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REGULAR MEETING  

ROLL CALL 
Chair Worel called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners 
were present except for Commissioner Gross who was excused.     
 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES  
 
April 23, 2014 
 
Commissioner Stuard referred to page 4 of the Staff report, page 2 of the Minutes, second 
paragraph under Staff/Commissioner Communications.  He corrected the second to the 
last sentence of the paragraph to read, “Commissioner Stuard was interested in hearing 
the opinions and analysis of others…” 
 
Commissioner Stuard referred to page 55 of the Staff report, page 13 of the minutes, third 
paragraph, first sentence, “Commissioner Stuard believed there was consensus for 
granting a one year extension.”   The statement was accurate but it was actually made by 
Commissioner Campbell.  The minutes were corrected to read, “Commissioner Campbell 
believed there was consensus for granting a one year extension.” 
 
Commissioner Stuard referred to page 25 of the Staff report, page 4 of the Work Session 
Minutes, and last paragraph, first sentence, and changed “…carefully approve site plan” to 
correctly read, “...currently approved site plan.”       
 
Chair Worel referred to page 3 of the Staff report, page 1 of the minutes, second 
paragraph, second line under April 9, 2014, and changed Commissioner Clay to correctly 
read Commissioner Stuard.      
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MOTION:  Commissioner Stuard moved to APPROVE the minutes of April 23, 2014 as 
amended.  Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT 
 
Melanie and Ben Martin, property owners in Prospector Park, purchased their home two 
years ago.  They were before the Planning Commission with a request for an exception to 
their permit to put vinyl siding on their home to replace the current masonite-type product.  
Ms. Martin stated that after receiving multiple bids from contractors they decided to use a 
premium grade vinyl.  When their contractor tried to pull a permit they discovered that the 
Municipal Code prohibits vinyl unless it was a pre-existing material on the structure.  Ms. 
Martin noted that per Title 15, Chapter 5-5-5(B) of the Code, the reasons for prohibiting 
residing with vinyl are that is has been deemed inappropriate for use in Park City due to the 
extreme weather climate, and that its appearance may negatively affect the values of 
adjoining or abutting properties. 
 
Ms. Martin cited their opposition to reason #1.  She stated that vinyl has come a long way 
in regards to its durability and performance in extreme weather climate.  They personally 
chose an Alside Odyssey Plus premium grade vinyl.   It has a .044” panel thickness, which 
is above the standard contractor grade thickness.  A locking system and double nail hem 
provide rigidity and extra holding power against high winds up to hurricane strength.  The 
panels are screwed in place rather than nailed.  Ms. Martin outlined other benefits of the 
premium siding, including the fact that it holds up well against excessive fading, hail, 
blistering, corroding and other damage.  If any portion of the siding needs to be replaced, 
the damaged section can be replaced independently, as opposed to aluminum.  Ms. Martin 
noted that aluminum is given an exception upon approval from the Planning Director when 
surrounding structures are utilizing the same type of material.   
 
Ms. Martin stated that the vinyl material chosen would provide an R-9 value, reducing 
energy consumption and creating less environmental impacts than the fiber cement 
products that are currently approved by the City.   
 
Mr. Martin outlined their opposition to reason #2 of the Code.  Their home is currently sided 
with a very old Masonite type product, which is rotten, swollen and delaminated in some 
areas.  The deteriorated product not only poses a risk to the structural integrity of their 
home, it is also aesthetically worn out and unpleasing in appearance.  In its current 
condition is diminishes the value of their home and the surrounding homes.  The damage 
is too widespread to be repaired and the siding needs to be replaced.  
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Ms. Martin presented a sample board showing the vinyl product they would like to use.  
They believe that replacing the existing siding with high grade vinyl could only improve the 
value of their home and the homes in the neighborhood.  Their neighbors support their 
request and had signed a petition, which was included in the packet they handout out to 
the Planning Commission.  The signatures included all of the surrounding and abutting 
properties, as well as many others in the neighborhood.  The siding had also been 
approved by the Prospector Park Architectural Committee, and the CC&Rs allow for vinyl 
siding.   
 
Ms. Martin stated that several independent studies have shown that homes with vinyl siding 
typically recoup about 70% of the cost upon resale of the home.  She remarked that their 
home is surrounded by vinyl homes, some of which were not previously sided in vinyl.   
Five of the homes are visible from their yard.  A plat map was included in the packet 
highlighting vinyl homes in the area to show that their home would not be the exception.  
Ms. Martin stated that one-third of the homes in Prospector Park are sided in vinyl.  Photos 
of their home and other homes in the neighbor with the vinyl siding were included in the 
packet.   
 
Ms. Martin believed the reasoning behind the Code was outdated and inapplicable to the 
Prospector Park area.  In their opinion the Code should be reviewed and amended to be 
more current with existing data and the surroundings of Prospector Park.  They thought it 
was reasonable for their request to at least be given the same opportunity for review by the 
Planning Commission and to be allowed the same exceptions that were given to those who 
wanted to side with aluminum, stone and veneer.   
 
Ms. Martin clarified that they were requesting an exception to the vinyl siding currently 
prohibited by Code, and that the Planning Commission consider amending the LMC for the 
future so other property owners would not have to go through this same process.  
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean explained that the Planning Commission did not have the 
ability to grant an exception.  However, they could consider the request and direct the Staff 
to come back with a Land Management Code amendment that would allow vinyl siding as 
an exception.   
 
Board Member Stuard asked if the Martin’s were proposing a particular type of texture.  Mr. 
Martin presented a sample of the proposed vinyl material with a wood grain texture.  
Commissioner Stuard asked if they would prefer a limitation to wood grain texture if the 
Code is amended.   Ms. Martin replied that the neighbors have not expressed a preference 
for a particular texture.  Their preference would be to have the opportunity to present the 
material to be considered for an exception.   
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Commissioner Stuard noted that historically the complaint associated with vinyl siding is 
the popping noise that occurs due to thermal expansion.  Ms. Martin stated that they had 
done a significant amount of research on vinyl siding and she did not recall reading 
anything about popping.   She pointed out that the particular vinyl product they chose is 
high quality material and it has floating panels that allow for expansion.  Mr. Martin stated 
that in a good, better, best scenario, they choose the best quality. 
 
Commissioner Strachan asked if the Martin’s had submitted an application that was 
denied.  Ms. Martin replied that the contractor applied for the permit to install the siding  
and that was when they learned that vinyl siding was not allowed.  They had not applied for 
a variance, which would cost another $1,000.  They were hoping to come to a logical and 
reasonable decision without having to go through the variance process.  Commissioner  
 
Strachan asked about the status of the application and whether the denial had been 
appealed.  Director Eddington explained that currently in the Prospector area, if someone 
requests aluminum siding, it could be done based upon approval by the Planning Director.  
However, it has to be on a house that already has aluminum siding, or is compatible with 
other aluminum sided homes within its proximity.  He noted that the Code does not have 
that same provision for vinyl siding.  Currently under the Code, vinyl could be replaced on 
an already vinyl sided home upon determination by the Planning Director, based on 
compatibility and the characteristics of the house.  If the home does not currently have vinyl 
siding, vinyl is not allowed and there is no exception for it.  
 
Director Eddington recalled that the Planning Commission and Staff have had this same 
discussion at least two times over the past five years.   In one discussion the Planning 
Commission definitely did not want to move in the direction of vinyl siding.   A second 
discussion was more ambivalent, and the focus turned more to cultured stone.  Director 
Eddington suggested that after five years it may be time to reassess the issue again.   
 
Commissioner Strachan remarked that the only recourse the Planning Commission could 
offer at this time was to consider an amendment to the Land Management Code to allow 
vinyl siding.  Director Eddington agreed that they could do nothing more because there was 
no variance for vinyl siding.  He stated that the Planning Commission would see proposed 
amendments to the LMC overall over the next three years.  Director Eddington asked 
whether  the Planning Commission wanted the Staff to do a reconnaissance analysis over 
the next few weeks and provide their assessment to the Planning Commission;  or whether 
they still felt that vinyl was still an inappropriate siding material. 
 
Commissioner Strachan thought the analysis was in order.  He lives in the Prospector area 
and he is familiar with the vinyl siding houses that were shown in the packet.  He has 
aluminum siding on his house and he cannot tell the difference between his siding and the 
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vinyl siding.   He stated that if this was an antiquated section of the Code that needed to be 
updated, particularly with evidence that vinyl is a more energy efficient material, the 
Planning Commission should revisit it.  Commissioner Stuard concurred and suggested 
that it be fast-tracked.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean noted that the next meeting has been noticed for LMC 
amendments.  However, the Code requires two weeks noticing and it was too late for siding 
to be discussed as a proposed amendment at the next meeting.   It could be noticed for the 
June meeting.   
 
Commissioner Joyce was concerned about the different quality of vinyl siding.  It was 
obvious that the Martin’s had done their research and decided on the best quality siding.  
He used to live in North Carolina and he has seen the effects of poor quality vinyl siding.  
Commissioner Joyce asked if they could specify a specific quality of vinyl siding in the 
LMC.  Director Eddington stated that if they choose to amend the Code he would suggest 
upgrading the section that talks about the thickness of aluminum siding and require a 
thicker aluminum.  If they decide to allow vinyl, he would recommend specifying the 
thickness and quality.    
 
