure would be to add fire sprinklers to the
building design. On another issue, Ms. Robarge noted that Mr. Robinson preferred not
to have a green roof because of maintenance costs; but she suggested that the energy
efficiency of a sod roof would mitigate some of the costs of having the roof. Ms.
Robarge believed that plowing Geo-Grid road would be an added cost to the golf
facility, which is on its own for funding. Ms. Robarge reiterated her request that they
consider other viable options and not plow that road in the winter. She agreed with the
comment that the facility was being shoe-horned onto the lot.

PE

N

D

Leslie Baliff stated that she lives in one of the houses on the lake. She agreed with her
neighbors that they were facing a lot of things going on in the area with the Ranch, the
Golf Maintenance Facility, and the Public Works space. Ms. Baliff supported Mr.
Jenger’s statements regarding the problems with the white Access Road as opposed to
the green Access Road. She noted that where the road comes out on Three Kings
Road right by Silver Star is very narrow. In the summer it is heavily traveled by bikers
and walkers; and two cars are unable to pass each other. The road is also directly
across from the shuttle stop. On a winter morning families with their skies walk down
from the Silver Star area and the homes in Pay Day to the bus stop. She did not have
a good sense of the intent for use of that road, but adding another element of vehicles
coming in and out in that area is dangerous to those who use the road recreationally.
Safety was her primary concern, and she cited one example of an incident that
occurred today between bikers and vehicles on this very narrow road.
Chair Band closed the public hearing.
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Director Erickson noted that Vaughn Robinson, the Golf Course Manager; Clint Dayley,
Parks and Golf Maintenance Manager; and Roger McClain with Public Works were
present to answer questions regarding access and facility operations.
Planner Morlan reported that an open house was held on July 16th to introduce the
public this project.
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Vaughn Robinson, the Golf Manager, remarked on the difficulty of making the road
identified in green as in and out access. The balls will be more likely to bounce into the
backyards of the homes at the back of the range, which can cause damage. In
addition, if people are hitting range balls throughout the day, someone would have to
stop people from hitting balls when someone is on the road. There are 19 stalls on the
range and most times it is very busy. These were two main reasons for not making that
the normal access road. Mr. Robinson stated that cross-country skiing was another
reason why they could not move the access down below or in the middle because most
of the ski training and teaching is done in that area. Mr. Robinson noted that the
access would be the Geo-Grid road and they will try to grow grass to keep balls from
bouncing.
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Mr. Robinson explained that they did not take the fire access down the road identified in
white because the access road needs to be twice as wide as that road for the various
trucks that need access. He understood the comments regarding safety concerns with
the exit point. He was also worried about safety concerns for their employees. Mr.
Robinson remarked that there is an access for enter and exit that is approximately 40
yards to the south. The main entrance to the Golf, Spiro, and Parks facility will be 200
yards away. Mr. Robinson did not believe it would be a major impact because typically
two vehicles a day on average go in and out. It would be someone bringing in
something they need or to haul sand and seed once a month. He clarified that the road
would not be access for employees driving in and out every day. The employees will
park at Silver Star and walk down. He did not believe the road is plowed during the
winter; therefore, there should not be any winter access because the employees
working at the maintenance facility will park at the Hotel Park City and walk up.
Clint Dayley, Park City Parks and Golf Department, agreed with the comment that
Three Kings is very busy. He noted that a positive change is that the 14 City vehicles
will now be relocated at Public Works. The vehicles that currently come out of the
Parks and Golf site four times daily, will all be relocated to the Public Works site. Mr.
Dayley stated that the golf course only has two vehicles; a one-ton truck and a
Colorado, and they would only be using the white road.
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Chair Band understood that the Geo-Grid was only for fire access. No one else would
ever use that road unless there is a fire. Commissioner Phillips asked if that road
needed to remain plowed throughout the winter. Mr. Dayley answered yes.
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Commissioner Phillips wanted to know why the access could not come right in front of
the driving tees down at the bottom. Ms. Robinson identified on the map the area he
thought Commissioner Phillips was referring to at the bottom by the hotel. He explained
that when it was discussed with cross-country skiing, they had stated that higher up was
better for safety reasons because that is where they stage and put on skis, as well as
doing children and youth activities. Commissioner Phillips asked if the fire access could
go over the same area that will be cleared for the skiers. Mr. Robinson replied that the
concrete pad is not cleared because it is better to leave the snow on it.
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Director Erickson asked them to clarify the fire sprinkling and fire hydrant. Mr. McClain
stated that the buildings will be fire sprinkled per City requirements. He stated that they
had considered the flumes and electrical box at the intersection. They met with some
of the residents onsite to discuss a better location and determined that it could be
moved slightly to the south. The existing flumes will be eliminated when the Treatment
Plant is constructed. The box is a diversion box that is in the design process, but that
will likely be reconfigured or eliminated. The location of the road and access is not
dependent on those structures.
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Commissioner Suesser asked the applicant to walk through the diagrams. She referred
to Buildings A, B and C and the canopied storage area, and asked if they were seeing
all of those structures in the schematic drawing on page 143 of the Staff.
Commissioner Phillips believed those were cross sections that referred to another view
in the plans.
Mr. McClain explained that there are two buildings separated by a driveway corridor.
The southern building on the left side is the office and repair bank. On the right side is
the fertilizer and pesticide storage building. In between those two buildings is open
space for mower cleaning and a wash bay. The building on the north is one complete
structure for vehicle or equipment storage. The building is not heated above freezing
for energy considerations. Commissioner Suesser asked if the two canopied
operations were overhangs that come off into the middle of the two buildings. Mr.
McClain pointed to a canopy over the golf course material storage bunks. The area
between the buildings is screened to protect the operators from golf balls or other
activities. The area on the other side of the building has solar panels. Commissioner
Thimm asked if it would be a living roof. Mr. McClain replied that that roof was not
living. There will be PV array panels to offset the energy on the south building. There
will be a living roof on the north building.
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Commissioner Suesser questioned why they needed twice the space that they currently
have. Mr. Dayley stated that currently the Parks and Golf facility total is 10,000 square
feet. The golf maintenance part of the building is 5,000 square feet; however, the golf
maintenance department shares space within the Parks. The lunchroom, offices, and
bathrooms are all shared space. It may only be 5,000 square feet, but both
departments utilize much of the same space. Another consideration is that the current
building is two levels. There are mezzanines where they are able to stack equipment.
This new building will be lower and they needed to increase the footprint in order to
maintain the same size. Even though the building is larger, the working square footage
is close to the same.
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Commissioner Suesser asked for the number of employees who work out of the current
space. Mr. Dayley replied that there are17 employees in the summer seven days a
week. Five are part-time, which could only be five to ten hours per week. There will
only be two employees in the winter, and they will park at the Hotel and walk up. Mr.
Dayley stated that approximately 10 to 11 employees would be working at any given
time during the summer months.

PE

N

D

IN

G

Commissioner Kenworthy understood that they were allocating 20 parking spaces for
the future redevelopment of the Spiro Water Treatment Plant. He wanted to know how
that relates to the size of the building and number of employees. Planner Morlan stated
that the Three Kings Water Treatment Plan is redoing the parking area onsite where the
water treatment plant sits now. There will be additional parking in that location, as well
as the 20 parking spaces at Silver Star. She had not yet completed the full Staff
analysis, but it would be attached to the CUP for the Treatment Plant. Commissioner
Kenworthy clarified that there would be additional parking if needed for the size of the
building and number of employees. Planner Morlan answered yes.
Commissioner Kenworthy asked about the success of living roofs. Director Erickson
replied that it works well if the roof is maintained. He noted that the architect for this
project has done living roofs on other buildings in this local exposure. Commissioner
Kenworthy asked for Director Erickson’s opinion on the liquor store roof. Director
Erickson thought the liquor store was coming along better than expected. The
maintenance is low but it was not irrigated at all this year as a test for how the
succulents thrive without irrigation. Director Erickson remarked that the difficulties with
living or green roofs is when people use them for parks and people walk on the
grasses. Another factor are poorly selected plant materials. He had faith in the living
roofs for this project because he trusts the Park City Parks Department. In addition,
there is a lot of mitigation strategy and reduction of ambient noise and active noise. He
could imagine the noise if golf balls bounced off a metal roof.
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Commissioner Kenworthy wanted to know who would maintain the living roof. Mr.
Dayley replied that Golf Maintenance would be responsible for maintaining the roof. He
pointed out that the liquor store roof is maintained by an HOA and not by the City.
Commissioner Kenworthy asked if both the Access Drive and the Geo-Grid would be
plowed. Chair Band replied that the Access Drive would not be plowed.
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Commissioner Suesser asked if materials or supplies need to get in and out of the
building during the winter. Mr. Dayley stated that most of the supplies could be hauled
in.
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Commissioner Thimm asked if the applicants would be opposed to adding a condition
of approval prohibiting the road from being used as access. He also suggested adding
another condition to limit the amount of traffic on the access drive to a maximum of ten
vehicular trips per day, except in the event of an emergency.
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Mr. Dayley was not opposed to adding the conditions of approval; however, there will be
one day a month where approximately ten loads of sand would be brought in. He
believed ten vehicular trips on an average day would be excess.
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Director Erickson recalled a Staff discussion regarding mitigating construction impacts
for the neighborhood and Silver Star. He asked if they had agreed on the end of day
construction time. Planner Morlan stated that it was discussed but she did not have the
opportunity to talk to the Chief Building Official about construction times prior to this
meeting. Director Erickson explained that based on comments received from Silver
Star and the neighbors, the Staff was considering reducing the construction time period
from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Chair Band favored the 9:00 a.m. start in a residential
neighborhood. In an effort to reduce construction impacts, Director Erickson asked if
the applicant was willing to restrict construction from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. as a
condition of approval. Mr. McClain had no objection to the proposed construction
times.
Commissioner Suesser thought it appeared that the presentation was initially
envisioned to present both the design of the Three Kings Water Treatment Plant and
the Golf Maintenance Facility. She wanted to know why they were separated, because
it would be helpful to see the plans for both building. Commissioner Suesser thought
the plans for the Golf Maintenance Facility were vague, and she was interested in
knowing more about the Treatment Plan in conjunction with an approval for the Golf
Maintenance Facility.
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Planner Morlan explained that she had received the application for each building at
different times, and each application has different timelines. Director Erickson noted
that the new water treatment plant would remain on the same site as the existing Public
Works and Treatment Plant. They had originally conceptualized expanding the Spiro
site; however, the building is now inside the constraints of the existing Spiro site.
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Roger McClain explained that Public Works worked with the Golf Managers to keep the
site within the two golf holes. The site was elongated slightly to set it back away from
Three Kings Drive, but it remains in the same location. Commissioner Suesser asked if
they had considered demolishing the existing Treatment Plan and constructing one
facility to meet both needs. Mr. McClain stated that they looked at whether the site
could hold both facilities, but they could not make it fit without exceeding the height
requirements or other issues; or pushing it out onto the golf course.
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Commissioner Sletten asked if it was within the same footprint and height, or whether
either of those elements would change. Mr. McClain replied that it pushes out
somewhat in length and width from what it is today. They worked hard to make it fit
within the constraints of the playability and aesthetics of the golf course without
impeding on the two golf holes. In terms of height, they need to accommodate the
equipment that will be stored, but it will be shorter than the existing tower. He believed
the Planning Commission would be pleased with the look of the facility and the layout.
Mr. McClain clarified that in their efforts to try to fit everything on one site, it became
apparent that the Parks Department had to move off the site. He pointed out that one
benefit is that it will reduce the amount of traffic in the neighborhood.
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Commissioner Kenworthy asked for the height restriction. Director Erickson replied that
it is a maximum of 28 feet; and 35’ to the peak.
Commissioner Suesser clarified that the Parks Department employees would be moved
off the site, but the building was being made larger. Director Erickson explained that
the treatment process that needs to go into the new building is significantly more
sophisticated than what they have now. The Staff asked them to squeeze all the
pumps, valves, and other things into the parcel that currently exists. The building shape
will be different but the parcel will not change. Commissioner Suesser wanted to make
sure the buildings are only what is needed and nothing in excess. It is a residential
neighborhood and it is important that they are only designed for what is absolutely
necessary. She used the Pump Houses off of Holiday Ranch as an example of
designing for what was needed and nothing more. Mr. McClain stated that they would
have liked to build more space, but they were constrained to the site and had to
maintain the same footprint. It was the direction they were given, and what they had
accomplished and submitted to the Planning Department.
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Commissioner Hall asked for clarification as to why the Access Drive is not suitable for
fire access in lieu of having the Geo-Grid. Mr. Robinson replied that the main difficulty
is that the road would have to double in width and would require removing trees. It also
narrows by the #10 green. If they widen the road it would go into the neighbors’
property and remove trees that provide seclusion and protection from golf balls.
Commissioner Suesser asked if it was a single lane road as proposed. Mr. Vaughn
answered yes. Chair Band was surprised that the road was being driven on at all
because it is a golf course. Commissioner Suesser emphasized that she was trying to
clarify that the proposed access route was only 12’. Commissioner Hall clarified that
the general consensus was that everyone preferred the Geo-Grid as a second route,
rather than expanding the existing Access Drive.
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Commissioner Suesser asked for an explanation of how the road will work as a fire
access road during the winter. She was told that the Geo-Grid road would be plowed
down to the grass. It would only be used for fire access during the winter.
Commissioner Phillips thought it would be difficult to plow the road without tearing up
the grass. Mr. Vaughn noted that they already have experience with plowing at Quinn’s
Junction. He envisioned a similar operation. It would be plowed to the minimum
plowing requirements of the Fire Department.
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Planner Morlan summarized the proposed added and amended conditions of approval.
She reiterated the changes she had made earlier in her presentation. In addition, a
condition was added that there would be no plowing of the access drive in the winter.
For Condition #2c in the construction mitigation plan she added, “The hours of
construction shall end by 6:00 p.m.” Chair Band asked if they should add a start time of
9:00 a.m. Director Erickson was prepared to recommend a start time because there
were already constraints on the construction operation. Commissioner Kenworthy
pointed out that limiting both the start and stop times would extend the length of the
project, and that would be an impact on the neighbors.
Planner Morlan continued that in Conditions 3, 4, and 5 she had added “not including
the grading permit” to clarify that there will be several permits for this project. She had
added a Condition stating that “Traffic on the Access Road from the structure to Three
Kings Drive shall be limited to no more than ten trips per day on average. A Condition
of Approval was added stating that “The Access Road shall not be plowed in the
winter”.
Suzette Robarge requested the opportunity ask a question.
Chair Band re-opened the public hearing.
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Suzette Lamb Robarge asked if all the construction traffic would use the Geo-Grid
Road.
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Mr. McClain did not believe the Geo-Grid Road would be completely in before
construction starts. There will also be utility work towards the bottom that is a point of
access. Therefore, there could be three or four points of access. Mr. McClain noted
that access issues would be addressed in the Construction Mitigation Plan that will be
presented to the City. They were looking at a schedule for completion where access
range would be back up and operable by early next year. It involves a lot of concrete
work and grading and excavation. It also involves additional site work associated with
the berming and other efforts to make the golf course operational without any lost time.
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Commissioner Hall understood that the Geo-Grid Access Road would not have the
Geo-Grid in during construction; and the pathway would essentially be used for
construction trucks next summer. Mr. McClain answered yes. Mr. McClain explained
that once there is substantial completion of the building, the Geo-Grid would have to be
completed in order to obtain occupancy permits because it will fire access.
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Commissioner Suesser asked if the Access Road that would not be plowed during the
winter will be used for any construction access. Mr. McClain replied that the use would
be limited because of interference with the golf course. Most of the construction traffic
would be off of Thaynes Canyon Drive. Commissioner Suesser assumed they could
apply the condition of approval limiting an average of 10 vehicles per day on the access
drive during construction. Mr. McClain agreed. He asked that it be more related to
access from Thaynes Canyon Drive versus Three Kings Drive. Commissioner Thimm
asked if they could work out where there would be no construction access on the
Access Drive; and only on the service drive. Mr. McClain preferred to say “limited”
because they have to construct the access drive.
Planner Morlan added language to the Construction Mitigation Plan limiting construction
traffic on the Access road to only that needed for construction of the access road and
utilities associated with that area.
Josephine Jenger, a resident at 1 Kings Court, commented on the ten trucks per day
that will be coming in and out. She asked if the golf cart road would still be used for
people driving golf carts.
Mr. Robinson replied that the golf court road would be right up by the green. The
access road will be behind the trees. They will do whatever they can to make sure
people do not confuse those two roads. Mr. Robinson clarified that the Access Road
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will be built separate from the current cart path. The cart path will remain similar to
what it is now. The access road will be separate as much as possible; with the
exception of 20 feet right by the green, and that area will have signage. Ms. Jenger
asked what would happen if a truck is coming in and a golf cart is going out. Mr.
Robinson reiterated that the roads would be separated. Ms. Jenger pointed out that it
is illegal for golf carts to ride on the sidewalk, but they do every day on Three Kings
Drive. Mr. Robinson thought that issue would be mitigated or even eliminated when the
new building is in a different location. Ms. Jenger remarked that the little lawn mowers
and the golf carts that go on Three Kings is part of the normal traffic pattern. She was
unsure how that could be mitigated during construction.
Chair Band asked if the golf carts were driven by employees or golfers.
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Ms. Jenger replied that the golf course workers ride the streets. She believed it was
also a safety issue. It is not a good exit for all the vehicles because of Silver Star. She
stated that Silver Star generates a significant amount of delivery traffic.
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Commissioner Suesser informed Ms. Jenger that the Planning Commission had
amended the conditions of approval to keep the construction trucks coming off Thayne
Canyon and not going up Three Kings.