Planning Manager Sintz clarified that the Planning Commission forwards a positive 
recommendation to the City Council on Code amendments for their review and final action. 
She wanted everyone to be aware that going to the City Council adds additional time to the 
amendment process.  Commissioner Stuard remarked that six weeks for a Code change 
versus three years would make a significant difference to the Martin’s and others in their 
situation.   
 
Commissioner Strachan believed the direction towards vinyl siding required some analysis. 
He was part of the previous discussion regarding cultured stone and he could not recall 
any home in Prospector with stone siding.   This situation was different because existing 
homes in Prospector have vinyl siding and a provision in the Code allows the vinyl siding to 
be replaced with approval.  Commissioner Strachan thought the Staff should do the 
analysis and the Planning Commission should have the discussion before making a 
decision.   
 
Commissioner Phillips thought the Planning Commission should definitely look into the 
possibility of allowing vinyl siding.  There are a lot of positives for using vinyl siding in 
addition to affordable.  He likes the thicker corners and it looks more like wood.  
 
Commissioner Campbell preferred to give the Planning Director more leeway in the Code 
rather than to precisely define the requirements.  Allowing the Planning Director the same 
leeway he has with aluminum siding would keep the applications moving forward more 
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quickly.  Director Eddington stated that regardless of the proposed siding material, he 
would recommend keeping the process of Planning Department determination.  
Commissioner Campbell fully supported the recommendation.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean understood that there was consensus from the 
Commissioners to address the vinyl siding issue as soon as it could be scheduled on the 
agenda; most likely in June.  The Commissioners concurred.   
 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES   
 
Chair Worel stated that she would be absent from the June 11th Planning Commission 
meeting.  
 
   
CONTINUATIONS – Public Hearing and Continuation to date specified.    
 
1. 1201 Norfolk Avenue, Nirvana at Old Town Subdivision – Plat Amendment 
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  Chair Worel closed the 
public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE 1201 Norfolk Avenue, Nirvana at 
Old Town Subdivision to May 18, 2014.  Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
2. Round Valley Annexation and Zoning Map Amendment – Work Session and Site 

Visit 
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  Chair Worel closed the 
public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the Round Valley Annexation 
and Zoning Map Amendment to May 28, 2014. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
The Planning Commission moved into Work Session for CIP Projects and Building 
Department Updates and General Plan Implementation.  The discussion can be found in 
the Work Session Minutes dated May 14, 2014.         
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The Planning Commission moved out of Work Session and convened the Regular Agenda. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION 
 
1. 1897 Prospector Avenue, re-subdivision of Lots 25A, 25B and Parking Lot 

for Prospector Square Subdivision – Plat Amendment 
    (Application #PL-12-01744) 
 
Planner Kirsten Whetstone introduced Steve Schueler with Alliance Engineering and 
Rhonda Sadaris, Hank Lewis and Alison Butz representing the owners and co-
applicants.   
 
Planner Whetstone reviewed the application for a plat amendment to re-subdivide Lots 
25A, 25B, parking Lot F, and the associated walkway area to the west of Lots 25A and 
25B of the Prospector Square supplemental amended plats.  The purpose is to re-
configure two vacant development lots, reconfigure the common parking areas and 
provide for access to the lots compliant with the LMC access requirements.  Three 
property owners were involved in this application, including the Prospector Square 
POA.  Planner Whetstone noted that the Prospector Square POA held a vote and gave 
their consent to the plat amendment application. 
 
Planner Whetstone stated that the property is in the General Commercial Zone and is 
subject to the Prospector Square subdivision overlay requirements.  Planner Whetstone 
noted that the plat amendment reconfigures Lots 24A, 25B and parking lot F.  The two 
lots that would be created are comparable square footage to Lots 25a-R and 25b-R.  
The plat amendment would not create additional development lots and the density 
would remain the same.  There is no net loss of parking.  Reconfiguring the parking lot 
would increase the parking from the current 99 spaces to 110 spaces.  When lot B is 
reconfigured the future design could potentially provide 20 additional private spaces on 
the ground floor in addition to the 110 spaces. 
 
Planner Whetstone stated that development of the lots would not require additional 
parking.  Prospector Square has parking lots A through J, which is common, assigned 
parking for the Prospector Square POA.  The overlay allows an FAR of two.  Planner 
Whetstone remarked that three stories are allowed if the first story is parking.  Parking 
is not included in the FAR of two.   
 
Planner Whetstone stated that parking lot F currently exists adjacent to Silver Creek.  It 
is also within the flood plain area.  The owners have been working diligently to get a 
State Engineer order to allow them to do work no closer in proximity than where the 
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pave parking is to the stream.  The order was included in the Staff report as Exhibit I 
and it sets out requirements for doing work in that area.  Planner Whetstone outlined 
the permits required for working in a flood plain prior to obtaining a building permit.  The 
Staff had reviewed the plat amendment and the proposed lots against the GC zoning 
district requirements as shown on page 50 of the Staff report.  The Staff found that the 
proposal complies with those requirements.  The Staff also finds good cause for this 
plat amendment.  
 
Planner Whetstone reported that the proposed reconfiguration allows for better 
utilization of the property in terms of urban design, better solar access, and 
opportunities for improved architectural and site design.  It also allows the parking to be 
located behind or between the buildings and breaks up the parking lot.  The Staff 
believes the requested plat amendment allows for Best Planning and Design Practices 
while preserving the character of the Prospector Square neighborhood.  It also allows 
for easements to be platted for utilities and access in compliance with the LMC.  
Planner Whetstone pointed out that all future development of the property must be 
reviewed by the Planning Staff at the time of the building permit or by the Planning 
Commission if the use requires a Conditional Use Permit.  The Prospector Square  
POA also actively review development plans for compliance with the CC&Rs.   
 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and 
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the proposed plat 
amendment.      
 
Hank Lewis corrected the parking numbers reported by Planner Whetstone.  He 
clarified that the 110 parking spaces included the future 20 additional private parking 
spaces at ground level.   
 
Mr. Schueler remarked that the plat would not only improve the applicants’ property 
values and access, it would also improve other lots in the area by providing better 
access to the walkway, and better circulation to access the buildings.  It would also 
separate uses such as deliveries versus lodging. 
 
Rhonda Sandaris stated that when they first approached the Army Corp of Engineers 
they were told it could not be done.  However, at her request they conducted a site visit 
and after visiting the site and saw all the trash in the creek, they agree that the plat 
amendment would be an improvement.   
 
Director Eddington asked if landscaping was proposed on the east side to provide a 
break between the public and private parking.  Mr. Schueler replied that the parking lot 
on the east actually spreads into the POA property.  They would have to restrict and cut 
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the parking back to address the encroachment.  He believed there was some 
opportunity for landscaping.  Ms. Sandaris understood from the project manager who 
was rehabbing Prospector Square that a condition of receiving the permit was to correct 
the encroachment.                                       
 
Commissioner Strachan asked if something would be done to the walkway area on the 
left that is incomplete and is actually a sidewalk to nowhere.   He indicated another area 
that is a bike and footpath and asked if improvements were planned for that area.  Ms. 
Sandaris stated that they had talked about improving it at one point, but Prospector 
Square asked them to keep it the way it was.  Mr. Lewis concurred.  He stated that the 
intention for the new 25b-R is to have it connected to the rail trail.  They would like to do 
a live-work design with access to the rail trail.   
 
Alison Butz noted that the sidewalk on the easternmost side would be more usable 
because it would lead to the parking lot behind the building.   
 
Commissioner Joyce thought it looked to be far enough down that the integrate parking 
would not directly influence the BoPa Plan.  Director Eddington stated that Prospector 
has its own HOA agreements with parking lots.  The number of spaces has always 
been a challenge and fronting the building on the right-of-way with parking behind 
actually fits better with the form based code and Bonanza Park.      
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Chair Worel closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Phillips liked the idea of breaking up a larger parking lot.  Commissioner 
Campbell agreed.  He thought it would be definite improvement.  Commissioner Joyce 
had no concerns and he thought it was a better option.  Commissioner Strachan was 
comfortable with the proposal. 
 
Assistant City Attorney pointed out that Finding of Fact #5 needed to be amended.  She 
asked if it was not net loss in parking or if 9 spaces would be lost.  Mr. Lewis replied 
that there would be an increase of 10 or 11 additional spaces with the proposed layout. 
Planner Whetstone suggested striking the last sentence in Finding #5 to reflect the 
accurate parking count.        
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to 
the City Council for the Gigaplat Replat Plat Amendment based on the Findings of Fact, 
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Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance and as 
amended.  Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.            
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Findings of Fact – Gigaplat Replat 
     
1. The properties are located at 1893 and 1897 Prospector Avenue within the General  
Commercial (GC) zoning district.  
 
2. On December 10, 2012, the applicant submitted an application for a plat amendment  
to re-configure Lots 25a, 25b, Parking Lot F, and associated walkway area of the  
Prospector Square Supplemental Amended Plat. The purpose of the plat  
amendment is to re-locate the two development pads to be better oriented for  
energy efficient design, improved parking lot layout, to provide access and utility  
easements, and to reconfigure the common parking taking into consideration the  
relocated pads.  
 
3. The application was deemed complete on January 14, 2014 upon receipt of the  
required letter from the Homeowner’s Association, due to the POA being party to this  
application.  
 
4. The proposed Lots 25a-R and 25b-R contain the same lot area as existing Lots 25a  
and 25b, specifically 4,950 square feet and 5,760 square feet respectively.  
 
5. There is no net loss of parking spaces as a result of the reconfiguration of these lots.  
There are currently 99 parking spaces and the reconfigured plat will allow 110  
common parking spaces within Parking Lot F for a net increase of eleven (11)  
spaces.  
 
6. Existing Lots 25a and 25b do not have access to a public street or access easement  
leading to a public street. These lots are undeveloped vacant lots.  
 
7. Parking Lot F is an existing paved and striped parking lot utilized by the Prospector  
Square Subdivision development as common parking for the entire Subdivision.  
Parking Lot F currently exists adjacent to Silver Creek and the owner of future Lot  
Giga-b applied to the State Engineer for streamside construction permit for work that  
will not extend beyond the existing pavement of Parking Lot F and was granted an  
Order of the State Engineer outlining all requirements for work  
 
8. As conditioned, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new non-
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complying or non-conforming situations. 
 
9. The GC zone has no minimum lot sizes.  Setbacks within the Prospector Square 
Overlay are permitted to be zero (0”) for front, side and rear yards.  Maximum building 
height is 35’ from existing grade, with LMC height exceptions allowed. 
 
10. Amended Lot 25a-R will have access and frontage on Prospector Avenue and  
amended Lot 25b-R will have access to Prospector Avenue via an access easement  
over Parking Lot F.  
 
11. The plat amendment will resolve access and utility easement issues that currently  
exist.  
 
Conclusions of Law – Gigaplat Replat 
 
1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.  
 
2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and  
applicable State law regarding subdivisions.  
 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat  
amendment.  
 
4. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not  
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.  
 
Conditions of Approval – Gigaplat Replat 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and  
content of the plat amendment for compliance with State law, the Land Management  
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.  
 
2. The applicant will record the plat amendment 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 a complete application requesting an  
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted  
by the City Council.  
 
3. Modified 13-D sprinklers may be required for new construction, to be determined by  
the Chief Building Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and  
shall be noted on the final mylar prior to recordation.  
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4. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of  
the lots with Prospector Avenue, with the exception of Lot 25a-R and shall be shown  
on the plat.  
 
5. The plat will reflect access and utility easements as required by the City Engineer  
and utility providers.  
 
6. Future development on Lot 25b-R is required to comply with the Order of the State  
Engineer regarding streamside construction application number 12-35-50SA, or as  
amended and restated. Reference to this requirement shall be noted on the final plat  
prior to recordation.  
 
7. All required Army Corps of Engineer permits are required prior to any work in the  
stream corridor, including stream rehabilitation work.  
 
8. Flood plain certificates are required prior to issuance of building permits as required  
by the Chief Building Official.  
 
9. Existing access and utility easements will be adjusted accordingly to reflect existing  
utilities and future built out conditions.  
 
10. The final plat shall indicate uses and easements on the POA walkway and parking  
lot.  
 
2. 1800 Yarrow Hotel – Conditional Use Permit for temporary tent 
 (Application PL-14-02251) 
 
Planner Ryan Wassum reviewed the application for a conditional use permit for a 
proposed temporary structure to be located within the existing Yarrow Hotel property.  
The applicant was requesting the temporary structure for longer than the 14 days or no 
more than five times per year currently allowed by the LMC.  The property is located in 
the General Commercial District and requires a conditional use permit to be reviewed 
by the Planning Commission.   
 
Planner Wassum reported that the applicant was proposing to allow a temporary 
structure within the hotel courtyard up to twice per year in a maximum period of 180 
days.  That would allow the tent to be up for 180 consecutive days up to two times per 
year.  The Staff conducted an analysis and recommended that the applicant be given a 
maximum of 260 days out of a full year to operate the temporary structure.  It would 
allow more flexibility to utilize the space for indoor and outdoor events based on the 
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season.  The Staff finds that allowing the temporary structure to be operable for two 
times per year and up to a maximum of 180 days consecutively as requested by the 
applicant would make it more of a permanent structure with a temporary use, rather 
than a temporary structure with a temporary use.   
 
Planner Wassum stated that the Staff had reviewed the request against the criteria for 
temporary structures and the conditional use permit and found no unmitigated impacts. 
The Staff requested input from the Planning Commission on the maximum number of 
days the temporary structure should be allowed to be operable within a given year. 
 
Melanie Guvara, representing the applicant, was available to answer questions.  Ms. 
Guvara explained that the tent has been erected in a designated area for several 
different events and they would like more flexibility on the usage of that space.  It is 
completely enclosed and the tent is valuable in terms of adding space for events and 
functions.   
 
Chair Worel asked if the Hotel has considered building a permanent structure.  Ms. 
Guvara was unaware of any discussions regarding a permanent structure.   
 
Commissioner Stuard asked for clarification on the rationale behind the existing 
limitation in the LMC and what might be affected if the time period was extended.  
Planner Wassum stated that under the current requirements a temporary tent can be 
up for 14 days five times a year and a separate application is required each time.  
Commissioner Stuard asked if temporary structures require Building Department 
Inspection.  Planner Wassum explained that the applicant applies for a permit and the 
temporary structure is inspected by Fire and Safety.  Commissioner Stuard asked if the 
longer time frame would only reduce the number of applications or if it would also 
reduce the number of inspections.   He asked if the Staff had asked the Building 
Department and the Fire Marshall for their opinions on extending the time period.  
Planner Wassum stated that he spoke with the Building Department and the most they 
allow for a temporary structure is 180 days consecutively.  If the Planning Commission 
was to accept the 260 day per year time frame, the structure would have to come down 
after 180 days, obtain a new permit from the Building Department, and the structure 
would have to be re-inspected before it could be erected again.   
 
Commissioner Stuard clarified that safety was his primary concern.  He wanted to know 
how the Fire Marshall felt about going from 14 days to 180 days on a temporary 
structure.  Ms. Guvara stated that she had spoken with the Deputy Fire Marshall, Kurt 
Simister, and he told her that the most he would allow was 180 days.  Ms. Guvara 
noted that the tent was brand new and she was not opposed to regular inspections.   
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Director Eddington remarked that the Montage and other places have been allowed 
longer time frames for temporary structures and the Fire Marshall inspects the structure 
for safety, materials, etc.  Director Eddington noted that what was inspected and what 
was improved cannot change once the structure is up because it would be in violation.   
 
Planning Manager Sintz stated that the Fire Marshal inspections are the same as those 
for temporary structures that are erected during Sundance.  Part of the inspection 
includes review of the structural drawings occupancy drawings calculated for the space. 
She pointed out that the longer time frame gives the property owner more flexibility and 
they do not have to apply for a permit as often.  There would be no reason for multiple 
inspections unless something changed because the safety features would be inspected 
with the initial permit on the structure.  A change that would trigger another inspection 
would be changing the floor plan which would change the occupancy calculation.    
 
Commissioner Phillips assumed that if the temporary structure was up for 180 
consecutive days multiple types of events would occur.  He asked if an inspection 
would be required when the nature of the event changes, such as a wedding to a 
conference.  Planning Manager Sintz remarked that a variety of scenarios are analyzed 
with the initial inspection.  If there is a significant change with an event, the owner would 
have the responsibility to contact the Fire Marshall.  However, the Fire Marshall can do 
a “drop-in” inspection at any time.  
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean wanted to know how long the hotel intended to keep the 
structure erected each time.  Ms. Guvara stated that they would like to keep it up as 
long as possible to save on the wear and tear of putting the structure up and taking it  
down.   Leaving it up would also allow them to utilize the structure for spontaneous 
events or for unplanned overflow with a scheduled event.   
 
Planner Wassum noted that the area proposed for the temporary structure is a totally 
enclosed courtyard that cannot be seen from the public right-of-way.   
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Chair Worel closed the public hearing.                                                
 
Commissioner Campbell stated that he lives 100 yards from the Yarrow and he did not 
think it would be detrimental to the neighborhood because it cannot be seen from the 
street.  His only concern was safety.   
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Commissioner Strachan felt that the request for 360 days was another way around 
building a permanent structure.  He pointed out that there was a reason why these were 
conditional uses rather than allowed uses.  Commissioner Strachan was not opposed to 
granting the request on the Staff’s recommendation of 260 days.   
 
Chair Worel asked if they could leave the structure in place for 260 consecutive days.  
Planner Wassum answered no, because the Building Code only allows a maximum of 
up to 180 days.  The structure would have to be removed within that 180 day time 
frame, and then it could be erected again.              
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean recommended that the conditions of approval clarify 
that the tent must come down at or before 180 days.   Commissioner Strachan 
concurred.  The Building Code was drafted by fireman, contractors and other 
professionals and he believed there were good reasons for the 180 day limit.  
Commissioner Strachan could not think of another temporary structure in Park City that 
was up for 260 days.  He recalled putting strict restrictions on the temporary structure at 
Montage, and the temporary structures erected during Sundance are only up for two 
weeks.  
 
Commissioner Joyce felt like it was gaming the Code to avoid building a permanent 
structure.  He pointed out that a temporary structure is design to be used temporarily for 
short periods of time.  If the intent is to have something that can be up and available for 
use at any time, it falls under the Code for permanent structures.  Commissioner Joyce 
remarked that one benefit is that it encompassed by the building so it is not visible from 
the street or would create parking impacts.  However, there are requirements for 
permanent structures that were being avoided by having an almost non-stop temporary 
structure.  He believed it was counter to what a temporary structure should be.      
 