IN

Chair Band closed the public hearing.
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Suzette Lamb Robarge requested to speak again. Chair Band informed her that the
public hearing had been opened twice and it was now closed.
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Assistant City Attorney commented on the condition of approval limiting the number of
vehicular trips to 10 trips on average. She thought Code Enforcement would have a
difficult time counting trips to enforce the condition. Ms. McLean asked the Staff to
consider how they could manage the condition to make sure it occurs to mitigate the
impacts. Mr. Dayley stated that his Staff would manage it to make sure they do not
exceed the 10 vehicle trips. He pointed out that only two City vehicles would be allowed
to use that access. All the employees will park at Silver Star and walk down that path.
Commissioner Suesser thought Ms. McLean was specifically asking about vehicles
during construction. Ms. McLean replied that she was correct; but it was helpful to
know how the golf maintenance operations would be managed.
Mr. McClain clarified that any access would be part of the approved Construction
Mitigation Plan. The City Engineer would put it in his encroachment permit on to the
roadway, and that could be enforced through the construction manager and the
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construction team. Assistant City Attorney McLean asked if someone from the City
would be managing it as well. Mr. Dayley stated that it would be a City managed
project and there would be a representative onsite at all times. He believed the
representative would be Nick Rowley with the Department of Public Utilities.
Suzanne Lamb asked to speak again.
Chair Band reopened the public hearing.
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Suzanne Lamb was displeased that Chair Band had cut off her daughter when she
requested to speak. This was a public hearing and they have sat here the entire
evening so their comments could be heard. She wanted her daughter to have the
chance to say what she wanted.
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Suzette Lamb Robarge wanted everyone to be aware that as the corner house at 3
Kings Drive and Thaynes Canyon Drive, she will endure the brunt of construction traffic.
She wanted that clearly understood. Also, she would have a nicely plowed swath
behind her house for eternity on the fire access. Mr. Robarge did not believe they had
address the possibility of having a fire hydrant for fire safety versus a plowed Geo-Grid
road. Ms. Robarge stated that the speed limit on their street is 20 miles per hour. She
did not feel that the golf course equipment is a hazard because they travel within the
speed limit to accomplish their job. In her opinion, that is a non-issue.
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Dave Thacker, the Chief Building Official and Fire Code Official responded to the fire
hydrant question. He stated that a fire hydrant is a great suggestion but it does not take
the place of the requirement for fire access per Fire Code. The fire access is required
even if the building is sprinkled and there is a fire hydrant next to the building. He
pointed out that a fire hydrant is only a way for a fire truck to utilize the water. The truck
needs to reach the building in order to use the hydrant. Mr. Thacker emphasized that a
hydrant and sprinklers would not alleviate the requirement for the access road.
Chair Band closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Sletten moved to APPROVE the Conditional Use Permit for
the Golf Maintenance Building to be located at 1884 Three Kings Drive in the ROS
Zone, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval
found in the Staff report and as amended. Commissioner Thimm seconded the
motion.
VOTE: The motion passed 5-1. Commissioner Suesser voted against the motion.
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Finding of Fact – Golf Maintenance Facility
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1. The site is located at 1884 Three Kings Drive.
2. The site is located in the Recreation and Open Space (ROS) zoning district.
3. The proposed facility is to be located between the existing driving range and Hole
10 of the Park City Golf Course.
4. The proposed structure complies with all setback and LMC requirements as
outlined in the analysis.
5. An essential municipal public utility use, facility, service, or structure greater than
600 square feet, and an accessory building greater than 600 square feet are
classified as conditional uses in the ROS zone.
6. The primary use for this address, a golf course, is also classified as a conditional
use in the ROS zone.
7. On July 10, 2018, the City received a complete Conditional Use Permit
application for this golf maintenance facility.
8. On July 16, 2018, the applicant held a public Open House for the Three Kings
Water Treatment Plant and for the golf maintenance facility.
9. The proposed facility is intended to replace the portion of the Spiro Public Works
building currently used as a golf maintenance facility.
10.This facility is intended to serve as the primary support facility for golf course
operations.
11.This development will not affect the operations of the golf course including the
driving range.
12.The proposed facility consists of three building structures and two canopied
operations/materials storage areas.
a. Building A is identified as a 2,270 square foot administrative office and
maintenance building.
b. Building B is identified as a 5,000 square foot tempered equipment
building.
c. Building C is identified as a 900 square foot fertilizer and chemical
(pesticide) storage building.
d. There will also be a covered wash and fuel bay (1,150 square feet) and a
covered bulk material storage area (1,080 square feet).
e. In total, this facility will consist of 8,170 square feet of enclosed floor area
and 2,230 square feet of covered space totaling 10,400 square feet in all.
13.The applicant has indicated that all structures will be constructed concurrently.
14.The applicant is proposing two access points to the site designed to minimize
impacts to the golf course and driving range. The first is an access via private
cart path extending from Three Kings Drive, and the second is a secondary
access road consisting of grass covered reinforced geo-cell will extend to the
project site across the rear of the driving range from Thaynes Canyon Drive.
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15.Parking for the project is provided at the adjacent Silver Star Subdivision through
an existing parking easement granted to Park City Municipal Corporation (Entry
No. 00762729).
16.This agreement allocates 30 spaces to the City, of which 10 are assigned to this
facility and 20 are assigned to the future Three Kings Water Treatment Plant
project.
17.Operations vehicle parking is provided on site.
18.Off-street parking standards in the LMC require 9 spaces for this site which are
met with the existing 10 spaces.
19.Green roofs are proposed Buildings A and B (the administration building and the
equipment storage building), and photovoltaic panels are proposed on Building C
(the fertilizer and chemical storage).
20.The ROS District requires 25 feet minimum Setbacks from the boundary line of
the Lot, district, or public Right-of-Way. The proposed facility meets these
requirements with these setbacks:
a. 285 feet from Thaynes Canyon Drive
b. 215 feet from the western property line
c. 30 feet from the southern property line
d. 175 feet from the eastern property line
21.All structures must be no higher than 28 feet from Existing Grade. The maximum
height above Existing Grade on any of the structures is 23.89 feet in compliance
with this standard.
22.This site is not located within the Park City Soils Ordinance Boundary.
23.The location of these structures on the existing golf course is not located within a
designated flood zone.
24.The proposed facility meets the criteria for a Conditional Use Permit found in
Section 15-1-10 (E) of the LMC as detailed in the Analysis.
Conclusions of Law – Golf Maintenance Facility
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 effects of any differences in Use or scale have been mitigated through
careful planning.
Conditions of Approval - Golf Maintenance Facility
1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.
2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits.
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a. No construction related parking or material storage shall be allowed in the
Right-of-Way.
b. There shall be no construction vehicle staging on the street and deliveries
shall be “just in time” to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Building
Department.
c. The hours of construction shall end by 6:00 PM.
d. Limit construction traffic on the Access Road to only that needed for
construction of the Access Road and utilities associated with that area.
3. A final utility plan, including a drainage plan for utility installation, public
improvements, and drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit submittal and
shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility providers prior to
issuance of a building permit (not including the grading permit).
4. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance (not including the grading permit).
5. A final landscape plan, including details for the green roofs, shall be submitted for
review and approval by the City Planning Department, prior to building permit issuance
(not including the grading permit).
6. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless and until the design is
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department staff for compliance with this
Conditional Use Permit.
7. As part of the building permit review process, the applicant shall submit a certified
topographical survey of the property with roof elevations over topographic and U.S.G.S.
elevation information relating to existing grade as well as the height of the proposed
building ridges to confirm that the building complies with all height restrictions.
8. The applicant shall submit a detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building
permit. The shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared, stamped,
and signed by a licensed structural engineer.
9. Access to the site must meet fire access requirements including adequate road
widths and turnaround areas.
10. Traffic on the Access Road from the structure to Three Kings Drive shall be limited
to no more than 10 trips per day on average.
11. The Access Road shall not be plowed in the winter.
12. Designated parking spaces which are a part of the Silver Star Subdivision parking
easement shall be clearly marked and identified for this use.
13. Green roofs and photovoltaic panels shall meet best practices for green roofs in the
Intermountain West, in terms of the structural design, substrate base materials (what
plants are planted in), the types of plant materials, and the irrigation system as
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department before a building permit may be
issued.
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14. This approval will expire on August 22, 2019 if a building permit has not been
issued by the building department before the expiration date, unless a written request
for an extension is submitted prior to the expiration date and the extension is granted by
the Planning Director.
15. Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.
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The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
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Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

RV Parking Amendments
Tippe Morlan, AICP, Planner II
September 26, 2018
Legislative – Municipal and Land Management Code
Amendments

Project Number:
Applicant:

PL-17-03479
Park City Planning Department

Affected Municipal
Code Sections:

Title 9: Parking Code
Title 11: Buildings and Building Regulations
Title 14: Trees/Landscaping; Streets, Sidewalks And Stairs; Streetcuts;
Snow Removal; Street Address System; News Racks
Title 15: Land Management Code

Reason for Review:

Municipal Code Amendments require Planning Commission review, and
City Council review and action.

Proposal
The applicant is requesting an amendment to the existing Municipal Code under Title 9
(Parking Code), Title 11 (Buildings and Building Regulations), Title 14 (Trees/
Landscaping; Streets, Sidewalks And Stairs; Streetcuts; Snow Removal; Street Address
System; News Racks), and Title 15 (Land Management Code) in relation to
Recreational Vehicle parking and related parking materials. Recommendations related
to non-Land Management Code amendments (i.e. Titles 9, 11 and 14) are not
mandated. However, Planning Commissions thoughts on these amendments are
useful, especially as they are so closely linked to the Land Management Code
amendments.
Recommendation
The Planning Department requests that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing
and continue this item to a date uncertain.
Background
As part of constant review of the Land Management Code, the proposed amendments
came up either as policy discussions or as procedural items which need to be updated
and were discussed at the following meetings:
July 21, 2016 – The City Council held a work session on the topic of the use of gravel
throughout the City, specifically focusing on xeriscaping and parking requirements (see
link for minutes).
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October 26, 2016 – The Planning Commission held a work session to discuss the use
of gravel mulch in Landscaping (LMC Section 15-5-5 (M) Landscaping), and Parking in
side yards (all Zones) (see link for minutes).
April 26, 2017 – The Planning Commission held an additional work session on the
same topic (see link for minutes).
August 7, 2018 – The Planning Department and Community Engagement Department
held an open house to receive feedback from the public and to discuss proposed
changes to RV Parking regulations. The outreach strategy incorporates email
messaging and a public open house session to discuss these amendments and their
effect on community members. Staff was also interviewed by KPCW regarding the RV
Parking changes. The goals of the Outreach efforts are:
 To inform impacted neighborhood residents about LMC Updates
 To address questions and concerns in a proactive manner.
 To provide an avenue for impacted residents to learn more about the proposed
LMC updates
 Keep the information simple and straight forward. Explain the “why” and benefit.
August 22, 2018 – The Planning Commission held a public hearing and continued the
item to the September 26th Planning Commission meeting at the request of staff.
Analysis
The main objectives of the proposed amendments are to encourage safe and
appropriate parking, improve the aesthetic and visual experience of Park City, and
maintain public infrastructure. Following the outreach program for this item held at the
City Library on August 7, 2018, Planning Staff is working to evaluate and incorporate
comments received. Specifically, Planning Staff is reviewing several potential directions
for these changes and is preparing for a City Council work session on October 11, 2018
to receive a recommendation on which direction staff should take. Staff will then
proceed to prepare updated code sections for Planning Commission to review. Staff is
focusing on enforcement and clarity of regulations
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Project #:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

243 Daly Avenue
PL-18-03933
Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
September 26, 2018
Administrative – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
Extension Request

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission remove this item from the agenda. Per
Land Management Code (LMC) 15-1-10(G), the Planning Director may grant an
extension of the Conditional Use permit for one (1) additional year when the applicant is
able to demonstrate no change in circumstance that would result in an unmitigated
impact or that would result in a finding of non-compliance with the review criteria of
Section 15-1-10(E) or other provisions of the LMC in effect at the time of the extension
request.
The item was included in the Legal Notice; however, no mailing or property notice was
completed for this item as it is a Planning Director determination and does not require
Planning Commission review.
Description
Owner/ Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

Alexander and Elizabeth Cohen, represented by architect
Chimso Onwuegbu
243 Daly Avenue
Historic Residential (HR-1) District
Residential
Construction of an addition to an existing historic singlefamily home in excess of 200 square feet of Building
Footprint that will be located upon an existing slope of 30%
or greater. The Planning Director has the ability to grant a
one year extension to their Steep Slope Conditional Use
Permit approval. Any further extensions require Planning
Commission review and approval.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

Code Enforcement Update
Michelle Downard, Deputy Chief Building Official
Dave Thacker, Chief Building Official/Fire Code Official
Sept. 26, 2018
INFORMATIONAL