Commissioner Strachan recalled that the Planning Commission had approved an MPD 
for the Yarrow several years ago.  Director Eddington stated that it was a pre-MPD 
application that was expired.   
           
Planner Wassum noted that Condition #4 puts a three-year limit on the CUP and then it 
would expire.  
 
Commissioner Stuard asked if granting this request would encourage similar requests 
for temporary structures.  Planner Wassum stated that it was possible, but it was 
unlikely that anyone else would have the space on an interior courtyard.     
 
Ms. Guvara understood that the reason for the 14 days limitations was to avoid tents 
from being a visual obstruction.   She reiterated that the space at the Yarrow is 
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completely enclosed and visibility was not an issue.  She emphasized that the intent is 
to have the space available for an unexpected need that may arise and they would not 
have the ability to apply for a permit in time.  Ms. Guvara stated that she only wanted 
the ability to use the space and she was willing to obtain any permits or abide by other 
requirements the Planning Commission would impose.  Reducing the wear and tear of 
the structure was another reason for wanting to keep it up longer.   
 
Commissioner Stuard stated that if the Planning Commission chooses to approve the 
request, he would like a finding of fact indicating that the courtyard area is fully 
enclosed and not visible from the street.  He assumed that was covered by the 
language in Finding #9.   He asked if the findings should also indicate that the 
temporary structure would not require additional parking spaces.  Commissioner 
Strachan was unsure if they could make that finding because there was nothing to 
support it as being true.  Commissioner Stuard clarified his comment to mean that the 
tent would not be erected over existing parking spaces.  Commissioner Stuard thought 
it was important to address the visibility issue and the parking to avoid setting a 
precedent.  If future applications do not have those attributes it could be a reason to 
deny.   
 
Commissioner Strachan believed they might hear something from the Riverhorse 
because they came to the Planning Commission with a similar request and they were 
denied.  Director Eddington noted that there were other issues related to the Riverhorse 
and one was a visibility factor.   
 
Chair Worel stated that she has planned many large events and she understood the 
needs for a temporary structure.  However, she has an issue with a temporary structure 
being up 360 days out of the year.  Chair Worel was more comfortable with the Staff 
recommendation.  She suggested that the Yarrow should consider building a 
permanent structure in that space if the need is that great.   
 
Ms. Guvara offered to pass along that suggestion.  She pointed out that the tent was 
their only option for outdoor space, which is quite often requested and more desirable 
to people visiting Park City.   
 
Assistant City Attorney asked if the Yarrow anticipated using the structure both winter 
and summer.  Ms. Guvara answered yes.  Ms. McLean assumed it would be left up 
during the winter months.  Ms. Guvara stated that they also have needs for the tent 
during the shoulder season.  Ms. Guvara clarified that they were asking to keep the 
temporary structure up for longer time periods primarily to handle spontaneous events 
and other unforeseen needs.  She remarked that it did not have to be the 360 days they 
requested but she would like the ability to keep it up as long as possible for all the 
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reasons mentioned.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to APPROVE the Conditional Use Permit 
application for 1800 Park Avenue with the following amendments to the Findings of 
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Finding of Fact #6 – Delete entirely.  Re-number the findings. 
 
Condition of Approval #5 – “The applicant will need to remove the tent and obtain a new 
building permit with safety and fire inspections after the tent has been up for 180 days 
consecutively.” 
 
Condition of Approval #6 – Delete entirely.  Re-number the conditions. 
 
Director Eddington recommended revising the second part of Finding of Fact #8 (re-
numbered as #7) to read, “The applicant will need to remove the tent and obtain a new 
building permit with safety and fire inspections after the tent has been up for 180 days 
consecutively.”    
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean clarified that by removing Finding #6 and Condition #6, 
they were not limiting how many times the tent could be put up or taken down, which 
allows the applicant the flexibility to take down the tent more often.   
 
Commissioner Stuard seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Campbell clarified that the Yarrow could take the tent up and down as 
many times as they want during the year as long as it did not exceed 180 days 
consecutively, and it could not be up for a more than 260 days total.  He was told that 
this was correct.   
 
Commissioner Phillips asked if the tent would have to be inspected each time it is taken 
down.  Planner Wassum replied that each time the tent is taken down they would have 
to reapply for a building permit and the tent would be inspected.   
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Findings of Fact – 1800 Park Avenue 
 
1. On April 15, 2014, the City received a complete application for a CUP for a  
 temporary tent structure to be located within the Yarrow Hotel up to up to twice (2)  
 per year for a maximum period of one-hundred and eighty (180) days (i.e. the tent  
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 could be up 180 days consecutively, up to two (2) times per year).  
 
2. Temporary structures require a CUP in the General Commercial (GC) Zone.  
 
3. No additional signs or lighting are proposed with this application.  
 
4. In 2013, the hotel pulled five (5) separate Administrative CUPs for temporary  
structures.  
 
5. Within the Land Management Code (LMC) section 15-4-16(A)(7) a temporary  
structure may only be installed for a duration longer than fourteen (14) days and  
for more than five (5) times a year with an Administrative CUP and the Planning  
Commission must approve a CUP for any longer duration or greater frequency  
consistent with CUP criteria in LMC section 15-1-10(E) and the criteria for  
temporary structures in LMC section 15-4-16(C).  
 
6. Staff recommends the temporary structure shall be operable for a maximum of  
 two-hundred and sixty (260) days out of three-hundred and sixty-five (365) days  
 in a year.  
 
7. Building Code only allows a temporary structure to be up for one-hundred and  
 eighty (180) days; therefore, the applicant will need to remove the tent and obtain a 
new building permit with safety and fire inspections after the tent has been up 180 days  
 consecutively.  
 
8. The Yarrow Hotel has one (1) location for a temporary structure and that is  
within the interior courtyard of the Hotel (see Exhibit B).  
 
9. The Yarrow Hotel Valley may be accessed via Park Avenue and Kearns  
 Boulevard. People using the temporary structures would have to abide by the  
 same parking restrictions as other hotel guests.  
 
10. According to a recent parking analysis, there are 166 parking spaces. The  
applicant conducted a parking study on the busiest day of the year where  
occupancy was 100% and found full usage of the parking lot. Staff estimates that  
the addition of a temporary structure at maximum capacity would not increase  
parking usage since hotel events are typically for hotel guests; Police records  
indicate no parking-related complaints from events held at the Yarrow.  
 
11. On April 30, 2014, the property was posted and notice was mailed to affected  
 property owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park  
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 Record on April 26, 2014.  
 
12. The Findings in the Analysis Section are incorporated herein.  
 
Conclusions of Law – 1800 Park Avenue 
                                     
1. The Use, as conditioned complies with all requirements of the Land Management  
Code, Section 15-1-10.  
 
3. The Use, as conditioned is consistent with the Park City General Plan.  
 
4. The Use, as conditioned is compatible with surrounding structures in use, scale,  
mass, and circulation.  
 
5. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through  
careful planning.  
 
6. The Application complies with all requirements outlined in the applicable sections  
of the Land Management Code, specifically Sections 15-1-10 review criteria for  
Conditional Use Permits and 15-4-16(C) review criteria for temporary structures.  
 
Conditions of Approval – 1800 Park Avenue 
 
1. All temporary structures require a permit issued by the Building Department. All  
temporary structures must be inspected by the Building Department prior to  
occupancy. The Building Department will inspect the structure, circulation,  
emergency access, and all other applicable public safety measures.  
 
2. Prior to installing a temporary structure, the Planning Department must sign off  
on a building permit and record the date within the CUP application folder.  
 
3. The temporary structure within the Hotel courtyard shall be operable for a  
 maximum of two-hundred and sixty (260) days out of three-hundred and sixty- 
 five (365) days in a year.  
 
4. The CUP shall be permitted for three (3) years; however, the applicant must  
 then resubmit an application for an extension at that time or the CUP will expire.  
 
5. The applicant will need to remove the tent and obtain a new building permit with 
safety and fire  inspections after the tent has been up 180 days consecutively.  
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6. The use shall not violate the City noise ordinance.  Any violation of the City noise  
ordinance may result in the CUP becoming void.  
 
7. Exterior signage must be approved by the Planning Department consistent with  
the City Municipal Code. All exterior lighting must be approved by the Planning  
Department and comply with the Land Management Code.  
 
8. Operation of the temporary structure with expired permits from any applicable  
City Department may result in the CUP becoming void. Building and Fire  
Permits must be up to date to operate the temporary structure.  
 
3. 129 Main Street – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
 (Application PL-14-02251) 
 
Planner Anya Grahn stated that the property at 129 Main Street has had a long and 
varied history on a very challenging lot.  Several variances have been granted, one of 
which was reduced the required lot size from 1875 square feet to 1208.5 square feet.  
The applicant obtained the property in 2007and he was the architect for the previous 
owner.  Variances were also granted to reduce the required front, rear and side 
setbacks, as well as a height exception for stairs within the front yard setback. 
 
The applicant was proposing to build a single-family structure with three bedrooms and 
two bathrooms.  Planner Grahn stated that the total square footage of 1709 square feet 
represented in the Staff report was incorrect.  The actual square footage would be 
approximately 1,530 square feet.   
 
Planner Grahn noted that the applicant was working on an HDDR application, which is 
dependent on approval of this request Steep Slope CUP, as well as variance request.  
The applicant was seeking a fourth variance for an exception to LMC 15-2.3-6(B), which 
requires the 10’ horizontal stepping at 23’ on the downhill facade.   Planner Grahn 
stated that if the Planning Commission were to approve the Steep Slope CUP this 
evening, Condition of Approval #15 states that if the Board of Adjustment denies the 
variance for the 10’ horizontal step, the applicant would be required to redesign the 
project and bring it back for Planning Commission review.  
 
The Staff had reviewed the application against the steep slope CUP criteria and found 
that the applicant has been very sensitive to the site. The house is very small with a 
footprint of 535 square feet.  The garage was kept lower and in the basement to 
minimize the visibility from the street.  The width of the driveway is approximately 12’.  
Grading and retaining walls will be necessary due to the slope of the site.  Planner 
Grahn believed the applicant had done a good job minimizing the plan so it does not 
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take over the site.  He has worked hard on architectural compatibility and achieving a 
design that reflects the design guidelines and is in character with the neighborhood.   
 
The Staff supported the Steep Slope CUP and recommended that the Planning 
Commission review the application and conduct a public hearing.   
 
Planner Grahn noted that Finding of Fact #17 should show that the driveway width is 12 
feet.   
 
Jeff Creveling, the applicant, commended the diligent work of Planner Grahn and other 
Planning Staff who have seen this project over the years.  Mr. Creveling noted that the 
variances were granted at two different times under different owners.  The first was to 
allow a home to be built on a lot smaller than the minimum lot.  Mr. Creveling outlined a 
number of challenges with the property.  The lot is irregular, small and steep.  It has an 
encroachment by the neighboring property.  It requires two parking stalls.  Mr. Creveling 
stated that he has lived in Park City since the early 1970’s and he has worked in the 
town for 30 years.  The house that was previously on the property was an enormous 
house that leaned over on the Alaska house.   Mr. Creveling noted that he has been 
working on this property for over ten years.  The lot is challenging and the process has 
been long and difficult but he was willing to continue with it.   
 
Mr. Creveling believed there was a strong argument for waiving the 10’ horizontal step 
and he intended to present that argument to the Board of Adjustment.  He stated that 
the conditional use permit was initially going to be done administratively; however, the 
process changed over the years and a steep slope CUP is required.  The land has been 
vacant for a long time and the neighbors support his project.  
 
Chair Worel commented on the slope of the driveway and asked if the driveway would 
be heated.  Mr. Creveling replied that the driveway would be heated.  In addition, 
because he is so close to his neighbors and one neighbor is not willing to sign a snow 
shed storage agreement, he also intends to put a perimeter concrete waterway that will 
also be heated.  Any snow that drains around the property will drain down to the same 
catch basin with a silt trap.   
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing. 
 
Doug Stephens, a property owner to the north at 133 Main Street, stated that it is his 
primary residence and he lives there with his 16-year-old son.  He also owns a house at 
140 Main Street across the street and to the south.  Mr. Stephens referred to the 
streetscape elevations on page 109 of the Staff report.  He stated that looking at the 
street from where Swede Alley comes together with Park Avenue and Main Street.  It is 
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a unique part of Main Street because it is a uniquely historical residential area.  Mr. 
Stephens pointed out that this would be the second new home to be built in that area of 
the street.  The first home was built in the early 1990’s.  He noted that both sides of the 
street, with the exception of the Alaska House and the Centennial, all the homes are 
one-story on single lots.  The proposed house would be a two-story home on a single 
non-conforming lot.  He believed the house was somewhat out of proportion.  Mr. 
Stephens stated all there is the opportunity for landscaping the front yards on all the 
other homes on the street to soften the appearance of the home.  This home is actually 
entirely hardscape.  Between the 12’ wide driveway and the width of the steps there is 
no room for landscaping from the front property line to the façade of the house.  Mr. 
Stephen stated that this part of the street is very populated with pedestrian traffic 
patterns.  Walking up the sidewalk people will see a garage and two stories above that. 
From the garage drainage level up to the peak of the roof is 34-1/2’ the perception will 
be much higher than what it appears on the streetscape.  Mr. Stephens asked the 
Planning Commission to keep his comments in mind as they make their decision and to 
consider that other issues still needed to be resolved.  As they look at the future of Park 
City and the experience of pedestrians walking around, this will be a critical part of the 
experience for visitors coming into town.   
 
Commissioner Stuard asked Mr. Stephens about parking for his residence and others 
along the street that do not have garages.  Mr. Stephens stated that all the homes are 
historic and parking is not required.  He personally purchased a small parking at the top 
of the street that he uses for parking.  He bought another lot next to the Sullivan House 
and built a detached single car garage.  The other homes typically find off-street 
parking somewhere in the area.  He noted that parking is not allowed on the street 
because the street is narrow and emergency vehicles need room to get through.   
  
Chair Worel closed the public hearing.                            
 
Commissioner Joyce had visited the lot and noticed that the lot is mostly flat across and 
then kicks up at the back.  The concerns he typically has about steep slope issues do 
not apply to this lot.  Given the litany of limitations on this lot, he believed Mr. Creveling 
had done the best job he could possibly do.  Commissioner Joyce had no concerns with 
not having the 10’ horizontal stepback, particularly since the façade of the house on the 
north side has more of a flat level than what Mr. Creveling was proposing.  He was 
comfortable granting the steep slope CUP.    
 
Commissioner Strachan stated that when he reviewed the steep slope criteria he did 
not find any impacts that were not adequately mitigated.  He also found no issues 
regarding compatibility, with the exception of the stepping required in the LMC, which 
Mr. Creveling was seeking a variance.  Commissioner Strachan stated that if the Board 
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of Adjustment grants the variance and HDDR is approved, he would be comfortable 
granting the steep slope CUP based on his review of the criteria.   
 
Commissioner Stuard thought the stairwell leading into the front door looked 
incompatible.  He asked if there was a different way to design the stairs to fit in better 
with the streetscape. Mr. Creveling stated that he had gone through three different 
renditions of materials and sizes and this was the one that was suggested to move 
forward.  He was not opposed changing it.  Commissioner Stuard suggested that if the 
retaining wall could be extended upward and have a stone veneer it would look more 
compatible with the rest of the street. 
 
Commissioner Phillips agreed that the stairs looked incompatible with the streetscape.  
He asked if there was an existing historic wall at the front of the lot.  Mr. Creveling 
answered no.  There have been different elements over the years for that first jump at 
the sidewalk.  Currently, there is a stone wall on 133 Main and the Alaska House has a 
railroad tie wall, which is not desired.  Further up is a stone wall with a concrete surface. 
Mr. Creveling stated that through the HDDR process he found that stone was not 
desired and the stone wall was taken out.  It was replaced with a sandblasted vertical 1 
x 3 pine that gave deep rooted grains as the inside face of the concrete forms with gaps 
between each.  Mr. Creveling was willing to make changes because he wanted to build 
on his lot.  
 
Planner Grahn noted that the houses on the left side of the drawing did not have 
historic retaining walls.  However, 133 Main Street does have a historic retaining wall.  If 
they use stone, the concern is to make sure they respect the historic retaining wall and 
differentiate between the two walls.  That would be an HDDR decision. 
 
Commissioner Campbell pointed out that whether the material is wood or stone is not 
within the purview of the Planning Commission.  He was comfortable with the steep 
slope CUP as proposed. 
 
Chair Worel admired Mr. Creveling’s tenacity and perseverance in working through the 
process and achieving a great design.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to APPROVE the Steep Slope Conditional Use 
Permit for 129 Main Street according to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and 
Conditions of Approval outlined in the Staff report.  Commissioner Phillips seconded the 
motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.  
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Findings of Fact – 129 Main Street 
 
1. The property is located at 129 Main Street.  
 
2. The property is described as Lot 8, Block 13 of the Park City Survey. It measures 25  
along Main Street (east side), 45.09 feet across the south property line, 26.83 feet  
across the west (rear) property line, and 51.59 feet across the north property line.  
 
3. This is a substandard lot that contains 1,208.5 square feet. The allowable building  
footprint is 565 sf for a lot of this size. The proposed building footprint is 533 sf.  
 
4. The site is not listed as historically significant on the Park City Historic Sites  
Inventory and there are no structures on the lot.  
 
5. The property is located in the HR-2, Subzone B, zoning district, and is subject to all  
requirements of the Park City Land Management Code (LMC) and the 2009 Design  
Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites.  
 
6. The Board of Adjustment (BOA) granted a variance to the required lot size in 2005,  
reducing the minimum lot size from 1,875 to 1,208.5 square feet for this property.  
 
7. The BOA approved a variance to the front yard setback in order for the applicant to  
construct a staircase eight feet (8’) in height within the front yard setback in 2007.  
 
8. In 2007, the BOA approved a variance to reduce the required setbacks to 1’6” on the  
south (side) yard, 6’8” on the east (front) yard, and 6’10” on the west (rear) yard.  
 
9. In 2008, the BOA denied a request for a variance to the maximum allowed footprint  
as well as a special exception to the staircase height in the front yard setback. The  
applicant appealed this determination to District Court; the court upheld the denial of  
the footprint variance, but overturned the BOA’s denial for the special exception of  
the staircase.  
 