Code enforcement staff continues to prioritize community outreach, education, construction
mitigation and conditions of approval as a focal point of all enforcement activity. Since the
previous code enforcement update to the Planning Commission, staff has accomplished the
following:
Construction Mitigation and Conditions of Approval
 As we communicated to Planning Commission last year, the Planning and Building
Departments are and have been well coordinated in the implementation of Conditions of
Approval as defined in Planning Commission approvals.
 The King’s Crown project was recently issued a grading permit, requiring a construction
mitigation plan with specific conditions of approval and pre-construction meetings.
 Code Enforcement has been working with the Planning Department to amend Technical
Report 15, Construction Mitigation Plan for the Empire Pass Master Planned
Development.
 Staff intends to utilize the Backhoe Report and the Department’s electronic newsletter to
provide additional education to the community, including explaining construction
mitigation plans. The Backhoe Report is published on our website. Printed copies can be
provided as needed.
Noise
 Code Enforcement worked in coordination with the Police Department who provided
training for night clubs and bars on Main Street on July 23, 2018. The training covered
multiple topics including the noise ordinance amendments, community concerns and
expectations for compliance.
 Staff is continuing conversations with residents and businesses regarding the noise
ordinance. As needed, staff may return to Council to discuss how to amend the ordinance
to maximize the balance between residents’ standard of living and thriving businesses.
 Staff will be discussing enforcement efforts with the Planning Commission, including
how the noise ordinance specifically relates to the Kimball Garage, 638 Park Avenue.
Staff intends to address enforcement concerns by discussing both misunderstandings and
identifying how to make improvements. For example, concerns were previously raised
about having to visit a violating property with an officer if they called in a noise
complaint. While staff cannot say with certainty that this has never happened, that is not
consistent with methods to deescalate the situation. To further ensure that this does not
occur in the future, enforcement officers have been reminded that this is not a suitable
way to handle the situation.
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In addition to implementing the above listed items, staff also recommends the following
additional actions to address the previous feedback.
Customer Service
City staff is continually having conversations with community members. That said, it is
important to note our customer is not only the person we are speaking with, they are also the rest
of the community including residents, visitors and business owners and patrons. The City Code
is generally a reflection of the standards of living, which the larger community desires. Staff
must find a balance between the overall community interests (the adopted code) and the
individual requests. For example, exterior residential lighting is regulated to preserve Park
City’s dark skies. However, some property owners are disappointed to hear they cannot install
the light fixtures they prefer, and request an exception to the regulation. Additionally, while
protecting residents from construction impacts through mitigation efforts, contractors often ask
for leniency and, if granted, the property owner is sometimes aware, and sometimes unaware.
Staff believes that having a balanced enforcement approach, with consideration of the interests of
all of our customers, is crucial, despite not always being able to provide the answer that a
customer desires. A clear and balanced enforcement effort is key in establishing and maintaining
standards of living and compliance with the City Code.
The Parking Services Department also works closely with the Building Department to assist with
customer service issues related to construction vehicles and mitigation in the residential areas of
Old Town. Routine parking enforcement involves educating the public, customers, and
construction workers while balancing resident parking needs. Construction impacts on
residential parking are a very common community concern.
Messaging
Staff recognizes, and appreciates, opportunities to explain regulations and provide problem
solving solutions when interacting with customers facing a violation. Enforcement staff has an
obligation to explain each violation and why it is important. Staff must explain that regulations
make sense for the health and safety of the community. By doing this, our approach is one of
educations and resolve not strictly issuance of citations. This has often been viewed by the
community as an equitable compliance solution.
Staff further recognizes that community members are not always clear about when they should
contact the City. Some have even communicated a hesitation as a result of fear of bothering city
staff. Code Enforcement personnel intend to address some of these concerns by discussing them
within the Backhoe Report. Specifically, explaining what enforcement roles exist within Park
City, (Building, Police, Parking, Engineering, Environmental, Planning, Fire, etc.) what each
department enforces and scenarios when they should contact the City. Staff will also explain
how understanding community concerns and having extra eyes on the street are helpful. Staff
has facilitated anonymous complaints through the Park City website. A complainant never needs
to feel responsible for code enforcement action against someone else, as our enforcement is
determined by the code, not the complainant’s comments.
Enforcement Policy
33

Discretion is crucial for enforcement staff. Enforcement must be equal and consistently applied.
Strategic enforcement must be based on a concern and the content of the violation. Our
enforcement policy has already established an education based approach of verbal warning,
written warning and then enforcement action, unless there are specific life safety concerns.
While this policy has provided beneficial guidance, it does not specify when an issue should be
elevated to another staff member for interpretation, such as the Chief Building Official for
interpretation of the International Building Code or what enforcement action is most appropriate,
such as an administrative code enforcement citation or a stop work order. The Chief Building
Official and Deputy Chief Building Official intend to provide more procedural clarity to staff
including when issues should be elevated to other staff who have the ability to dedicate
additional time to provide a thorough response.
Proactive Code Analysis
As stated above, the City Code is a reflection of the community interests and should be amended
as those interests evolve over time. As feedback is received, staff intends to bring those topics to
City Council as early as possible for further discussion and consider taking action before an
concern becomes more problematic.
In order to accomplish the customer service, messaging, enforcement policy and proactive code
analysis listed above, Community Development is also considering a Customer Liaison position
which would provide enhanced customer service, where needed. The liaison would focus on
community engagement within the Community Development Department, similar to the
Community Outreach Police Officer for PD. Currently, multiple staff help to troubleshoot
specific circumstances as they arise but there is no consistent point of contact. A liaison would
be able to dedicate time and support toward challenging concerns, minimizing runaround for the
customer and being a consistent contact. Staff believes that this would allow a staff member to
prioritize customer service and balanced enforcement, with an increased level of service.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

1406 Park Avenue Plat Amendment
Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
PL-18-03947
September 26, 2018
Legislative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 1406 Park
Avenue Plat Amendment, located at the same address, 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:

Richard and Janice Ehrenkrook
1406 Park Avenue
Historic Residential Medium (HRM) zoning district
Single and multi-family residential structures
Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council review and action.

Proposal
The applicant proposes to create a legal lot of record from a metes and bounds parcel
measuring 3,557 square feet. This is a developed containing a house that has been
found not to be historic. The site is not designated on the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).
Background
This property has had several previous land use applications. In 1982, the previous
owners requested a variance for the legalization of the existing side and rear yard
setbacks in order to construct a porch that would maintain the same setbacks as the
historic house; the applicant later withdrew this application as they were not ready to
move forward with the project.
The historical significance of this house has also been disputed several times. In 2009,
the site was included in the adoption of the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI); however,
further investigation of its history led the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) to remove
the property from the HSI in March 2010. Following Land Management Code (LMC)
changes that expanded the criteria for designation as “Significant” in 2015, staff once
again re-evaluated the site’s historical significance. On April 6, 2016, the HPB reviewed
a Determination of Significance (DOS) application and found that the house did not
meet the new criteria for designation as “Significant.” The site is not listed on the
Historic Sites Inventory and the existing building is eligible for demolition.
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The current owners submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application on
March 3, 2018. The application was deemed complete on March 29, 2018, and the
HDDR application was approved on June 4, 2018. The HDDR included a Condition of
Approval that no building permit would be issued until a plat amendment had been
recorded to create a legal lot of record from the metes and bounds parcel.
On July 26, 2018, the applicant submitted a Plat Amendment application to the Planning
Department to combine the existing metes and bounds parcel into a single lot of record.
The current Summit County Parcel Number is SA-236.
The plat amendment application was complete on July 26, 2018.
Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential Medium Density (HRM) District is to:
A. allow continuation of permanent residential and transient housing in original
residential Areas of Park City,
B. encourage new Development along an important corridor that is Compatible with
Historic Structures in the surrounding Area,
C. encourage the rehabilitation of existing Historic Structures,
D. encourage Development that provides a transition in Use and scale between the
Historic District and the resort Developments,
E. encourage Affordable Housing,
F. encourage Development which minimizes the number of new driveways
Accessing existing thoroughfares and minimizes the visibility of Parking Areas,
and
G. establish specific criteria for the review of Neighborhood Commercial Uses in
Historic Structures along Park Avenue.
Analysis
The purpose of this application is to combine the existing metes and bounds parcels
into a single lot of record measuring 3,557 square feet.
Alliance Engineering has provided a site plan showing several encroachments of an
existing fence wraps the west (front), north (side) east (rear), and south (side) property
lines; the fence encroaches over the west, north, and east property lines.
The existing single-family house, constructed in 1912 and then significantly altered
between 1949 and 1982, does not comply with setbacks; however, the house is
proposed to be demolished in order to construct a new single-family home on the lot.
Should the house not be demolished, it would remain non-complying; the applicant
could submit a Non-Complying Structure Determination application and allow the
Planning Director to determine if the building is legal non-complying. The non-complying
conditions outlined in the following table already exist and would not be created by this
plat amendment.
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In the HRM Zoning District, there is no maximum building footprint. Rather, any new
development will need to comply with the required setbacks as outlined in Land
Management Code (LMC) 15-2.4. This property is surrounded by single and multifamily dwellings. Directly across the street are large condominium developments,
directly south of this lot are condominiums, and directly north is a single-family historic
house at 1420 Park Avenue. More condominiums abut the east side of the property
along Sullivan Road. There is not a consistent house size in this neighborhood due to
the mix of housing developments.
The properties surrounding this site are significantly larger than the proposed plat
amendment (see Exhibit D). Staff finds that the lot at 1406 Park Avenue measuring
3,557 square feet is much smaller than the typical lot sizes in this neighborhood. Staff
has analyzed lot sizes along the 1300-1500 blocks of Park Avenue within the HRM
Zoning District. The average lot size is 18,738.5 square feet overall. The average lot
size for a single family lot is 6,051.94 square feet. The largest lot is at the Woodside
Park Subdivision at 1353 Park Avenue (20,752 sf) and the smallest was at the singlefamily house at 323 Park Avenue (2,178 sf).

Minimum Lot
Size

Lot Width
Setbacks

LMC Requirements
for HRM District
(Based on Existing
Lot Size):
1,875 SF for single
family house; 3,750
SF for duplex
37.50 feet

Existing Conditions:

Proposed Lot A:

3,557 SF; complies
for Single Family,
does not comply for
duplex
51.42 feet; complies

3,557 SF; complies
for proposed single
family house
51.42 feet; complies

Front Yard

15 feet; 20 feet for
front-facing garages

22 feet; complies

22 feet; complies

Rear Yard

10 feet

4 feet; does not
comply

4 feet; does not
comply

Side Yard

5 feet

Building Height
above Existing
Grade

27 feet

6.4 feet (north side);
complies
4.9 feet (south side);
does not comply
15.8 feet; complies

6.4 feet (north side);
complies
4.9 feet (south side);
does not comply
15.8 feet; complies

**Non-complying conditions are existing and will not be created through this plat amendment.

Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this Plat Amendment as the City will receive a snow storage
easement along Park Avenue. This plat will also resolve existing encroachments into
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the City’s right-of-way such as the fence, as well as the encroachment of the fence on to
neighboring properties. Furthermore, if the plat is not approved, the applicant will not be
able to move forward with their plans to construct a new single family house on this lot.
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
On September 12, 2018, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record and the
Utah Public Notice Website on September 8, 2018, 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 1406 Park Avenue Plat Amendment, located at the same
address, as conditioned or amended; or
 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for the 1406 Park Avenue Plat Amendment, located at the same
address, and direct staff to make Findings for this decision; or
 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the 1406 Park
Avenue Plat Amendment, located at the same address, and request additional
information or analysis in order to make a recommendation.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking recommended action
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department’s recommendation are that the
metes and bounds parcel would not become a legal lot of record. No building permit
could be issued to allow the applicant to construct a single family house.
Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 1406 Park
Avenue Plat Amendment, located at the same address, 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.
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Exhibits
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1)
Exhibit B – Surveys of Existing Conditions
Exhibit C –Site Photographs
Exhibit D –Lot Size Analysis

39

Ordinance No. 18-XX
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 1406 PARK AVENUE PLAT AMENDMENT
LOCATED AT 1406 PARK AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 1406 Park Avenue has
petitioned the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, on September 12, 2018, the property was properly noticed and
posted according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, on September 8, 2018 proper legal notice was published according
to requirements of the Land Management Code and courtesy letters were sent to
surrounding property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 26,
2018, to receive input on plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on September 26, 2018, forwarded a
_____ recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on October 25, 2018, 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 1406 Park
Avenue plat amendment located at 1406 Park Avenue.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The 1406 Park Avenue Plat Amendment located at 1406
Park Avenue, as shown in Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following Findings
of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located at 1406 Park Avenue.
2. The site is not designated as historic on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory.
3. On July 26, 2018, the applicant submitted a plat amendment application to the
Planning Department to combine the existing metes and bounds parcel into a single
lot of record measuring 3,557 square feet. It is Summit County Parcel SA-236.
4. The plat amendment application was complete on July 26, 2018.
5. There are several encroachments on this site. There is a wood fence that wraps the
west (front), north (side) east (rear), and south (side) property lines; the fence
encroaches over the west, north, and east property lines.
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6. The existing house was constructed in 1912 and significantly altered between 1949
and 1982; it does not comply with the required setbacks. The applicant has
proposed to demolish this house in order to redevelop the site.
7. The minimum required lot size in the Historic Residential Medium-Density (HRM)
zoning district is 1,875 square feet for a single family house and 3,750 square feet
for a duplex. The proposed lot size is 3,557 square feet; it complies for a single
family house but does not comply for a duplex.
8. In the HRM Zoning District, there is no maximum building footprint. Rather, any new
development will need to comply with the required setbacks as outlined in LMC 152.4.
9. This property is surrounded by single and multi-family dwellings. There is not a
consistent house size in this neighborhood due to the mix of housing developments.
10. The proposed lot at 1406 Park Avenue measuring 3,557 square feet is much smaller
than the typical lot sizes in this neighborhood. The average lot size is 18,738.50
square feet overall for lots in the 1300-1500 blocks of Park Avenue within the HRM
Zoning District. The largest lot is at the Woodside Park Subdivision at 1353 Park
Avenue (20,752 sf) and the smallest was the single-family development at 1323
Park Avenue (2,178 sf).
11. The minimum required lot width in the HRM zoning district is 37.50 feet; the
proposed lot complies at 51.42 feet in width.
12. The minimum required setbacks in the HRM zone are 15 feet front yard, 20 feet for
front-facing garages; the existing house complies with a 22 foot front yard setback.
13. The minimum required rear yard setback is 10 feet; the existing house does not
comply with a 4 foot rear yard setback.
14. The minimum required side yard setbacks are 5 feet; the existing house complies
with a 6.4 foot north side yard setback, and does not comply with a 4.9 foot south
side yard setback. This is an existing non-complying condition.
15. The maximum building height above existing grade in the HRM zoning district is 27
feet. The existing house complies with a height of 15.8 feet.
16. The plat amendment will not create any new non-complying conditions. All noncomplying conditions are currently in existence.
17. 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 lot combinations.
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.
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Conditions of Approval:
1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final
form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.
2. The applicant 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. Residential fire sprinklers will be required for all new construction per requirements
of the Chief Building Official.
4. A 10 foot wide public snow storage easement along the frontage of Park Avenue is
required and shall be provided on the plat.
5. There is a wood fence that wraps the west (front), north (side) east (rear), and south
(side) property lines; the fence encroaches over the west, north, and east property
lines. The applicant shall either remove the fence or relocate the fence within his
property lines prior to recording the plat amendment.
6. No building permit for any work that expands the footprint of the home, or would first
require the approval of an HDDR, shall be granted until the plat amendment is
recorded with the Summit County Recorder’s office.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 25th day of October, 2018.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

________________________________
Andy Beerman, MAYOR

ATTEST:

____________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
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________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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Exhibit B
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1406 Park Avenue - looking northerly

Exhibit C
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1406 Park Avenue - looking easterly

49

1406 Park Avenue - looking southeasterly
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1406 Park Avenue - looking southerly
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1406 Park Avenue - looking westerly

Exhibit D
Comparison of Neighboring Lot Sizes at 1406 Park Avenue
Address
1301 Park Avenue
1313 Park Avenue
1323 Park Avenue
1327 Park Avenue
1353 Park Avenue
1359 Park Avenue
1373 Park Avenue
1375 Park Avenue
1378 Park Avenue
1384 Park Avenue
1399 Park Avenue
1403 Park Avenue
1406 Park Avenue
1412‐1418 Park Avenue
1415 Park Avenue
1420 Park Avenue
1435 Park Avenue
1438 Park Avenue
1450‐1460 Park Avenue
1451 Park Avenue
1465 Park Avenue
1470 Park Avenue
1475 Park Avenue
1476‐1486 Park Avenue
1483 Park Avenue
1488 Park Avenue
1492 Park Avenue
1493 Park Avenue
1500 Park Avenue

Lot Size (SF)
6,534.00
4,791.60
2,178.00
6,098.40
20,752.00
3,884.10
5,662.80
4,061.00
11,077.21
6,630.00
6,850.00
14,839.60
3,557.00
11,714.14
9,071.60
16,970.00
10,537.00
12,734.40
18,294.00
9,596.27
10,018.80
9,365.40
8,113.00
12,714.00
4,438.00
4,791.60
8,414.00
10,758.00
12,196.80

Use
Single‐family
Single‐family
Single‐family
Single‐family
Multi‐Family
Single‐family
Single‐family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Single‐family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Single‐family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Single‐family
Multi‐Family
Multi‐Family
Commercial (7‐11)

Average Lot Size (ALL)
18,738.50
Average Lot Size (Single Family Hous 6,051.94
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:
Project #

Moon Shadow Condominiums
Kirsten Whetstone
September 26, 2018
Condominium Plat
PL-18-83848

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and consider
forwarding a positive recommendation to City Council pursuant to the findings of fact,
conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Topic
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:

Adjacent Land Uses:

Storied Deer Valley, LLC
8945 Marsac Avenue (Lot 1 of the Village at Empire Pass
North Subdivision)
Residential Development (RD) subject to the Amended
Flagstaff Development Agreement and Village at Empire
Pass Master Planned Development (VEP MPD)
Open space, development parcels of the VEP MPD Pod A
and Ontario Mine Bench properties (PCMC and JSSD)

Proposal
The Moon Shadow Condominiums application is a request for approval of a
condominium plat for the eight (8) PUD style units/lots with access from a private street
located off Marsac Avenue (Exhibit A) to be located on Lot 1 of the Village at Empire
Pass North Subdivision. PUD style units are described by the Amended Agreement as
“clustered, detached, single family or duplex units with common open space and
coordinated architecture.”
Lot 1 consists of a total of 6.77 acres and the proposed condominium units (lots) range
in area from 0.48 to 0.98 acres. The applicant proposes a total of thirty-one (31) Unit
Equivalents (UE) or 62,000 square feet of floor area to be divided among eight (8)
condominium units. This plat identifies sufficient private area to accommodate a typical
4,000 sf building pad with the remaining lot area designated as limited common. No
building height exceptions are requested. An existing conditions survey, utility and
grading plans, construction plans for the private street and utilities, a slope analysis,
aerial photo and photos of the site and architectural design guidelines were submitted
with the application (Exhibits B, C, G and J).
The property is subject to the 2007 Amended Flagstaff Development Agreement
(Amended Agreement) (Exhibit E- link), the Village at Empire Pass MPD (Exhibit L), and
the Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision (Exhibit D). Administrative Conditional Use
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permits (ACUP) are required prior to building permit issuance for PUD style units.
Supplemental condominium plat approvals memorializing private, common and limited
common area of each unit are required prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy.
Each supplemental plat will also provide documentation of the final UEs and unit counts
to ensure that no more than 31 UE of residential density (62,000 sf) are constructed. No
commercial density is allocated or approved at this site. No deed restricted affordable
units are required, or proposed for this site. Front setback exceptions are requested as
described below. No height exceptions are requested.
Background
On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99 approving
the annexation and development agreement for the 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,
restrictions, obligations, and amenities for each parcel. The Flagstaff Development
Agreement was amended and recorded in March 2007 (Exhibit E- link).
The Amended Agreement specifies that a total of 87 acres, within three development
pods (A, B1 and B2), of the 1,750 acres of annexation property may be developed for
the Mountain Village. The Mountain Village is further constrained to a maximum density
of 785 unit equivalents (UE) configured in no more than 550 dwelling units as multifamily, hotel, or PUD units, provided the number of PUD units does not exceed 60. The
Mountain Village is allowed 16 single family home sites. At least 50% of the residential
units within the Mountain Village must be clustered within the primary development pod
(Pod A). The development pods are linked by public transit as well as private shuttle
service and the private Empire Club provides common amenities nearby. A fourth pod,
pod D, is allowed 30 single family lots (this area was platted with the Red Cloud
Subdivision for 30 single family home sites). To date a total of 484 units (multi-family,
hotel and PUD style) representing a total of 699.3 UE have been constructed and/or
platted within PODs A, B1 and B2, not including proposed units and UEs of this plat.
Fifteen Technical Reports, along with the Land Management Code and the Amended
Agreement form the standards under which the subject condominium plat, and
subsequent Administrative Conditional Use Permits and supplemental condominium
plats for individual units, will be reviewed (Exhibit F – Technical Reports- link).
Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development (VEP MPD)
On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned Development
(MPD) for the Village at Empire Pass (VEP MPD) (Exhibit L). A maximum of 60 PUDstyle units (single detached or duplex) are allowed with the remaining units to be multifamily (stacked-flat lodge buildings or attached townhouses). In addition, 16 single
family homes on individual lots in the Village and up to 30 in Red Cloud (Pod D) are
allowed. Six Banner wood lots and 10 North side lots account for the allowed single
family lots in the Village.
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The VMPD was the first step in the development process for Pod A. A separate MPD
for Pod B1 was approved in May 2002 and amended in 2008. On March 14, 2007, the
Planning Commission approved an MPD Pod B2 at Empire Pass (for the constructed
Montage Resort and future B2 East condominiums).
Construction to date
Seven lodge buildings have been built to date within Pod A (Exhibit K), namely Shooting
Star, Silver Strike, Flagstaff Lodge (was Snowberry Lodge), Arrowleaf A and Arrowleaf
B, Grand Lodge and One Empire Pass.
Additionally, six (6) Larkspur East PUD style units and nine (9) Larkspur East attached
multi-family units, twelve (12) Larkspur West attached multi-family units, twelve (12)
Paintbrush PUD style units, seventeen (17) Belles PUD style units, and six (6) single
family lots in Banner Wood are platted within Pod A.
An additional seventeen (17) Nakoma PUD style homes are platted in Pod B1, along
with twenty-four (24) Ironwood multi-family units and ten (10) North side single family
lots. There are a total of 52 PUD style units currently platted and/or constructed within
the Village. This application requests approval of a condominium plat for the final eight
(8) PUD style units.
Lot 1 is identified in the amended Construction Mitigation Plan Technical Report #15 as
a tipping site for excavated material within the Flagstaff Development. A grading permit
has been issued for a portion of Lot 1 to prepare the site to accept excavated clean soil
from the Empire Residences Condominiums, located on Lot 3 of the same subdivision.
Subdivisions
On June 15, 2017, the Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision plat was approved by
Council. The plat created a lot of record (Lot 1) for future development of the subject
property, aka the “Horseshoe Parcel” located on the north side of Marsac Avenue, as
well as Lots 2 and 3 for MPD Lodge Buildings 3 and 4 (Exhibit D), consistent with the
VEP MPD.
Submittal
This condominium plat application was complete on August 2, 2018.
Analysis
The property consists of a total of 6.77 acres and the proposed condominium units (lots)
range in area from 0.48 to 0.98 acres. The applicant proposes a total of thirty-one (31)
Unit Equivalents (UE) (62,000 square feet of total floor area to be divided among eight
(8) condominium units). This plat identifies sufficient private area to accommodate a
typical 4,000 sf building pad with the remaining lot area designated as limited common.
The eight condominium units (lots) have frontage on a private street (a cul-de-sac). This
layout is similar to the Belles and Nakoma PUD style detached units where each unit
initially encompasses just the three-dimensional air space of the unit or lot that is
designated as private area. After construction of each unit, the boundaries of each unit
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will be platted with a supplemental condominium plat to become the perimeter walls of
the unit. All units shall be located only within the RD Zoned portion of the property.
Applicant submitted Architectural Design Guidelines for the Moon Shadow
Condominiums (Exhibit J) that reflect a unified architectural character, as well as
consistency with the Empire Pass Design Guidelines. Approval by the Empire Pass
Design Review Board is a condition precedent to building permit issuance for each unit.
The plat has been reviewed for compliance with the Flagstaff Development Agreement
and Technical Reports, as well as the Village at Empire Pass MPD and Village at
Empire Pass North Subdivision. Construction mitigation plans and landscaping plans
shall be submitted with each ACUP and building permit addressing all requirements of
the Amended Agreement and Technical Reports.
Land Management Code and MPD Review
LMC/MPD
Height
28’ (+5’ for pitched roof)
Front setback

20’ front, 25’ to front facing
garage (VEPMPD allows
setback exceptions to
internal lot line), subject to
criteria of the LMC Section
15-2.13.3 (C).

Rear setback
Side setbacks
Parking

15’
12’
Two spaces required per
unit
Development Agreement
requires PUD style units to
include all floor area,
including all basement
areas, into the Unit
Equivalent (UE)
calculations. 600 sf of
garages are excluded.

Total Floor Area

Proposed
No height exceptions
requested.
Requesting 15’ front, 20’ to
front facing garage per
LMC Section 15-2.13.3 (C)
(1). Property line is the
back of the street gutter,
consistent with all private
streets at Empire Pass.
15’
12’
Two spaces provided per
unit
62,000 sf (maximum of
7,750 sf of total floor area
per unit) only excluding 600
sf of garage area. Up to 31
UE of residential density
are permitted. (See Exhibit
K- Flagstaff Density and
Unit Chart)

Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development (VEP MPD)
The purpose of the VEP MPD was to establish unit mix and density for the Mountain
Village, as well as addressing overall project infrastructure throughout the Annexation
Area. The VEP MPD established building volumetric diagrams, including specific height
exceptions, density, and development location. No height exceptions were approved for
PUD style units. Prior to building permit issuance for any construction, applicants must
receive site-specific Conditional Use Permit approval from the Planning Commission for
56