10. Access to the property is from Main Street, a public street. The lot is an uphill lot.  
 
11. Two (2) parking spaces are proposed on site. One space is proposed within an  
attached garage and the second is on the driveway in a tandem configuration to the  
garage.  
 
12. The neighborhood is characterized by primarily historic and non-historic single  
family, duplex, and boarding houses.  
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13. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application is under review by staff for  
compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites  
adopted in 2009.  
 
14. The lot is an undeveloped lot containing primarily grasses, weeds, and shrubs that  
are not classified as significant vegetation.  
 
15. The roof of the historic structure at 125 Main Street encroaches over the north  
property line and on to 129 Main Street.  
 
16. The proposed design is a single family dwelling consisting of approximately 1,709  
square feet of total area (including the 252 sf single car garage) with a proposed  
building footprint of 533 sf.  
 
17. The driveway is proposed to be a maximum of 12 feet in width and 18 feet in length  
from the edge of the front property line to the garage in order to place the entire  
length of the second parking space entirely within the lot. The garage door complies  
with the maximum width and height of nine feet (9’).  
 
18. The proposed structure complies with all setbacks, outlined by the 2008 variance.  
 
19. The proposed structure complies with allowable height limits and height envelopes  
for the HR-2B zoning as the three (3) story house measures no more than 27 feet in  
height from existing grade, and the structure is less than the maximum height of 35  
feet measured from the lowest finish floor plane to the point of the highest wall top  
plate that supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters.  
 
20. The applicant submitted a variance application on March 26, 2014. The application  
was deemed complete on April 17, 2014, and the BOA hearing is tentatively  
scheduled for June 17, 2014.  
 
21. The proposal, as conditioned, complies with the Historic District Design Guidelines  
as well as the requirements of 15-5-5 of the LMC.  
 
22. The proposed materials reflect the historic character of Park City’s Historic Sites,  
incorporating simple forms, unadorned materials, and restrained ornamentation.  
The exterior elements are of human scale and the scale and height follows the  
predominant pattern of the neighborhood.  
 
23. The structure follows the predominant pattern of buildings along the street,  
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maintaining traditional setbacks, orientation, and alignment. Lot coverage, site  
grading, and steep slope issues are also compatible with neighboring sites. The  
size and mass of the structure is compatible with surrounding sites, as are details  
such as the foundation, roofing, materials, as well as window and door openings.  
The single car attached garage and off-street parking area also complies with the  
Design Guidelines and is consistent with the pattern established on the west side of  
Main Street  
 
24. No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewed at the time of  
the building permit for compliance with the Land Management Code lighting  
standards.  
 
25. The applicant submitted a visual analysis/ perspective, cross canyon view from the  
east, and a streetscape showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts on adjacent  
streetscape.  
 
26. There will be no free-standing retaining walls that exceed six feet in height within 
the front yard setback, and the portion of the retaining wall within the front yard setback  
will not exceed four feet (4’) in height. The building pad location, access, and  
infrastructure are located in such a manner as to minimize cut and fill that would  
alter the perceived natural topography.  
 
27. The site design, stepping of the building mass, articulation, and decrease in the  
allowed difference between the existing and final grade for much of the structure  
mitigates impacts of construction on the 30% slope areas.  
 
28. The plans include setback variations, increased setbacks, decreased building  
heights and an overall reduction in building volume and massing that mimics the  
scale and smaller proportions of neighboring landmark and significant historic  
structures.  
 
29. The proposed massing, articulation, and architectural design components are  
compatible with the massing of other single family dwellings in the area. No wall  
effect is created with adjacent structures due to the stepping, articulation, and  
placement of the house.  
 
30. The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.  
 
31. The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.  
 
Conclusions of Law – 129 Main Street 
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1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code,  
specifically section 15-2.3-7(B).  
 
2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.  
 
3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale,  
mass and circulation.  
 
4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful  
planning.  
 
Conditions of Approval – 129 Main Street                                  
 
1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.  
 
2. No Building permit shall be issued until the Plat has been recorded.  
 
3. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the  
issuance of any building permits. The CMP shall include language regarding the  
method of protecting the historic house to the north from damage.  
 
4. A final utility plan, including a drainage plan, for utility installation, public  
improvements, and storm drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit  
submittal and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility  
providers, including Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, prior to issuance  
of a building permit.  
 
5. 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.  
 
6. A final Landscape Plan shall be submitted to the City for review prior to building  
permit issuance. Such plan will include water efficient landscaping and drip  
irrigation. Lawn area shall be limited in area.  
 
7. If required by the Chief Building Official based on a review of the soils and  
geotechnical report submitted with the building permit, the applicant shall submit a  
detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building permit. If required by the Chief  
Building Official, the shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,  
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer. The shoring plan shall take  
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into consideration protection of the historic structure to the north.  
 
8. This approval will expire on April 23, 2015, if a building permit has not been issued  
by the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this  
approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and is granted by  
the Planning Director.  
 
9. Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans  
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and the Final HDDR Design.  
 
10. All retaining walls within any of the setback areas shall not exceed more than six 
feet (6’) in height measured from final grade, except that retaining walls in the front yard  
shall not exceed four feet (4’) in height, unless an exception is granted by the City  
Engineer per the LMC, Chapter 4.  
 
11. Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new construction on this  
lot.  
 
12. All exterior lighting, on porches, decks, garage doors, entryways, etc. shall be  
shielded to prevent glare onto adjacent property and public rights-of-way and shall  
be subdued in nature. Light trespass into the night sky is prohibited. Final lighting  
details will be reviewed by the Planning Staff prior to installation.  
 
13. Construction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled when  
possible.  
 
14. All electrical service equipment and sub-panels and all mechanical equipment,  
except those owned and maintained by public utility companies and solar panels,  
shall be painted to match the surrounding wall color or painted and screened to  
blend with the surrounding natural terrain.  
 
15. Approval by the Board of Adjustment of a variance to the ten foot (10’) horizontal 
step in the downhill façade is a condition precedent to final approval of the CUP plans 
as submitted. If the BOA does not approve the requested variance then these Steep 
Slope CUP plans shall be revised to comply with the LMC regarding horizontal 
articulation on the downhill façade and this CUP will have to be amended.  
 
4. 919 Woodside Avenue Subdivision – Plat Amendment 
 (Application PL-12-02296) 
 
Planner Christy Alexander reviewed the request for a plat amendment to combine 1.5 
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Old Town lots for the purpose of removing the lot line between Lot 5 and the southerly 
half of Lot 6.  Both properties are owned by the same owner.  A historic home existed 
over the property line and the home was demolished in 2010.  The applicant has a 
preservation plan and a financial guarantee in place to reconstruct the home, but the 
interior lot line first needs to be removed. 
 
The Staff found good cause for this plat amendment in order to proceed forward with 
reconstructing the home.  Planner Alexander stated that there is a lot of history to the 
site as outlined in the Staff report.  The Staff recommended that the Planning 
Commission conduct a public hearing and consider forwarding a positive 
recommendation to the City Council for the plat amendment as requested.  
 
Carla LeHigh, representing the applicant, thanked the Staff for working with the 
applicant on the reconstruction of the house.   
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Chair Worel closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Strachan referred to the history on page 125 of the Staff report and read 
from one of the bullet points. “A plat amendment application was also received on 
March 17, 2011 and was deemed complete on March 21, 2011.  The plat was reviewed 
by the Development Review Committee on April 12, 2011.  There is no further record as 
to what happened to the plat amendment application as it was not taken to the Planning 
Commission.”  Planner Alexander stated that in her research she found out that the 
applicant became ill and did not pursue moving forward.  Director Eddington added that 
due to the recession the applicant decided not to proceed with the application.  When 
the applicant made his decision the application should have been closed.   
 
Ms. LeHigh further explained that the HDDR got denied and the applicant put the 
project on hold.  She noted that the Planning Department applied the application fee 
that was paid at the time to this plat amendment application.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to 
the City Council for the 919 Woodside Avenue Subdivision plat amendment based on 
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as found in the 
draft ordinance.  Commissioner Stuard seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 



Planning Commission Meeting 
May 14, 2014 
Page 30 
 
 
 
Findings of Fact – 919 Woodside Avenue           
 
1. The property is located at 919 Woodside Avenue within the Historic Residential (HR- 
1) District.  
 
2. On March 26, 2014, the applicant submitted an application for a plat amendment to  
amend one and a half (1.5) lots containing a total of 2,812.5 square feet into one (1)  
lot of record which will remove an existing lot line and enable the historic home to be  
reconstructed without sitting on the lot line.  
 
3. The proposed Lot will contain 2,812.5 square feet.  
 
4. The application was deemed complete on March 26, 2014.  
 
5. The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 square feet for a single-family  
dwelling and 3,750 square feet for a duplex.  
 
6. Based on the lot area, the maximum footprint allowed for the Lot is 873.8 square  
feet.  
 
7. The properties have frontage on and access from Woodside Avenue.  
 
8. The Lot contains a Preservation Plan to reconstruct a historic single family dwelling  
in the same location as it was located before being demolished in 2010. 
 
9.  As conditioned, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new non-
complying or non-conforming situations. 
 
10. The plat amendment secures public snow storage easements across the frontage 
of the lots.  
 
Conclusions of Law – 919 Woodside Avenue 
 
1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.  
 
2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and  
applicable State law regarding subdivisions.  
 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat  
amendment.  
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4. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not  
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.  
 