all Lodge Buildings and Administrative Conditional Use Permits for all PUD style and
townhouse units. There is not a separate development agreement for the VEP MPD.
Site specific review is based on consistency and compliance with the Amended
Flagstaff Development Agreement and Technical Reports.
The MPD included the larger denser buildings at the Village core with the PUD style
units and single family lots and PUD style on the perimeter. The pattern of development
of these proposed PUD style units is similar to the Nakoma PUD units that are located
on a cul-de-sac off Marsac Avenue at the perimeter of the development as
demonstrated on the overall development aerial (see Exhibit N). Units tier out from a)
Lodge Buildings around the lifts, runs, and village amenities, then b) to the attached
multi-family units, then c) to an outer tier of units that are either SF like Banner Wood,
North side and Red Cloud or PUD style like Nakoma and Belles PUD.
This parcel was identified as 19 multi-family attached units. While the MPD did not call
out a specific density, multi-family townhouses have been approved with density
ranging from 2,500 to 5,000 sf of floor area (Larkspur Townhouses in Pod A range from
3,250 sf to 3,450 sf per unit and average 3,350 sf). The 19 multi-family attached units of
the concept plan would have resulted in between 47,500 sf to 95,000 sf of residential
floor area (or 63,650 sf if each unit was on average 3,350 sf similar to the nearby
Larkspur units).
The proposed density (in terms of number of units, traffic, and general activity) is
reduced from 19 to 8 units. The proposed density in terms of total square feet and UE
(up to 62,000 sf (31 UE) is between the 47,500 sf and 95,000 sf that the 19 multi-family
attached concept would have resulted in, had the units been between 2,500 sf and
5,000 sf. By comparison, nineteen (19) multi-family units at the 3,350 sf Larkspur
average size would have resulted in a total of 63,650 sf (31.83 UE). Ground disturbance
would be reduced from approximately 76,000 sf for the townhouse building pads versus
the 32,000 sf proposed with the PUD pads. The PUD concept is similar to the Nakoma
Condominium PUDs which are predominately second homes. The skier bridge is not
part of this application and only one permanent entrance to Marsac has been approved
by UDOT.
Staff finds that the proposed project results in one less road intersection with Marsac
Avenue, less site grading due to the reduction of road and driveway areas and less than
the floor area of the VEP MPD planned townhouse units. The net square footage of the
proposed project is less than or consistent with the townhouses planned in the VEP
MPD. Staff finds that the proposed project is consistent with the approved VEP MPD,
the Village at Empire Pass North subdivision and the Amended Flagstaff Development
Agreement.
Floor Area Calculations
At the time of final construction and re-platting with a supplemental condominium plats,
all floor area including basement area and garage space greater 600 square feet is
counted towards the total Unit Equivalents as allowed by the Flagstaff Development
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Agreement. The applicant requests a plat note that the maximum floor area for each
unit is 7,500 sf (this includes all floor area, including basements per the MPD).
Setback Exceptions
The applicant is requesting a fifteen foot (15’) front setback (with twenty (20’) feet to a
front facing garage) in order to cluster the development closer to the private street given
the relatively steep downhill slope of the lots (15%-40%). The reduced front setbacks
also reduce the amount of cut and fill, manage excess driveway grades and surface
area, protect additional Significant Vegetation, provide more open space in the rear lot
areas, and increase the separation from areas of 40% and greater slope, as further
described in the applicant’s letter (Exhibit I). Building pads are located a minimum of 10’
from slopes 40% and greater, with the exception of topographic slope anomalies
located on units A and D that are under the minimum threshold measurements of 25’
rise and 50’ run.
LMC Section 15-2.13.3 (C) (1) allows the Planning Commission to vary front setbacks to
solve access problems for Lots with relatively steep grades, preserve Significant
Vegetation, eliminate or minimize cut and fill areas, promote Clustered Development
and to preserve Open Space. This front setback reduction is consistent with exceptions
permitted for other parcels within the VEP MPD, including Larkspur PUD units, where
the lots have frontage on a private street and reduce site disturbance to the north.
Landscape Plans
Consistent with conditions of the VEP MPD and Subdivision plat, a landscape plan,
including provisions for water-efficient irrigation systems and drought tolerant plantings
with limited turf, is a submittal requirement for each administrative CUP application and
building permit. An arborist report identifying trees and the general conditions of trees
proposed to be removed beyond the building pads is required to be submitted with the
required landscape plans. Staff reviewed the visual analysis portion of the VEP MPD
and will re-review the impact of each individual unit at the time of the Administrative
CUP and Building Permit approvals. The Building Pad shall be considered the Limits of
Disturbance for each condominium unit. Forest health restoration and landscaping
consistent with the Arborist reports and visual analysis would be considered similar to
the Red Cloud Subdivision that allows an additional disturbance area within 20 feet of
the building foundation. Driveways and utility installation would be exempt. No
disturbance is allowed into the Limited Common ROS area.
A fire protection plan is required for each unit including fire protection in the form of
residential sprinklers and landscaping in compliance with Urban Wildland Interface
requirements of the Park City Building Department at the time of building permit
issuance.
Sensitive Lands Compliance
The Sensitive Lands (overlay) Zone did not specifically apply to the Flagstaff Mountain
Resort (Large-Scale MPD) and annexation; however, the locations of the development
pods are based on Sensitive Lands principles of avoiding very steep slopes, ridgeline
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development, wetlands and streams, and wildlife habitat areas.
Access and Private Street
The private cul-de-sac has one permanent access to Marsac Avenue (aka SR 224) and
the applicant has obtained a conditional access permit and encroachment permit from
UDOT for a secondary access for construction of the private street. The private cul-desac, to be known as Moon Shadow Court, is designed with the Fire District required
total width of thirty feet (30’) (roadway plus 24” roll gutters on both sides) as well as the
required cul-de-sac diameter of ninety-six (96’) feet.
Trails
Additional Recreational Trail Easements will be provided outside of those identified in
the existing Flagstaff Development Agreement. Easements for both existing trails and a
proposed new trail identified in Exhibit M will be identified on the plat prior to recordation
and a plat note shall indicate that once constructed and or re-constructed the public
trails will be considered to be within a fifteen foot public trail easement. The City will
provide funding for construction and ongoing maintenance for these trails as they are
part of the community wide trail system. The existing trail traverses the northern border
of the open space and is located on portions of the proposed open space common area.
The proposed trail is also located within the common open space area, approximately
50’ north (and downhill) from the development area.
Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this condominium plat as the plat is consistent with the overall
development pattern envisioned in the Village at Empire Pass MPD, is a reduction in the
MPD concept density (from seventeen multi-family units attached as three and four
townhouses) and is in compliance with the Amended Agreement, including the 15
Technical Reports.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. Issues regarding the
proposed utility plans and street design were discussed. The proposed plat, utility plan
and private street were revised to address these issues. Condition of approval address
approval of the final utility plan prior to issuance of building permits, approval and
recordation of supplemental condominium plats for each unit prior to issuance of a
certificate of occupancy, re-vegetation and landscaping of each lot prior to certificate of
occupancy, as well as requiring each unit to have fire protection in the form of sprinklers
and landscaping that complies with the Urban Wildland Interface recommendations from
the Building Department. See Exhibits G and H for revised utility and street plans and
SBWRD letter.
Notice
On September 12, 2018, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was published in the Park Record on September 8,
2018.
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Public Input
Staff has not received any public input positive or negative at the time of this report.
Alternatives
• Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to approve the Moon
Shadow Condominium plat as conditioned or amended, or
• Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation and direct staff to
make findings for this decision, or
• Planning Commission may continue the discussion and request additional
information from the Applicant and/or Staff.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application that have
not been addressed with revisions to the plat and/or conditions of approval.
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The units could not be constructed or separately sold.
Recommendation
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and consider
forwarding a positive recommendation to City Council pursuant to the findings of fact,
conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Exhibits
Ordinance
Exhibit A – Proposed Condominium plat
Exhibit B – Existing Conditions and Zoning
Exhibit C – Aerial Photo and photos of the site
Exhibit D – Existing plat- Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision
Exhibit E – Flagstaff Development Agreement Amended (link)
Exhibit F – Technical Reports (link)
Exhibit G – Utility, grading, slope analysis and street construction plans
Exhibit H – SBWRD letter
Exhibit I – Applicant’s letter
Exhibit J – Proposed Architectural Design Guidelines for Moon Shadow Condominiums
Exhibit K – Flagstaff Development Density Chart
Exhibit L – Village at Empire Pass MPD approval minutes and Village MPD plan
Exhibit M – Existing and proposed public trails
Exhibit N – Aerial of Flagstaff Development
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DRAFT
Ordinance No. 2018AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE MOON SHADOW CONDOMINIUMS PLAT,
LOCATED AT LOT 1 OF THE VILLAGE AT EMPIRE PASS NORTH SUBDIVISION,
PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as Lot 1 of the Village at Empire
Pass North Subdivision, have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Moon
Shadow Condominiums plat; and
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted on September 12,
2018, according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was published on September 8, 2018, according
to requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 26,
2018, to receive input on the Moon Shadow Condominiums plat; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on September 26, 2018, forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Moon
Shadow Condominiums plat.
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 Moon Shadows Condominiums plat as shown in Exhibit A is
approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law and Conditions
of Approval:
Findings of Fact:
1. Moon Shadow Condominiums plat for eight (8) units and a private cul-de-sac is
located at 8945 Marsac Avenue on the 6.77 acre Lot 1 of the Village at Empire Pass
North subdivision.
2. Lot 1 is located in the RD-MPD and ROS-MPD zoning districts.
3. The City Council approved the Flagstaff Mountain Development
Agreement/Annexation Resolution 99-30 on June 24, 1999. The Agreement was
amended in 2007. The Amended Agreement is the equivalent of a Large-Scale
Master Plan and sets forth maximum densities, location of densities, and developeroffered amenities, requirements and obligations.
4. The Amended Agreement specifies that a total of 87 acres, within three development
pods (A, B1 and B2), of the 1,750 acres of annexation property may be developed
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for the Mountain Village. The Mountain Village is further constrained to a maximum
density of 785 unit equivalents (UE) configured in no more than 550 dwelling units
as multi-family, hotel, or PUD units, provided the number of PUD units does not
exceed 60.
5. On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned
Development for the Village at Empire Pass that identified the area of this proposed
plat for multi-family condominium units, subject to density limitations of the Amended
Flagstaff Development Agreement.
6. On June 15, 2017, the City Council approved the Village at Empire Pass North
Subdivision creating four lots of record. Lot 1, the subject lot of this condominium
plat, is 6.77 acres in area, and sufficient in size to cluster the proposed eight PUD
style units accessing a private cul-de-sac.
7. Only RD zoned portions of the property are designated as private area and no units
are allowed to be constructed in the ROS zoned portions.
8. The private cul-de-sac has access to Marsac Avenue (aka SR 224) and the
applicant has obtained a conditional access permit and encroachment permit from
UDOT for a secondary access for construction of the private street. The private culde-sac, to be known as Moon Shadow Court, is designed with the Fire District
required total width of thirty feet (30’) (roadway plus 24” roll gutters on both sides) as
well as the required cul-de-sac diameter of ninety-six (96’) feet.
9. No affordable housing units are required as part of this condominium plat. Final onmountain affordable housing obligations are to be incorporated into the remaining
Village at Empire Pass MPD Lodge Buildings 1, 3 and 4, as well as future
condominium buildings at B2 East Subdivision (Parcel B2 MPD Phase 2), as noted
on the respective subdivision plats.
10. At the time of final construction and re-platting, all floor area including basement
area and garage space greater than 600 square feet, will be counted towards the
Unit Equivalents as allowed by the Flagstaff Development Agreement.
11. Applicant submitted Architectural Design Guidelines for the Moon Shadow
Condominiums that reflect a unified architectural character, as well as consistency
with the Empire Pass Design Guidelines.
12. The proposed pattern of development and this condominium plat are consistent with
the approved Village at Empire Pass MPD and the Village at Empire Pass North
Subdivision in terms of density, unit type, location and layout of units.
13. A total of 60 PUD style units are allowed within Pods A, B1 and B2 subject to the
Amended Agreement. Fifty-two (52) PUD style units are currently platted and/or
constructed within the Mountain Village in Pods A and B1. There are no PUD style
units platted in Pod B2.
14. Up to thirty (31) Unit Equivalents (62,000 sf) are proposed to be divided between the
eight (8) PUD style units, subject to all requirements of the 2007 Amended Flagstaff
Development Agreement.
15. This parcel was identified as 19 multi-family attached units. While the MPD did not
call out a specific density, multi-family townhouses have been approved with density
ranging from 2,500 to 5,000 sf of floor area (Larkspur Townhouses in Pod A range
from 3,250 sf to 3,450 sf per unit and average 3,350 sf). The 19 multi-family
attached units of the concept plan would have resulted in between 47,500 sf to
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95,000 sf of residential floor area (or 63,650 sf if each unit was on average 3,350 sf
similar to the nearby Larkspur units).
16. The proposed density (in terms of number of units, traffic, and general activity) is
reduced from 19 to 8 units. The proposed density in terms of total square feet and
UE (up to 62,000 sf (31 UE) is between the 47,500 sf and 95,000 sf that the 19
multi-family attached concept would have resulted in, had the units been between
2,500 sf and 5,000 sf. By comparison, nineteen (19) multi-family units at the 3,350 sf
Larkspur average size would have resulted in a total of 63,650 sf (31.83 UE).
17. The proposed project results in one less road intersection with Marsac Avenue, less
site grading due to the reduction of road and driveway areas and less than the floor
area of the VEP MPD planned townhouse units. The net square footage of the
proposed project is less than or consistent with the townhouses planned in the VEP
MPD.
18. The PUD concept is similar to the Nakoma Condominium PUDs which are
predominately second homes. The skier bridge is not part of this application and
only one permanent entrance to Marsac has been approved by UDOT.
19. The proposed 8 unit PUD style plat is consistent with the approved VEP MPD, the
Village at Empire Pass North subdivision and the Amended Flagstaff Development
Agreement.
20. Two parking spaces are required for each unit.
21. Maximum Building Height in the RD District is 28’ (33’ allowed with a minimum 4:12
pitched roof).
22. Fifteen foot (15’) front setbacks (20’ to the front of the garage) are proposed to
cluster units closer to the private street in order to decrease cut and fill, decrease
driveway area, increase the separation from areas of 40% and greater slope, and to
protect additional existing vegetation. Building pads are located a minimum of 10’
from slopes 40% and greater, with the exception of topographic slope anomalies
located on units A and D that are under the minimum threshold measurements of 25’
rise and 50’ run.
23. The MPD requires Construction Mitigation Plans to be submitted with each ACUP
and building permit addressing all requirements of the Amended Agreement and
Technical Reports.
24. Additional Recreational Trail Easements will be provided outside of those identified
in the existing Flagstaff Development Agreement. Easements for both existing trails
and a proposed new trail identified in Exhibit M of the Staff Report.
Conclusions of Law:
1. There is good cause for this condominium plat.
2. The condominium plat is consistent with the Amended Flagstaff Annexation and
Development Agreement, the Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision, the Park
City Land Management Code and applicable State laws regarding condominium
plats.
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
condominium plat.
4. Approval of the condominium plat, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.
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Conditions of Approval:
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the condominium plat for compliance with State law, Land Management
Code, 2007 amended Flagstaff Development Agreement, the Village at Empire Pass
MPD, and these conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.
2. The applicant will record the condominium plat at the County within one year from
the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s
time, this approval for the plat will be void unless an extension is requested prior to
expiration and is granted by the City Council.
3. City Engineer and SBWRD approval of the final infrastructure and utility plans is a
condition precedent to plat recordation.
4. A non-expired UDOT conditional access permit and encroachment permit shall be
obtained prior to construction of the private road that accesses from Marsac Avenue
(aka SR 224).
5. SBWRD shall be included in the Owner’s Dedication.
6. Conditions of approval of the Village at Empire Pass MPD (Pod A) and the Village at
Empire Pass North Subdivision plat continue to apply.
7. An administrative Conditional Use Permit for each of the eight dwellings is required
prior to issuance of any building permits for the units. CUPs maybe combined.
8. All administrative Conditional Use Permit applications and approvals are subject to
the Amended Development Agreement and Technical Reports as approved or
amended.
9. The plat shall note that a declaration of condominium and a supplemental
condominium plat for each unit shall be approved and recorded at Summit County
prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. Supplemental plats may be
combined.
10. The plat shall note that a Construction Mitigation Plan, including truck routing, is a
submittal requirement for each administrative Conditional Use Permit and building
permit.
11. The plat shall note that a final grading and utility plan, including storm water and
drainage plans shall be submitted with each administrative Conditional Use Permit
application. No building permits shall be issued until all necessary utility easements
are recorded.
12. The plat shall note that approval by the Empire Pass Design Review Board is a
condition precedent to building permit issuance for each unit.
13. The plat shall note that a landscape plan, including provisions for water-efficient
irrigation systems and drought tolerant plantings with limited turf, is a submittal
requirement for each administrative CUP application and building permit. An arborist
report, identifying trees and the general condition of trees located outside of the
building pad that are proposed to be removed, is required to be submitted with the
landscape plans. Final landscape plans, including plans to remove trees outside of
the building pad, shall be approved by the Design Review Board prior to building
permit issuance.
14. The plat shall note that a fire protection plan is a submittal requirement for each
building permit and shall include fire protection in the form of residential sprinklers
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and landscaping that complies with Urban Wildland Interface requirements of the
Park City Building Department at the time of building permit issuance.
15. The plat shall note that fire sprinklers will be required for new construction on the lots
per the Chief Building Official at the time of review of building permits.
16. The plat shall note that at the time of final construction and re-platting with
supplemental condominium plats, all floor area including basement area and any
garage space greater than 600 square feet will be counted towards the Unit
Equivalents as allowed by the Flagstaff Development Agreement.
17. The plat shall note that a maximum of 31 Unit Equivalents of residential density may
be utilized for the eight units and each unit shall not exceed 7,750 total square feet,
including all floor area, include all basement areas and excluding 600 square feet of
garage area.
18. The plat shall note that no more than eight residential PUD style units are allowed on
this property.
19. The plat shall note that no commercial density is allocated to this property with this
plat.
20. The plat shall note that at the time of plat recordation, Moon Shadow Condominiums
includes land within the RD Zone and additional lands within the ROS Zone. The
ROS zoning line shall be indicated on plans submitted with the administrative
conditional use permit applications. All construction of units shall be restricted to the
RD zoned portion. Construction disturbances within ROS portions are subject to the
Amended Development Agreement and associated Technical Reports.
21. The plat shall note that setback exceptions allow a minimum front setback of 15’ with
a minimum front setback to a front facing garage of 20’. All other LMC setbacks,
setback exceptions and building height requirements of the RD Zone apply.
22. A financial guarantee, in a form and amount acceptable to the City and in
conformance with these conditions of approvals, for the value of all required public
and private improvements, shall be provided to the City prior to plat recordation. All
public and private improvements shall be completed according to City standards
prior to release of this guarantee. Ten percent of the guarantee shall be held by the
City for the warranty period and until such improvements are accepted by the City.
23. All required easements for trails will be provided prior to plat recordation.
24. A ten foot (10’) wide snow storage easement shall be dedicated to the Empire Pass
Master Owners Association along the street frontage of the lots.
25. All existing and required easements, based on review by the City Engineer,
Department of Public Utilities and SBWRD will be shown on the plat prior to
recordation, including utilities, storm drainage, access (public, utility and
emergency), and snow storage.
26. The plat shall note that utility structures such as ground sleeves and transformers
and other dry utility boxes must be located on the lots.
27. The plat shall note that this development is part of a common plan development and
an MS4 storm water permit is required for all land disturbance activities, prior to
building permit issuance.
28. The plat shall note that public safety access and public utility easements are hereby
dedicated for all public and private streets.
29. The plat shall note that trees, structures and retaining walls shall not be located
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within SBWRD easements.
30. A plat note shall state that all Units will require privately owned and operated
wastewater ejector pumps for wastewater service.
31. The plat shall note that the private street shall be owned, operated, maintained and
repaired by the Master Association for the use and benefit of the owners of property
in Empire Pass at Deer Valley in accordance with the Master Declaration.
32. The plat shall note that prior to building permit issuance, documentation from UDOT
showing a valid, non-expired approval of access to Lot 1 off Marsac Avenue is
required. Approval of the location of permanent access shall also be approved by
the City Engineer.
33. Additional Recreational Trail Easements will be dedicated outside of those identified
in the existing Flagstaff Development Agreement. Easements for both existing trails
and a proposed new trail, as identified in Exhibit M of the Staff Report, will be
identified on the plat prior to recordation and a plat note shall indicate that once
constructed and or re-constructed these public trails will be considered to be within a
fifteen foot public trail easement.
34. Moon Shadow Court (a private street) shall also be dedicated as “Public Utility
Access for purposes of operation and maintenance.
35. There shall be 30’ wide public utility easements dedicated as Park City Water
Service District easements for the purpose of operating, maintaining, repairing,
eventual replacement and upgrade of one or more underground pipelines and
appurtenances for conveyance, distribution, and/or transmission of water. The exact
location of these easements shall be approved by the City Engineer prior to
recordation of the plat.
36. The Building Pad shall be considered the Limits of Disturbance for each
condominium unit. Forest health restoration and landscaping consistent with the
Arborist reports and visual analysis would be considered similar to the Red Cloud
Subdivision that allows an additional disturbance area within 20 feet of the building
foundation. Driveways and utility installation would be exempt. No disturbance is
allowed into the Limited Common ROS area.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 25th day of October, 2018.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

________________________________
Andy Beerman, MAYOR
ATTEST:
66

____________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Exhibits
Exhibit A – Moon Shadow Condominium plat
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EXHIBIT G
VICINITY MAP

SHEET INDEX
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

COVER SHEET
EXISTING CONDITIONS
OVERALL GRADING AND UTILITY PLAN
ROAD PLAN AND PROFILE 0+00 TO 6+85
SLOPE MAP
UNIT A-D SECTIONS
UNIT E-H SECTIONS
CMP & SWPPP
DETAILS

PREPARED FOR
STORIED DEER VALLEY, LLC.
9785 N TUHAYE PARK DR.
KAMAS, UT 84036

GENERAL NOTES

CIVIL ENGINEER

No. 4857264
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See Exhibit B for Existing Conditions
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September 5, 2018
Ms. Kirstten A. Whettstone, MS, AICP
A
Senior Pllanner
Park City
y Municipal Corporation
n
PO Box 1480
Park City
y, UT 84060
0
RE:

Moonshadow
M
w Condominiium Plat and
d Infrastructuure Improvem
ment Constrruction Planss

Dear Ms. Whetstone:
The purp
pose of this letter is to su
upplement th
he Moonshaddow condom
minium plat aapplication too
address the infrastruccture improv
vements that are necessaary to providde access andd utility service
to the new
w residentiaal units as weell as addresss any excepttions to the R
Residential D
Developmennt
(RD) and
d Sensitive Land
L
Overlay
y (SLO) Zon
ning Regulattions that reqquire Planninng Commisssion
approval and affects the design of
o the residen
nce.
The Moo
onshadow co
ondominium project willl create eightt new unit loocations withhin Lot 1, Viillage
at Empiree Pass North
h Subdivision
n, consistentt with the Fllagstaff MPD
D and other pprojects withhin
Empire Pass,
P
such ass Belles and Nakoma. Th
he current M
Moonshadow condominiuum plat will
establish the private area
a limits for
fo the design
n of eight neew residentiaal units and w
will establishh
exception
ns from a few
w specific zo
oning regulaation items bbased on the existing sitee restrictionss.
The new house desig
gns will requ
uire an amend
ded condom
minium plat ffor each unitt and will deffine
the built interior spacces that are privately
p
ow
wned as well as the limiteed common aand commonn
areas, wh
hich will be owned
o
and managed
m
by the Home O
Owner’s Association.
In additio
on to the con
ndominium plat,
p
a set off Moonshadoow Construcction Plans have been
produced
d for the neceessary infrasstructure, inccluding roadd and utilitiess, to access aand service tthe
future deevelopment.
A new prrivate road with
w public utilities
u
will be
b required tto provide aaccess and seervices to thee
new resid
dences. A co
onditional acccess permit and encroacchment perm
mit have beenn gained by tthe
Utah Dep
partment of Transportati
T
ion to allow the construcction of a sinngle private rroad access tto
Moonshaadow from SR-224
S
(Marrsac Avenue) roadway. A private 26ft wide asphhalt road andd a
96ft diam
meter asphaltt cul-de-sac with
w 24” rolll gutters willl be construucted per Parrk City Fire
Department requirem
ments. The co
onstruction plans
p
providde the necesssary informaation, includiing
grading to
t build the new
n roadway
y and connecct to the pubblic road.
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During th
he developm
ment of Empiire Pass and the construcction of SR-2224 (Marsacc Avenue) inn
2002, utiility mainlinees were instaalled within the roadwayy. In additionn to the mainn lines withiin the
roadway,, 8” water stu
ubs were insstalled outsid
de of the roaadway to serv
rvice the futuure developm
ment
site. The Moonshado
ow project will
w use both 8” water stuubs and provide a new 8”” waterline loop
through the
t developm
ment and add
d two new fiire hydrants and four new
w dual waterr meter serviices
for the eiight new units. The main
n utility corriidor that proovides offsitee connectionns for the Em
mpire
Pass deveelopment is located on th
he south end
d of the Mooonshadow prroject and includes Seweer,
Storm Drrain, Power, Telecommu
unications an
nd Gas. The Moonshadoow project w
will install a nnew
8” sewerr mainline wiith manholess and connecct to the exissting sewer m
mainline in tthe utility
corridor as
a well as neew storm draain inlet box
xes and pipinng that will cconnect to thhe existing sttorm
drain mainline in the utility corridor. A largee detention basin was connstructed in the early 2000’s
to detain the Empire Pass development. The detention baasin is locateed within Em
mpire Canyon,
south of the
t water tan
nk, accessiblle from Daly
y Avenue. A significant piping systeem conveys tthe
storm waater runoff frrom Empire Pass to the detention
d
baasin and the M
Moonshadow
w project wiill
connect to
t this existin
ng system. The
T size of th
he existing ddetention bassin was designed to incluude
the futuree Moonshad
dow project. A Line Exteension Agreeement appliccation with S
S.B.W.R.D. is
currently
y being pursu
ued, having gained
g
board
d approval aand currentlyy the construuction plans aare
being rev
viewed.
The consstruction plan
ns provide in
nformation relating
r
to booth SLO andd RD Zoningg regulationss. A
slope maap has been produced
p
to address the sensitive
s
lannd analysis aand identifiess areas with
terrain slopes of 15%
%-30%, greatter than 30%
% to 40%, an d very steepp slopes greaater 40%. Thhe
private ro
oad is locateed within slopes of 15%--30% and wiill generally follow a connsistent conttour
elevation
n and will bee graded to minimize
m
distturbance andd environmeental impactss. Only a sm
mall
portion of
o roadway, approximate
a
ely 50 feet, crosses
c
a sloppe greater thhan 30% to 440% and doees not
exceed 100 feet. The majority off the new residential deveelopment wiill occur in aareas with slopes
between 15% and 40
0% and is only a fraction
n of the overaall parcel areea. More thaan 75% of thhe
parcel bo
oundary will be left as op
pen space wh
hich includees landscape areas outsidde of the new
w
residencees. There is no
n developm
ment proposeed in areas w
with slopes ggreater than 440%. There aare
two to th
hree proposed
d units that will
w require an
a exceptionn to developm
ment withinn 50ft of veryy
steep slop
pes. Unit C and
a H conceeptual building envelopees, as shown on the consttruction planns,
will not allow
a
for a buffer
b
of 50 feet
f from thee very steep slopes and w
will require aan exceptionn.
Unit B may
m also requ
uire the exceeption. It is requested thaat all units w
within the Mooonshadow
developm
ment be allow
wed to build
d within 10 feeet of areas 440% or steepper. By varyying the setback,
the units will not intrrude into thee ridgeline an
nd will not ccreate excesssive cut or fills. Varying the
setback will
w help witth the overalll spacing of the units wiithin the development.
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The Moo
onshadow deevelopment is
i positioned
d on the north
th side of Maarsac Avenuue and is the most
northern area and hass the lowest elevation off the entire E
Empire Pass developmennt. Deer Vallley
Ski Reso
ort is south an
nd above of Empire Passs. The new rresidences w
will not exceeed ridgeline view
corridorss due to Deerr Valley Ressort vicinity. The construuction plans show conceeptual buildinng
envelops and providees section views of the reelationship bbetween the proposed rooad, future
residencee and existin
ng terrain, wh
hile also estaablishing connceptual finiish floor elevations. Thee
final desiign of the eig
ght new resiidences will be done by aan Architectt and will vaary from the
concepts in the consttruction plan
ns within the regulations of the Landd Managemennt Code. The
purpose of
o the conceptual buildin
ng envelopess and sectionns is to confi
firm that the locations off the
units are compatible with the sitee and will meeet the heighht restrictionn of 28 and 333 feet from
existing grade
g
in the RD Zone. In
n general thee conceptuall building ennvelopes andd proposed fiinish
floor elev
vations matcch the site bu
ut require filll material annd 2:1 gradedd slopes beloow the buildding.
The grad
ding will exteend into the Recreationaal Open Spacce. The gradeed slopes wiill be requireed to
be revegeetated and would
w
remain
n as open spaace after the developmennt. As an alteernative a thhird
level cou
uld be created
d to better match
m
the exiisting terrainn. Overall theere is limitedd space for ssome
of the ressidential unitts due to thee location of the new privvate road; itss relationshipp to Marsac
Avenue and
a maintain
ning separatiion with a laandscape berrm. An excepption to Fronnt Yard setback
to buildin
ng and garag
ges is requessted to allow
w the units to be built as cclose to the pprivate road as
possible. Currently th
he RD Zone requires a minimum
m
of 25 feet of seetback to thee garage andd 20
feet of seetback to the front face of
o the buildin
ng. It is requuested that thhe garage havve an excepttion
of 20 feet setback and the house has an excep
ption of 15 ffeet setback tto the front fface of the
building. An exceptio
on to the front yard setbaack would aassist with acccess issues, preserve moore
existing vegetation
v
an
nd minimizee the disturbance to the oopen space w
within Moonnshadow.

Sincerely
y,
ALLIAN
NCE ENGIN
NEERING, IN
NC.

Michael Demkowiczz, PE

X:\Empire\dw
wg\StoriedDevelo
opment\Lot1VEPN
NS\MoonshadowA
ApplicationLetter..docx
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EXHIBIT K
Flagstaff Annexation and Empire Pass Units and Unit Equivalents
As of 8.7.18 Reflects Empire Residences condo plat approval, Silver Strike amendment, Larkspur Townhouse (3 units) ACUP approval, Moonshadow 8 PUD (30 UE) condo plat submitted
SINGLE FAMILY LOTS
POD
Single Family
A
Banner Wood-platted
B1
Northside-platted
D
Red Cloud-platted
Totals
(Single Family only)
Maximum SF Allowed by Flagstaff Development Agreement
Remaining Units/UE to Plat

Approved SF lots

Cert of Occupancy to date

6
10
30
46

Remaining lots to CO

4
10
11
25

2
0
19
21

46
0

MULTI-FAMILY UNITS

POD
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
B1
B1
B2
B2
B2

Multi-family
Moonshadow Condo PUD on Lot 1 VEPN condo plat submitted
Lot 3 VEPN plat-(Bldg 3) (Empire Residences approved)
Lot 2 VEPN plat-(Bldg 4) TBD
Lot A VEMP1 triplex Admin CUP submitted
Tower Residential- platted lot/no condo plat (Bldg 1) (CUP expired)
Shooting Star-platted lot and condo (Bldg 2)
One Empire Pass-platted lot and condo (Bldg 5)
Silver Strike-platted lot and condo (Bldg 6) (subject to plat amend)
Flagstaff -platted lot and condo (Bldg 7)
Arrow Leaf A-platted lot and condo (Bldg 8)
Arrow Leaf B- platted lot and condo (Bldg 9)
Grand Lodge-platted lot and condo (Bldg H)
Larkspur East Townhouses-all platted/condo (3 duplex = 6 PUD)
Larkspur West Townhouses-all platted/condo
Paintbrush PUDs- all platted /condo
Belles PUDs- all platted/condo
Nakoma PUDs- all 17 are platted condo but 5 unbuilt
Ironwood- all platted/condo
B2 West Montage- 174 hotel rooms platted(apprvd 192)
B2 West Montage condos- platted (apprvd 94)
B2 East- B2East Subdivision approved/No condo plat yet

Units
Approved/Proposed

UE
Units Platted
Approved/Proposed
condo

8
21
TBD
3
TBD
21
27
34
37
28
28
27
15
12
12
17
17
24
hotel rooms
94
70

31.00
24.50
TBD
5.75
TBD
18.30
32.80
35.60
35.90
24.50
25.70
33.00
24.40
20.70
31.90
45.00
45.00
37.40
69.60
114.00
81.00

Totals (Multi-family (MF) only)

495

Maximum (MF) Allowed by Flagstaff Development Agreement
Remaining MF Units/UE (to be approved and/or platted)

550
55

MF Totals by POD- apprvd/platted/proposed, includes PUDs, not SF lot
A (includes triplex and 8 PUD at Moonshadow)
B1
B2 (plus 174 hotel rooms for units, hotels rooms included in UE)
Totals Multi-family (MF)
% of MF units total in Pods A, B1 and B2 that are in POD A
(MPD requires minimum of 50%)

Units
290
41
164
495

UE
389.05
82.4
264.60
736.05

w/

UE Platted
w/condo

Square
Feet
Platted

8
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
6
0
12
17
17
0
0
0
0

1,081,130

n/a
n/a

21

24.49

48,981

21
27
34
37
28
28
27
15
12
12
17
17
23
n/a (hotel rooms)
84

18.055
32.513
35.653
36.753
23.229
24.373
32.672
24.347
20.637
31.538
45
45
36.972
72.665
109.335

36,109
65,026
71,305
73,506
46,458
48,746
65,344
48,693
41,273
63,076
90,000
90,000
73,944
218,669

736.05

403

613.232

785.00
48.95

550
147

785
171.768

Units Platted to date
279
40
84
403
69.23%

PUD units
ADA
(SF/duplex provided/r
use UE)
equired
0
1
TBD
0
TBD
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
0
0
0
0
0
1

CO UE's CO Units to
to date
date

5
TBD

0
0
0
0
0
18.1
32.8
35.7
36.8
23.3
24.4
32.7
24.4
20.7
32
37.85
35
37.1
72.4
109.3
0

0
0
0
0
0
21
27
34
37
28
28
27
15
12
12
16
12
23
1
84
0

60

19

572.55

377

60
0

n/a
n/a
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This illustration is an artist’s rendering based on East West Partners’ current proposed development concepts, which continue to evolve and are subject to change without notice. No guarantee is made that the facilities and features depicted will be constructed
or that, if constructed, the number, type, size, and location will be as depicted on this illustration. Access to and use of certain areas may be restricted and subject to the payment of additional fees and restrictions. The common and surrounding properties will
undergo continuing growth and development, and conditions within sight may change. This illustration does not show the legal boundaries of the community; please refer to the recorded plats. Because East West Partners does not own or control the land
outside the boundary of the community, East West Partners does not guarantee the accuracy of any matters or conditions shown on this illustration outside the boundary of the community and/or the current or future uses of those properties.

EXHIBIT
(;+,%,7
) L
3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ0HHWLQJ
0LQXWHVRI-XO\
3DJH

)LQGLQJVRI)DFW0DUVDF$YHQXH &KDPEHUV6WUHHW5LJKWRI:D\

7KHSURSHUW\LVORFDWHGEHWZHHQSODWWHG0DUVDF$YHQXHDWWKH6DQGULGJHSDUNLQJ
ORWVDQGWKH*XDUGVPDQ&RQQHFWLRQWR6LOYHU/DNH

7KH]RQLQJDORQJWKHURDGLV+5DQG526

7KH &LW\ &RXQFLO DGRSWHG 2UGLQDQFH  RQ -XQH   DSSURYLQJ WKH
DQQH[DWLRQDQGGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWIRUWKHDFUH)ODJVWDII0RXQWDLQDUHD

7KH)ODJVWDII$QQH[DWLRQ'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW6HFWLRQVWLSXODWHVFHUWDLQ
URDG DQG LQWHUVHFWLRQ LPSURYHPHQWV LQFOXGLQJ ZLGHQLQJ WKH URDG GUDLQDJH
LPSURYHPHQWVDSDVVLQJODQHDQGUXQDZD\WUXFNUDPS
&RQFOXVLRQVRI/DZ

7KHUHLVJRRGFDXVHIRUWKLVVXEGLYLVLRQSODW

7KHVXEGLYLVLRQSODWLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH0DVWHU3ODQ'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW
3DUN &LW\ /DQG 0DQDJHPHQW &RGH WKH *HQHUDO 3ODQ DQGDSSOLFDEOH6WDWHODZ
UHJDUGLQJVXEGLYLVLRQSODWV

1HLWKHU WKH SXEOLF QRU DQ\ SHUVRQ ZLOO EH PDWHULDOO\ LQMXUHG E\ WKH SURSRVHG
VXEGLYLVLRQSODW

$SSURYDORIWKHVXEGLYLVLRQSODWVXEMHFWWRWKHFRQGLWLRQVVWDWHGEHORZGRHVQRW
DGYHUVHO\DIIHFWWKHKHDOWKVDIHW\DQGZHOIDUHRIWKHFLWL]HQVRI3DUN&LW\
&RQGLWLRQVRI$SSURYDO

7KH &LW\ $WWRUQH\ DQG &LW\ (QJLQHHU ZLOO UHYLHZ DQG DSSURYH WKH ILQDO IRUPDQG
FRQWHQW RI WKH 6XEGLYLVLRQ 3ODW IRU FRPSOLDQFH ZLWK 6WDWH ODZ WKH /DQG
0DQDJHPHQW&RGHDQGWKHFRQGLWLRQVRIDSSURYDOSULRUWRUHFRUGDWLRQRIWKHSODW