Conditions of Approval – 919 Woodside Avenue 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and  
content of the plat amendment for compliance with State law, the Land Management  
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.  
 
2. The applicant will record the plat amendment 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 a complete application requesting an  
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted  
by the City Council.  
 
3. No building permit for any work shall be issued unless the applicant has first made  
application for a Historic District Design Review and a Steep Slope CUP application  
if applicable, if any additions are proposed.  
 
4. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building  
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on  
the final mylar prior to recordation.  
 
5. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of  
the lots with Woodside Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.  
 
6. The historic structure shall be reconstructed exactly as was approved in the October  
30, 2009 Preservation Plan and any proposed addition would need to comply with  
current LMC requirements.  
 
7. The applicant must move the existing fence, on the southeast side of their property,  
off of the property of 909 Woodside Avenue. The fence may be removed altogether  
or moved to the property line, prior to receiving certificate of occupancy.  
 
8. The applicant must record the plat within 30 days of plat approval and submit an  
application for a building permit within 30 days of HDDR and plat approval,  
whichever comes first. The applicant then has 90 days to pull a building permit from  
the time of application. The applicant must keep the building permit active and  
receive a certificate of occupancy on the home within 12 months from the time they  
pulled the building permit. If this timeline is not adhered to then the City reserves the  
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right to declare default and claim all the funds described in the Encumbrance and  
Agreement for Historic Preservation for 919 Woodside Avenue dated July 2, 2010.  
 
 
5. 500 Deer Valley Drive, Broph’s Place Condominiums – Condo Record of 

Survey     (Application PL-14-02269) 
 
Planner Francisco Astorga reviewed the application for a condominium of record survey 
plat for Broph’s Place Condominiums.  He clarified that a condominium is a type of 
ownership and not a use.   
 
Planner Astorga noted that upon reviewing the application the Staff found a 
discrepancy with the front and side yard setbacks.  He reviewed the 1995 building 
permit and found that it was the standard at that time.  Therefore, this would be 
considered a non-complying structure in terms of the setbacks.  Planner Astorga 
reported that in 1995 the City did not have the current policy to do a plat amendment to 
combine the two lots before applying for a building permit.   
 
Planner Astorga stated that the condominium record of survey would remove the lot line 
between Lots 15 and 16.  In terms of the setbacks, the structure would continue to be a 
non-complying structure based on evidence that it legally met the ordinance that was in 
place at the time of approval.  Planner Astorga reported that the applicant, Ed Brophy, 
was the applicant who pulled the building permit in 1995 and he still lives there.   
 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and 
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the requested 
condominium record of survey.   
 
Eileen Kitner, Mr. Brophy’s daughter and representative, clarified that the intent was to 
keep the property, and in the event they wish to sell one unit or the other she could 
keep one side for her family’s estate.  They were trying to do things according to her 
father’s wishes now rather than waiting until he passes.                  
 
Chair Worel asked if the full duplex was currently being used as assisted living.  Ms. 
Kitner stated that currently only one part is being used.  Broph’s Place is Level 1 
assisted living.  Her mother is selling her property in Pennsylvania and would like to 
move to Park City and live in the two-bedroom side.  That was another reason for this 
application. 
 
Commissioner Preston disclosed that he has known Ms. Kitner for years.  He had not 
disclosed their relationship earlier because he had missed reading her name in the 
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Staff report as representing the applicant.  Commissioner Preston stated that Ms. Kitner 
has been very careful not to talk to him about the specifics of this application and he 
was comfortable voting on this item.   
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Chair Worel closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Strachan appreciated that the Brophy’s have been very careful backing 
out of their driveway because it goes right on to the sidewalk and the bike path.  He 
hoped that whoever lives in the units would be as careful and conscientious.  Ms. Kitner 
stated that only the Staff drives there.  She would pass along the compliment and 
remind them to continue to be careful about pedestrians and bikers.   
 
Chair Worel thanked Ms. Kitner for having an assisted living facility in Park City 
because it is a much needed use in town.  Ms. Kitner replied that it was a challenge; 
however, she agreed that it is a much needed use and the need is growing.  
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean asked Planner Astorga to revise Condition of Approval 
#3 to mirror the standard language regarding the 10’ wide public snow storage 
easement required along the frontage.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to 
the City Council on the Broph’s Place Condominium Record of Survey Plat, based on 
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as found in the 
draft ordinance and as amended.  Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Findings of Fact – 500 Deer Valley Drive                 
 
1. The property is located at 500 Deer Valley Drive.  
 
2. The property is in the Residential (R-1) District.  
 
3. The property consists of Lots 15 and 16, Block 63 of the Park City Survey.  
 
4. In 1995 the property owner built a duplex on the property.  
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5. In the 1990’s the City did not require the property owner to combine the lots in  
order to obtain a building permit.  
 
6. A duplex is currently an allowed use in the R-1 District.  
 
7. The proposed condominium Record of Survey plat memorializes each dwelling  
unit within the duplex as a separate unit that can be leased or owned separately.  
 
8. A condominium is not a type of use but a form or ownership. 
 
9. The duplex does not meet the minimum requirements of front and rear yard  
setbacks of 20 and 10 feet, respectively.  
 
10. When the duplex was built in 1995 it met the front and rear yard setback  
requirements of 10 and five feet, respectively, as was required by the Land  
Management Code at the time of the permit.  
 
11. The structure is considered a legal non-complying structure because it does not  
meet current development standards but was legally constructed.  
 
12. There are no provisions that would prohibit approval of a Condominium Record  
of Survey plat for a legal non-complying structure.  
 
13. The proposed record of survey plat removes the common lot line between Lots  
15 and 16 and separates the duplex into two (2) separate units.  
 
14. This application allows unit 1 to be 2,118 square feet and unit 2 to be 1,232  
square feet.  
 
15. Common spaces include the roof, foundation, exterior walls, and shared  
staircase.  
 
16. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated  
herein as findings of fact.  
 
Conclusions of Law – 500 Deer Valley Drive 
 
1. The condominium record of survey plat is consistent with the Park City Land  
Management Code and applicable State law regarding lot combinations.  
 
2. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed  
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condominium record of survey.  
 
3. Approval of the condominium record of survey, subject to the conditions stated  
below, does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park  
City.  
 
Conditions of Approval – 500 Deer Valley Drive 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and  
content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and  
the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.  
 
2. The applicant will record the plat at 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 a request for an extension is made in writing  
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council.  
 
3. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement shall be provided along Deer 
Valley Drive.  
 
4. A tie breaker mechanism shall be included in the CC&Rs.  
 
 
5. 1851 Little Kate Road, Dority Springs Subdivision – Plat Amendment 
 (Application PL-12-01733) 
 
Planner Astorga handed out copies of an email he received today from the Holiday 
Ranch HOA.   
 
Planner Astorga reported that in 2012 the Planning Department received the plat 
amendment application for 1851 Little Kate Road.   The application was delayed 
because the Staff was working on the General Plan, which took longer than expected.  
The applicant was also advised by the Staff to work with the Army Corp of Engineers for 
a determination of the wetlands, and that took some time as well.  Planner Astorga 
stated that throughout the delay the applicant, Michael Baker, kept in contact and 
provided status updates.  For that reason, the application was kept active.   
 
Planner Astorga reviewed the requested plat amendment to split Lot 83 in the Holiday 
Ranchette Subdivision.  He presented a survey of the site by Alliance Engineering with 
the existing improvements.  He also presented a photograph of the site.  Planner 
Astorga stated that Lot 83 is on the outer perimeter of the Holiday Ranchette 
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Subdivision.  Surrounding properties include the Racquet Club condos and Park 
Meadows Phase 5.   
 
Planner Astorga commented on two citations in the CC&Rs.  One was the definition of 
a lot and the other was a section called Private Owners, which specifically indicates that 
Lots 83 and 53 are exempt from any of the CC&Rs.  Planner Astorga clarified that the 
City does not get involved with CC&Rs; but the applicant felt it was important for the 
Planning Commission to have that information.  The reason for exempting the two lots 
was unknown; however, historically the fire department used to pump water out of the 
spring.  They stopped using the pond when the City started installing the proper 
infrastructure for fire hydrants.  Planner Astorga thought that might be one reason why 
the lots were exempt.  He welcomed any information anyone has for why the lots were 
exempt.   
 
The Staff was looking for input and direction from the Planning Commission on the LMC 
standards. The item was scheduled for public hearing and no action was being 
requested.               
 
Planner Astorga stated that the maximum density in the Single Family (SF) District is 
three units per acre.  The minimum lot size in terms of density alone would be 1/3 of an 
acre, which equates to approximately 14,000 square feet.  Purpose Statement (B) of 
the SF District states that the purpose of the SF District is to allow for single family 
development compatible with existing development.  The Staff analyzed the parameters 
of the Holiday Ranchette Subdivision and found that most are one-acre lots. However, 
in looking at the existing development the Staff thought it was better to do an analysis 
of the neighborhood rather than all of the Holiday Ranchette Subdivision. 
 
Planner Astorga presented the vicinity map on page 157 of the Staff report. The 
redlines represented a 300 foot buffer, a 600 foot buffer and a 900 foot buffer.  The 
Staff calculated the average lot size of all the lots found within the vicinity map, and the 
results were shown in the table on page 158 of the Staff report.  The breakdown 
showed the number of lots in each neighborhood radius and the average lot size. 
 