7KHDSSOLFDQWZLOOUHFRUGWKH6XEGLYLVLRQ3ODWDWWKH&RXQW\ZLWKLQRQH\HDUIURPWKH
GDWHRI&LW\&RXQFLODSSURYDO,IUHFRUGDWLRQKDVQRWRFFXUUHGZLWKLQRQH\HDU¶V
WLPHWKLVDSSURYDODQGWKHSODWZLOOEHYRLG



(PSLUH3DVV0DVWHU3ODQQHG'HYHORSPHQW
(PSLUH3DVV0DVWHU3ODQQHG'HYHORSPHQW

3ODQQHU %URRNV 5RELQVRQ FRPPHQWHG RQ 3RG $ DW (PSLUH 3DVV DQG QRWHG WKDW WKH
3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQKDVGLVFXVVHGPDQ\GHWDLOVRIKLVPDVWHUSODQQHGGHYHORSPHQWRYHU
VHYHUDO PRQWKV  7KH SXEOLF KHDULQJ ZDV UHRSHQHG RQ -XO\  DQG FRQWLQXHG WR WKLV
HYHQLQJ7KH6WDIIKDVSUHSDUHGILQGLQJVRIIDFWFRQFOXVLRQVRIODZDQGFRQGLWLRQVRI
DSSURYDOIRUWKHPDVWHUSODQIRU3RG$3RG%ZDVSUHYLRXVO\DSSURYHG7KH6WDIIILQGV
WKDW WKLV DSSOLFDWLRQ FRPSOLHV ZLWK WKH /DQG 0DQDJHPHQW &RGH DQG WKH 'HYHORSPHQW
$JUHHPHQWZKLFKDUHWKHFRQWUROOLQJGRFXPHQWV7KHUHZLOOEHDGGLWLRQDOXQLWVDQGGHQVLW\
OHIWRYHUIURPWKLVDSSURYDODQG3RG%ZLOOFRPHLQDWDODWHUGDWHZLWKLWVRZQPDVWHUSODQ
RQFHWKHDSSOLFDQWVDUHIXUWKHUDORQJLQSODQQLQJGHYHORSPHQWIRUWKDWDUHD7KHDSSOLFDQW
KDGSUHSDUHGDQXPEHURIH[KLELWVDQGXSGDWHVIRUWKH&RPPLVVLRQHUV¶ELQGHUVZKLFKZLOO
FRPSULVHWKLVDSSURYDO7KHVHLQFOXGHVWKHSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQDQGPLQRUJUDPPDWLFDO
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HUURUDQGODQJXDJHUHYLVLRQV3ODQQHU5RELQVRQRXWOLQHGRWKHUXSGDWHVGLVWULEXWHGWKLV
HYHQLQJ  7KH 6WDII UHFRPPHQGHG WKDW WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ UHRSHQ WKH SXEOLF
KHDULQJFRQVLGHUSXEOLFLQSXWDQGSURYLGHGLUHFWLRQWRWKH6WDIIDQGDSSOLFDQW
&KDLU%DUWKUHIHUUHGWR3DJHVRIWKHVWDIIUHSRUW6XPPDU\RI&RPSOLDQFHZLWK
WKH7HFKQLFDO5HSRUWVDQGQRWHGWKDWKHGLGQRWVHHLQWKHGUDIWILQGLQJVDQ\UHIHUHQFHWR
LQFRUSRUDWH WKRVH SDJHV LQWR D PRWLRQ  3ODQQHU 5RELQVRQ UHFDOOHG WKDW RQ -XO\ 
&RPPLVVLRQHU(ULFNVRQUHTXHVWHGFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVDQGWKHGHFLVLRQZDV
PDGHWRSURYLGHWKHPDVDVHSDUDWHGRFXPHQW+HRIIHUHGWRDGGWKHPDVDILQGLQJ
'RXJ &O\GH UHSUHVHQWLQJ WKH DSSOLFDQW GLVWULEXWHG WR WKH &RPPLVVLRQHUV D YLVXDO
VLPXODWLRQ IURP .LQJ 5RDG WKDW ZDV LQDGYHUWHQWO\ OHIW RXW RI WKHLU SDFNDJH  +H ZDV
XQFHUWDLQZKLFKSKDVLQJSODQLVLQFOXGHGLQWKHLUSDFNHWVDQGZDQWHGWREHVXUHWKHRQH
WKH\KDYHVKRZVWKHULJKWXQLWV+HQRWHGWKDWWRZQKRPHXQLWVDQGDQGFOXVWHU
KRPHXQLWVDQGDUHLQ3KDVH,+HUHIHUUHGWRSDJHRIWKHUHFHQWKDQGRXWVDQG
FRUUHFWHGWKHQXPEHURI7RZQKRPHVDQG38'¶VIURPWRXQLWVLQWKHILUVWSKDVH
&KDLU%DUWKUHRSHQHGWKHSXEOLFKHDULQJ
7KHUHZDVQRFRPPHQW
&KDLU%DUWKFORVHGWKHSXEOLFKHDULQJ
&RPPLVVLRQHU(ULFNVRQUHDGWKHFRQGLWLRQVRIDSSURYDOUHODWLYHWRWUDIILFFLUFXODWLRQEDVHG
RQWKHGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWDQGDVNHGLIWKH\DUHSDUWRIWKHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQPLWLJDWLRQ
SODQDQGSDUWRIWKHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWV0U&O\GHUHSOLHGWKDWWKH\DUHUHIOHFWHGLQWKH
H[LVWLQJFRQVWUXFWLRQPLWLJDWLRQSODQVFXUUHQWO\RQILOHZLWKWKH&LW\3ODQQHU5RELQVRQ
H[SODLQHGWKDWHYHU\&83WKDWFRPHVIRUZDUGZLOOQHHGLWVRZQFRQVWUXFWLRQPLWLJDWLRQSODQ
ZKLFKZLOOEHUHYLHZHGE\WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ
7KH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQDQG0U&O\GHGLVFXVVHGHQIRUFHPHQWSURFHGXUHVIRUGRZQKLOO
WUDIILF
3ODQQHU5RELQVRQUHYLVHG)LQGLQJRI)DFWE\LQVHUWLQJDFRPPDDIWHUA ([KLELW+ @DQG
DGGLQJADQGDFRPSOLDQFHPDWUL[ZLWKWKHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWV ([KLELW, @
0U&O\GHUHIHUUHGWRWKHGHQVLW\LQGLFDWHGRQSDJHRIWKHVWDIIUHSRUWDQGQRWHGWKDW
 WDNHV LQWR DFFRXQW WKH DGGLWLRQDO  38' XQLWV  7KLV LV QRW UHIOHFWHG LQ WKH WDEOH
DERYH DQG KH VXJJHVWHG DGGLQJ WKH ODQJXDJH AFRXQWLQJ WKH DGGLWLRQDO  38' XQLWV
QRWHGEHORZ@
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027,21&RPPLVVLRQHU(ULFNVRQPRYHGWR$33529(WKH03'LQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKWKH
ILQGLQJVRIIDFWFRQFOXVLRQVRIODZDQGFRQGLWLRQVRIDSSURYDOZLWKWKHIROORZLQJUHYLVLRQV
 
7KH LQFRUSRUDWLRQ RI WKH UHYLVHG -XO\   SURMHFW GHVFULSWLRQ DV
SUHVHQWHGE\6WDII

7KHUHYLVLRQWR)LQGLQJRI)DFWLQFRUSRUDWLQJWKHFRPSOLDQFHUHSRUWZLWK
WKHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWV([KLELW,

7KHUHYLVLRQWRWKHSKDVLQJSODQLQFRUSRUDWLQJWKHWRZQKRPH8QLWV 
DQGWKHFOXVWHUKRPH8QLWV 

&RUUHFWLRQ WR WKH VWDII UHSRUW SDJH  ZLWK UHJDUG WR WKH GHQVLW\
LQFRUSRUDWLQJWKHSKUDVHWKDWWKHXQLWVLQFOXGHVWKHXQLWHTXLYDOHQWV
UHIHUHQFHGLQ3RG%EHORZ

,QFRUSRUDWLRQRI&RQGLWLRQRI$SSURYDOWKDWWKH\LQFRUSRUDWHWKHWHFKQLFDO
UHSRUWXSGDWHVDQGFODULILFDWLRQVDVSUHVHQWHGLQWKHVWDIIUHSRUW
0U&O\GHVWDWHGWKDWWKH38'¶VZHUHRULJLQDOO\LQWHQGHGWREHVTXDUHIHHWHDFKEXW
WKH\KDGDSUREOHPZLWKWKH8QLW(TXLYDOHQWFDOFXODWLRQ+HZLOOUHWXUQZLWKDUHYLVHG8(
FDOFXODWLRQZKLFKUDLVHVWKHQXPEHUE\DGGLWLRQDO8(¶V,WZLOOQRWFKDQJHWKHSODQEXWLW
ZLOOPDNHLWFRUUHVSRQGZLWKWKHZD\WKH\LQWHUSUHW8(¶V
3ODQQHU5RELQVRQUHIHUUHGWRWKHGHQVLW\LQWKH3RG%VHFWLRQRQSDJHDQGQRWHGWKDW
WKHODVWVHQWHQFHVKRXOGUHFRJQL]HWKDWVTXDUHIHHWVKRXOGEHDVVLJQHGWR/RW%
DQGQRW/RW&
&RPPLVVLRQHU(ULFNVRQLQFRUSRUDWHGWKHFKDQJHWR3DJHDVGHVFULEHGE\3ODQQLQJ
5RELQVRQLQWRKLVPRWLRQ&RPPLVVLRQHU3RZHUVVHFRQGHGWKHPRWLRQ
927(7KHPRWLRQSDVVHGXQDQLPRXVO\&RPPLVVLRQHU7KRPDVDEVWDLQHGIURPWKHYRWH
DQG&RPPLVVLRQHU=LPQH\ZDVQRWSUHVHQWIRUWKHYRWH
&RPPLVVLRQHU9RONPDQUHIHUUHGWRWKHVWDWXVRIWKHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVUHJDUGLQJWKHPLQH
VRLOVKD]DUGSODQDQGWKHODQJXDJHZKLFKVWDWHV A$GUDIWZRUNSODQIRUWKHFOHDQXSRI
(PSLUH &DQ\RQ ZDV DSSURYHG E\ WKH (3$ DQG UHYLHZHG E\ WKH 3DUN &LW\ 0XQLFLSDO
&RUSRUDWLRQ:RUNZLOOEHJLQWKLVVXPPHU@0U&O\GHH[SODLQHGWKDWWKH(PSLUH&DQ\RQ
ZRUNUHIHUUHGWRLVWKHFOHDQXSRIWKHFUHHNEHORZWKH'HHU9DOOH\'D\/RGJHDQGWKHWRS
RI'DO\$YHQXH,WKDVQRUHODWLRQWRPRYLQJWKHPLQHGXPS
)LQGLQJVRI)DFW(PSLUH3DVV

7KH 9LOODJH DW (PSLUH 3DVV 0RXQWDLQ 9LOODJH  0DVWHU 3ODQQHG 'HYHORSPHQW LV
ORFDWHGLQWKH5'03'DQG52603''LVWULFWV

7KH &LW\ &RXQFLO DSSURYHG WKH 'HYHORSPHQW $JUHHPHQW IRU )ODJVWDII 0RXQWDLQ
'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW$QQH[DWLRQ5HVROXWLRQ1RRQ-XQH7KH
'HYHORSPHQW $JUHHPHQW LV WKH HTXLYDOHQW RI D /DUJH6FDOH 0DVWHU 3ODQ  7KH
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'HYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWVHWVIRUWKPD[LPXPSURMHFWGHQVLWLHVORFDWLRQRIGHQVLWLHV
DQGGHYHORSHURIIHUHGDPHQLWLHV
7KH )ODJVWDII 0RXQWDLQ $QQH[DWLRQ LV DSSUR[LPDWHO\ DFUHV  0L[HGXVH
GHYHORSPHQWLVOLPLWHGWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\DFUHVLQIRXU  GHYHORSPHQWDUHDV
LGHQWLILHGDV3RGV$%%DQG'7KHUHPDLQGHURIWKHDQQH[DWLRQDUHDLVWREH
UHWDLQHGDVSDVVLYHDQGRUUHFUHDWLRQDORSHQVSDFH
7KH'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQWOLPLWVGHYHORSPHQWLQ3RGV$%%WR
1RPRUHWKDQ8QLW(TXLYDOHQWVLQQRPRUHWKDQUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWV LQFOXGLQJ
QRWPRUHWKDQ38'VW\OHXQLWV DQGQRPRUHWKDQVLQJOHIDPLO\KRPHVLWHV
QRPRUHWKDQVTXDUHIHHWRIUHVRUWVXSSRUWFRPPHUFLDODQG
DPD[LPXPVTXDUHIRRWGD\VNLHUORGJHLQ3RG%
7KH'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQWUHTXLUHG&LW\UHYLHZDQGDSSURYDORIIRXUWHHQ  
WHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVVWXGLHV7KHUHSRUWVLQFOXGHGHWDLOVRQWKHIROORZLQJLQIRUPDWLRQ
0LQH6RLO+D]DUG0LWLJDWLRQ
$UFKLWHFWXUDO'HVLJQ*XLGHOLQHV
7UDQVLW
3DUNLQJ
2SHQ6SDFH0DQDJHPHQW
+LVWRULF3UHVHUYDWLRQ
(PHUJHQF\5HVSRQVH
7UDLOV
3ULYDWH5RDG$FFHVV/LPLWDWLRQV
&RQVWUXFWLRQ3KDVLQJ
,QIUDVWUXFWXUHDQG3XEOLF,PSURYHPHQW'HVLJQ
8WLOLWLHV
:LOGOLIH0DQDJHPHQW
$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
7KH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ FRPSOHWHG WKH UHYLHZ DQG DSSURYDO SURFHVV IRU WKH
WHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVVWXGLHVRQ'HFHPEHU
7KLV 0DVWHU 3ODQ IRU 3RG $ FRQVLVWV RI D WRWDO RI  XQLWV DQG  XQLW
HTXLYDOHQWVLQFOXGLQJWKHSUHYLRXVO\DSSURYHG3DLQWEUXVK/DUNVSXUDQG%XLOGLQJ+
WKH7UDQVLW+XEVNLOLIWDQGVNLWUDLOVDQGWKHORFDWLRQRIWKH$OSLQH&OXE
2YHU  RI WKH UHVLGHQWLDO XQLWV PLQLPXP   DUH ZLWKLQ 3RG $ DQG ZLWKLQ
ZDONLQJGLVWDQFHRIWKH7UDQVLW+XEDVUHTXLUHGE\WKH'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW
7KHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVVWXGLHVDORQJZLWKWKH/DQG0DQDJHPHQW&RGHDQGWKH
'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW  IRUWKHVWDQGDUGZKLFKWKHVXEMHFW0DVWHU3ODQQHG
'HYHORSPHQWDQG3KDVHSUHOLPLQDU\ILQDOSODWDUHUHYLHZHG
7KH DSSOLFDQW KDV SURYLGHG VXSSOHPHQWDO PDWHULDOV LQFOXGLQJ 0DVWHU 3ODQ
'HYHORSPHQW3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQ GDWHG-XO\([KLELW$ 6XSSOHPHQWDO3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ DQG &RQGLWLRQV GDWHG -XO\   ([KLELW %  9ROXPHWULF$QDO\VLV
GDWHG-XO\([KLELWV'DQG( 9LVXDO$QDO\VLVGDWHG-XO\ ([KLELW
) $UFKLWHFWXUDO&KDUDFWHUGDWHG0DUFK ([KLELW* 6XSSOHPHQWDO3ODQV
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LQFOXGLQJ %XLOGLQJ +HLJKW 'LDJUDP 9HJHWDWLYH %XIIHU 7UDLOV DQG FRQVWUXFWLRQ
6HTXHQFLQJ ([KLELW +  DQG D &RPSOLDQFH 0DWUL[ ZLWK WKH 7HFKQLFDO 5HSRUWV
([KLELW, 7RJHWKHUZLWKWKH6LWH3ODQVGDWHG-XO\ ([KLELW& WKHVH
([KLELWVDQGWKLVUHSRUWFRPSULVHWKH9LOODJHDW(PSLUH3DVV03'
7KH9LOODJHDW(PSLUH3DVV03'LOOXVWUDWHVFRQFHSWXDODFFHVVDQGVWUHHWOD\RXWV
WKDWKDYHQRWEHHQVSHFLILFDOO\DSSURYHGE\WKH&LW\(QJLQHHUDQGWKH&LW\)LUH
0DUVKDOO)LQDOURDGOD\RXWZLOOEHVXEMHFWWRLQGLYLGXDO6XEGLYLVLRQVDQG&RQGLWLRQDO
8VH3HUPLWV
&RQGLWLRQDO8VH3HUPLWDSSURYDOLVUHTXLUHGSULRUWRDQ\GHYHORSPHQWZLWKLQWKH
9LOODJHDW(PSLUH3DVV03'DUHD
7KH SURSRVHG 9LOODJH DW (PSLUH 3DVV 0DVWHU 3ODQQHG 'HYHORSPHQW LQFOXGHV D
PD[LPXPGHQVLW\DVVLJQPHQWDQGFRQFHSWXDOVLWHGHVLJQIRU7KLUW\  GHWDFKHG
VLQJOHIDPLO\38'VW\OHXQLWVXWLOL]LQJ8QLW(TXLYDOHQWV
7KH SURSRVHG 9LOODJH DW (PSLUH 3DVV 0DVWHU 3ODQQHG 'HYHORSPHQW LQFOXGHV D
PD[LPXP GHQVLW\ DVVLJQPHQW DQG FRQFHSWXDO VLWH GHVLJQ IRU )LIW\2QH  
7RZQKRXVHXQLWVXWLOL]LQJ8QLW(TXLYDOHQWV(LJKWRIWKHVH7RZQKRXVHXQLWVDUH
LQDGXSOH[FRQILJXUDWLRQDQGFRXQWWRZDUGWKH38'OLPLWVRI
7KH SURSRVHG 9LOODJH DW (PSLUH 3DVV 0DVWHU 3ODQQHG 'HYHORSPHQW LQFOXGHV D
FRQFHSWXDOVLWHGHVLJQIRUVL[  VLQJOHIDPLO\KRPHV
&RQVHUYDWLRQ(DVHPHQWVDUHSURSRVHGZLWKLQSODWWHGORWV7KHVH&RQVHUYDWLRQ
(DVHPHQWDUHDVZLOOQRWFRXQWWRZDUGWKHGHYHORSPHQWDFUHDJH
7KH 38'VW\OH FOXVWHU KRPHV DQG WKH 7RZQKRPHV DUH WR EH SODWWHG DV
FRQGRPLQLXPVDQGQRWDVLQGLYLGXDOORWV
8WLOLW\ OLQHV DQG VNL WUDLOV ZLOO EH URXWHG LQ H[LVWLQJ FOHDULQJV DQG FRPPRQ XWLOLW\
FRUULGRUVWRWKHJUHDWHVWH[WHQWSUDFWLFDOXSRQWKH&LW\(QJLQHHU¶VDSSURYDO
7KH(PHUJHQF\5HVSRQVH3ODQKDVEHHQUHYLHZHGE\WKH&KLHI)LUH0DUVKDOODQG
WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQLQRUGHUWRDOORZILUHDFFHVVDQGVDIHW\DWWKHHQGRIWKH
RYHUOHQJWKFXOGHVDF
7KH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ PD\ GHFUHDVH VHWEDFNV ZLWKLQ DQ 03'  6HWEDFN
YDULDQFHLVVKRZQRQ6KHHWRIRI([KLELW$GDWHG-XQH
7KH0D[LPXP%XLOGLQJ+HLJKWLQWKH5''LVWULFWLVIHHW IHHWZLWKDSLWFKHG
URRI
7KH/DQG0DQDJHPHQW&RGH6HFWLRQ ( DOORZVWKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQWR
FRQVLGHU LQFUHDVHG EXLOGLQJ KHLJKW EDVHG XSRQ D VLWH VSHFLILF DQDO\VLV DQG
GHWHUPLQDWLRQ
7KHDSSOLFDQWKDVUHTXHVWHGDGGLWLRQDOEXLOGLQJKHLJKWIRUWKHVWUXFWXUHVSURSRVHG
DV %XLOGLQJV  LQFOXVLYH  7KH SURSRVHG EXLOGLQJ YROXPHWULFV DUH GHWDLOHG RQ
([KLELW'GDWHG-XQH
7KHSURSRVHGLQFUHDVHLQEXLOGLQJKHLJKWIRU%XLOGLQJV GRHVQRWUHVXOWLQDQ
LQFUHDVHLQVTXDUHIRRWDJHRUEXLOGLQJYROXPHRYHUZKDWFRXOGEHDOORZHGXQGHUWKH
]RQHUHTXLUHG EXLOGLQJ KHLJKW DQG GHQVLW\ LQFOXGLQJ UHTXLUHPHQWV IRU IDFDGH
YDULDWLRQDQGGHVLJQEXWUDWKHUSURYLGHVGHVLUHGDUFKLWHFWXUDOYDULDWLRQ
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3URSRVHG %XLOGLQJV  KDYH EHHQ SRVLWLRQHG WR PLQLPL]H YLVXDO LPSDFWV RQ
DGMDFHQW VWUXFWXUHV  3RWHQWLDO SUREOHPV RQ QHLJKERULQJ SURSHUWLHV FDXVHG E\
VKDGRZVORVVRIVRODUDFFHVVDQGORVVRIDLUFLUFXODWLRQKDYHEHHQPLWLJDWHGWRWKH
H[WHQWSRVVLEOHDVGHILQHGE\WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ
7KH VLWH SODQ IRU SURSRVHG %XLOGLQJV  LQFOXGHV DGHTXDWH ODQGVFDSLQJ DQG
EXIIHULQJIURPDGMDFHQWSURSHUWLHVDQGXVHV
7KH DGGLWLRQDO EXLOGLQJ KHLJKW IRU SURSRVHG %XLOGLQJV  KDV UHVXOWHG LQ PRUH
PLQLPXPRSHQVSDFHWKDQUHTXLUHGDQGKDVUHVXOWHGLQWKHRSHQVSDFHEHLQJPRUH
XVDEOH
$Q03'IRUSRG%ZLOOEHUHYLHZHGXQGHUDVHSDUDWH03'DSSOLFDWLRQ

&RQFOXVLRQVRI/DZ(PSLUH3DVV

7KH 03' DV FRQGLWLRQHG FRPSOLHV ZLWK DOO WKH UHTXLUHPHQWV RI WKH /DQG
0DQDJHPHQW&RGH

7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGPHHWVWKHPLQLPXPUHTXLUHPHQWVRI6HFWLRQRI
WKLV&RGH

7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH3DUN&LW\*HQHUDO3ODQ

7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGSURYLGHVWKHKLJKHVWYDOXHRIRSHQVSDFHDVGHWHUPLQHG
E\WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ

7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGVWUHQJWKHQVDQGHQKDQFHVWKHUHVRUWFKDUDFWHURI3DUN
&LW\

7KH 03' DV FRQGLWLRQHG FRPSOLPHQWV WKH QDWXUDO IHDWXUHV RQ WKH 6LWH DQG
SUHVHUYHVVLJQLILFDQWIHDWXUHVRUYHJHWDWLRQWRWKHH[WHQWSRVVLEOH

7KH 03' DV FRQGLWLRQHG LV FRPSDWLEOH LQ XVH VFDOH DQG PDVV ZLWK DGMDFHQW
SURSHUWLHVDQGSURPRWHVQHLJKERUKRRGFRPSDWLELOLW\

7KH 03' SURYLGHV DPHQLWLHV WR WKH FRPPXQLW\ VR WKDW WKHUH LV QR QHW ORVV RI
FRPPXQLW\DPHQLWLHV

7KH 03' DV FRQGLWLRQHG LV FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK WKH HPSOR\HH $IIRUGDEOH +RXVLQJ
UHTXLUHPHQWVDVDGRSWHGE\WKH&LW\&RXQFLODWWKHWLPHWKH$SSOLFDWLRQZDVILOHG
 7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGPHHWVWKHSURYLVLRQVRIWKH6HQVLWLYH/DQGVSURYLVLRQVRI
WKH/DQG0DQDJHPHQW&RGH7KHSURMHFWKDVEHHQGHVLJQHGWRSODFHGHYHORSPHQW
RQWKHPRVWGHYHORSDEOHODQGDQGOHDVWYLVXDOO\REWUXVLYHSRUWLRQVRIWKHVLWH
 7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGSURPRWHVWKHXVHRIQRQYHKLFXODUIRUPVRIWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ
WKURXJKGHVLJQDQGE\SURYLGLQJWUDLOFRQQHFWLRQV
 7KH03'KDVEHHQQRWLFHGDQGSXEOLFKHDULQJVKHOGLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKWKLV&RGH
 7KH UHTXLUHPHQWV QHFHVVDU\ IRU WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ WR JUDQW DGGLWLRQDO
EXLOGLQJKHLJKWZLWKLQWKH03'SXUVXDQWWRWKH/DQG0DQDJHPHQW&RGH6HFWLRQ
KDYHEHHQPHW
&RQGLWLRQVRI$SSURYDO(PSLUH3DVV

$&RQGLWLRQDO8VH3HUPLWLVUHTXLUHGSULRUWRDQ\GHYHORSPHQWZLWKLQWKH9LOODJHDW
(PSLUH3DVV03'DUHD$VSHUWKH3KDVLQJ3ODQRQO\WKHQLQHODUJHPXOWLIDPLO\
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EXLOGLQJVUHTXLUHD&83UHYLHZE\WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ$OORWKHUXQLWVDUHWR
EHUHYLHZHGDWD6WDIIOHYHO
&LW\(QJLQHHUDSSURYDORIDXWLOLW\DQGLQIUDVWUXFWXUHSODQLVDFRQGLWLRQSUHFHGHQWWR
WKHLVVXDQFHRIDQ\EXLOGLQJSHUPLWVZLWKLQWKH9LOODJH0DVWHU3ODQQHG'HYHORSPHQW
DUHD
8WLOLW\OLQHVDQGVNLWUDLOVVKDOOEHURXWHGLQH[LVWLQJFOHDULQJVDQGFRPPRQXWLOLW\
FRUULGRUVWRWKHJUHDWHVWH[WHQWSUDFWLFDOXSRQWKH&LW\(QJLQHHU¶VDSSURYDO
,IDQGZKHQWKHUHDOLJQHG*XDUGVPDQ5RDGLVGHGLFDWHGWRWKH&LW\WKH'HYHORSHU
ZLOOH[HFXWHDQHQFURDFKPHQWDJUHHPHQWLQDIRUPDFFHSWDEOHWRWKH&LW\$WWRUQH\
DQG&LW\(QJLQHHUIRUWKHSULYDWHLPSURYHPHQWV VNLEULGJHVDQGRUWXQQHOV ZLWKLQ
WKHULJKWVRIZD\
$OOHVVHQWLDOPXQLFLSDOSXEOLFXWLOLW\EXLOGLQJVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHXWLOLW\SODQIRUWKH
VXEGLYLVLRQUHTXLUHDFRQGLWLRQDOXVHSHUPLW
7KHSURSRVHGRYHUOHQJWKFXOGHVDFWKDWHQGVLQWKHVL[VLQJOHIDPLO\ORWVZLOOKDYH
DVHFRQGDU\HPHUJHQF\DFFHVVIURPWKHHQGRIWKHURDGWR0DUVDF$YHQXH7KH
HPHUJHQF\ DFFHVV ZLOOFRQWLQXHDVDPLQLPXPIRRWZLGHDOOZHDWKHUVXUIDFH
URDG
$&RQVWUXFWLRQ0LWLJDWLRQ3ODQLQFOXGLQJWUXFNURXWLQJLVDVXEPLWWDOUHTXLUHPHQWIRU
HDFK&RQGLWLRQDO8VH3HUPLW
$ SUHOLPLQDU\ ODQGVFDSH SODQ LQFOXGLQJ SURYLVLRQV IRU ZDWHUHIILFLHQW LUULJDWLRQ
V\VWHPVVKDOOEHVXEPLWWHGZLWKHDFK&83DSSOLFDWLRQ
$OOVXEVHTXHQWDSSOLFDWLRQVDQGDSSURYDOVDUHVXEMHFWWRWKH7HFKQLFDO5HSRUWVDV
DSSURYHGRUDPHQGHG
7KHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWXSGDWHVDQGFODULILFDWLRQVDVSUHVHQWHGLQWKHVWDIIUHSRUWVKDOO
EHLQFRUSRUDWHGLQWKLVDSSURYDO
5HG&ORXG6XEGLYLVLRQ

3ODQQHU5RELQVRQQRWHGWKDW5HG&ORXGFRPPRQO\FDOOHG3RG'LVWKHWKLUGDQGILQDO
(PSLUH3DVVDSSOLFDWLRQ7KLUW\VLQJOHIDPLO\ORWVDUHSURSRVHGRQWKHODQGRZQHGDQG
FRQWUROOHG E\ 7DOLVNHU DQG WKH 8QLWHG 3DUN &LW\ 0LQH &RPSDQ\  $W WKH -XO\  ZRUN
VHVVLRQWKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQGLVFXVVHGWKH(QFKDQWHG)RUHVWDQGKRZWRDSSO\WKH
VWDWHPHQW LQ WKH GHYHORSPHQW DJUHHPHQW WKDW QR GHYHORSPHQW VKRXOG RFFXU LQ WKH
(QFKDQWHG)RUHVW3ODQQHU5RELQVRQXQGHUVWRRGWKHUHWREHJHQHUDOFRQVHQVXVIURPWKH
&RPPLVVLRQ WKDW KDYLQJ D VNL HDVHPHQWFRQVHUYDWLRQ HDVHPHQW DFURVV DQ DUHD WR EH
GHWHUPLQHGZRXOGFRQVWLWXWHDGHTXDWHSURWHFWLRQ7KHODQJXDJHZLOOSURKLELWVQRZPRELOHV
EXWZLOODOORZVNLLQJLQWKHZLQWHUIRUSHRSOHFRPLQJRIIWKH5HG&ORXGOLIW7KHRWKHULVVXH
GLVFXVVHGRQ-XO\ZDVZKHWKHUWRDPHQGWKHGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWDQG([KLELW$RI
WKHGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWZKLFKVKRZVWKHSRGERXQGDULHVWRPRYHWKHERXQGDULHV
IXUWKHUVRXWKDQGZHVW7KLVZRXOGQRWFKDQJHWKHGHQVLW\RUDYHUDJHORWVL]H7KH6WDII
DQDO\]HGWKDWSURSRVDOIRUVHSDUDWLRQIURPVNLUXQVDQGDYLVXDODQDO\VLVDQGLWLVWKH
6WDII¶VRSLQLRQWKDWWKHGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWZRXOGKDYHWREHDPHQGHGWRDOORZWKDWWR

122

123

124

125

126

Exhibit T - Trails Plans
EXHIBIT M

Legend
Approximate Moon Shadow Development Area
Approximate Moon Shadow Open Space
Existing Trails
Future Trail
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EXHIBIT N

TWISTED
BRANCH SUBDIVISION
NORTHSIDE
SF

NAKOMA
PUD

RED CLOUD
SF

Subject Property

FLAGSTAFF

BELLES PUD
LARKSPUR EAST
BANNERWOOD
SF
The Village
RED CLOUD SF

PAINTBRUSH

LARKSPUR WEST

and Overall Flagstaff Development

MOON
SHADOW
PUD
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