Planner Astorga noted that Mr. Baker had questioned why the Racquet Club condos 
were not included and he told him that it was not a single family dwelling.  Mr. Baker 
pointed out that the purpose statement says, “allow for single-family development 
compatible with existing developments.”  Mr. Baker believed everything in the vicinity 
should be included and not just single-family dwellings.   Based on Mr. Baker’s request, 
Planner Astorga calculated the numbers for the Racquet Club condominiums.   
 
Planner Astorga asked the Planning Commission to provide input on: 1) whether this 
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type of analysis was appropriate in terms of the radius; 2) should it only include single 
family dwellings or should it include everything in the District.  Planner Astorga pointed 
out that if they look at development within the 900 foot radius, which includes 66 lots, 
the average size is .7.  The applicant was asking for one lot to be .6.  That would be 
appropriate; however, the remaining lot area would be reduced to .4 of an acre.  Under 
that scenario, the Staff would have a difficult time finding compatibility with existing 
developments.  If they include the Racquet Club condos in the calculation, the results 
would be completely different.  The lot sizes would be significantly smaller in terms of 
the average within the same radius.  
 
Planner Astorga presented the wetlands delineation of Dority Spring that was submitted 
to the Army Corp of Engineers and accepted as the proper delineation.  If the 
delineation would be disturbed the applicant would have to file a proper permit through 
the Army Corp of Engineers.   
 
Steve Schueler with Alliance Engineering, emphasized that the applicant’s position 
would be to include all the uses in the neighborhood in the compatibility analysis and 
not just single family.   He noted that there were single-family development in other 
subdivisions within the 300, 600, 900-foot radius.  For example, Park Meadows 5 has ¼ 
acre lots.  Some of the lots that surround the property in question are larger and others 
are smaller.  Mr. Schueler thought it was appropriate to consider everything as part of 
the analysis.   
 
Mr. Schueler believed this was a good project because it creates additional density 
within an existing streetscape with existing utilities and roads.  It is a walkable 
community and this project would add to the walkable element.  Mr. Schueler referred 
to the streetscape and stated that even though some of the lots in the Holiday 
Ranchette Subdivision are larger than what the applicant was proposing, the distances 
between the buildings at the streetscape were roughly the same, and this project would 
support the same distances between houses because the lots are long and skinny.   
 
Kathleen Baker introduced herself and stated that they have lived in their home 18 
years and raised their family there.  They were pursuing the plat amendment because 
they do not believe it would be detrimental to the neighborhood.   
 
Michael Baker stated that he is a dentist.  He provided a brief history of his work 
providing dental care to mentally and physically handicapped individuals.  He now 
works with two other doctors and 55 nursing homes throughout the Salt Lake Valley 
providing dental services to seniors who are Medicaid only recipients.  Dr. Baker stated 
that he has always had concern for all aspects of the community and he would never do 
anything detrimental to the community he lives in.   
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Dr. Baker commented on the history of the lot and why it was exempted from the 
subdivision.  He stated that the pond has always been there as evidenced by 50-year-
old photos.  Dr. Baker stated that when the City was looking for new water sources due 
to the growth of the City, they put in a Rockport pipeline and a new water treatment 
facility.  Still needing additional water sources the City put in a new well, which is the 
well down by the Fire Hall on Little Kate Road.  Dr. Baker remarked that the City was 
aware that when the well was put in it would eliminate the Dority Springs pond.  People 
had water rights to Dority Spring for years.  The City maintains the pond but it is only full 
two weeks out of the year.  Dr. Baker stated that in conversations with City Attorney 
Mark Harrington, he was told that the City has transferred the water rights from the 
pond to another water source.  He pointed out that his family has been harmed by the 
process because the pond is a dirt hole in their backyard 50 weeks out of the year. 
They are not allowed to landscape it because of the two weeks that it does have water.  
 
Dr. Baker remarked that the Code allows for a subdivision of up to three lots per acre, 
and he was only asking for one additional lot.  He noted that his lot and Lot 53 were the 
only lots in Park Meadows that could do this plat amendment.  They have the legal right 
to do it and it meets all the guidelines.  Dr. Baker clarified that their plan is to build a 
one-level energy efficient home approximately 2700 square feet on the newly created 
lot.  Their current home is 2700 square feet but it has a lot of interior stairs.  He 
believed the proposed home would be compatible with the other homes in the area.   
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Chair Worel closed the public hearing. 
 
Planner Astorga reported that in addition to the letter he received from the HOA today 
and handed out to the Planning Commission, he had received three other letters that 
were included as Exhibit L in the Staff report.   
 
Commissioner Stuard did not think it was appropriate to include multi-family dwellings in 
the analysis.  The compatibility should be with single-family structures in close proximity 
to the Baker’s property.  Commissioner Stuard stated that the radius distance shown on 
the vicinity map meant less to him than the actual physical distance between the 
adjacent structures and other similar single-family structures within the 300-600 foot 
radius.  Commissioner Phillips concurred.   
 
Commissioner Campbell stated that he would be uncomfortable if every lot had the right 
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to request this plat amendment.  If he understood it correctly, this lot had an unusual set 
of circumstances because of the pond and it was exempt per a provision in the CC&Rs. 
He asked if denying the application would be a defensible position for the City. 
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean felt it would be based on the compatibility issue.  She 
clarified that the objective of this meeting was to present the issues to the Planning 
Commission for discussion and direction.   They would not be voting on the plat 
amendment this evening. 
 
Commissioner Campbell noted that larger homes were built on the street in the last few 
years and there are older existing houses.   Because there were already a variety of 
structures along the street, he was more comfortable considering their request.   
 
Planner Astorga noted that the CC&Rs would prohibit the lot from being further 
subdivided.  Commissioner Campbell clarified that the CC&Rs do not apply to Lot 83 in 
this case.  Planner Astorga answered yes.  Per the CC&Rs the lot was exempt from the 
requirement for no subdividing.   
 
Assistant City Attorney emphasized that the City does not enforce CC&Rs, and it is a 
civil matter between the HOA and the lot owner.                              
 
Mr. Baker felt strongly that the condos should be included in the calculation because 
the Code specifically says “the neighborhood”.  It does not specify compatibility with 
single-family homes.  He noted that there are 35 small condos across the street within 
the 300 foot radius.  The golf course is also across the street and it has a quarter to 
one-third acre lots.  Mr. Baker believed his proposal was very compatible with what 
exists on the street. 
 
Commissioner Stuard clarified that while he did not agree with including multi-family 
structures, he thought it was appropriate to look at the physical distances between the 
adjacent homes in Holiday Ranchette, as well as the other single family homes on the 
other side of Little Kate Road. 
 
Commissioner Joyce stated that he was not concerned with the CC&Rs and the 
exemption because the City does not enforce CC&Rs.  He did not believe the history 
and background on the wetlands were pertinent to what they were being asked to 
consider this evening.  Commissioner Joyce thought the discussion should focus on the 
radius the Staff used and what it means for compatibility.  He personally believes the 
intent of compatibility is truly about a neighborhood.  It is compatibility with the houses 
next door and directly across the street. Commissioner Joyce felt that not including the 
condos was an obvious exclusion.   He was not in favor of the 300-600-900 foot radius 
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because it goes beyond the “neighborhood” and it was the wrong approach.  He 
thought a better question was what a normal person on the street would describe as the 
neighborhood.  That should be the benchmark for compatibility.  Commissioner Joyce 
stated that if the majority of lots on the street are 1 or 2 acres, and Mr. Baker plans to 
build on .4 of an acre, he would struggle finding compatibility. 
 
Commissioner Phillips asked Commissioner Joyce how he felt about the ¼ acres lots 
across the street.  Commissioner Joyce referred back to his benchmark of perception of 
the neighborhood from the street.  He felt the condos were a very different 
neighborhood than the houses on the right.  If he were being asked to make a de novo 
decision, he would have driven the street to see what feels like the neighborhood.   
Commissioner Joyce thought compatibility was a difficult issue.   
 
Commissioner Strachan noted that compatibility analyses are different depending on 
the zone, and the compatibility analysis for this plat amendment would be different if it 
were Old Town.  Commissioner Strachan was unsure how they could choose between 
300, 600 and 900 feet without being arbitrary.  He could not see a rational basis for the 
numbers.  He pointed out that the noticing requirement is 300 feet.  Commissioner 
Strachan thought there was a rational basis for the impacts of a plat amendment on the 
surrounding lots and the ramifications of increasing the density in that area, and how it 
impacts the neighbors.  Commissioner Strachan was not prepared to find the answers 
without seeing the proposed construction.  His first inclination was that it could not be 
done because these are planned developments where the size and location of the lots 
were platted in a way that made sense and still does. That was the reason why the 
CC&Rs prohibit subdivision on all lots except for two. 
 
Commissioner Strachan did not believe that the 300, 600 and 900-foot approach was 
the right way to analyze the application because the numbers are arbitrary and could 
not be supported.  He thought a better analysis would be to simply compare it to the 
structures that are most similar.  He recognized that it was a judgment call by the Staff, 
but the Staff has the experience and expertise to do it.  Commissioner Strachan 
suggested that the Staff should start over and re-do the analysis.   
 
Commissioner Campbell believed they were getting an unnatural metric by measuring 
by lot size.  From the standpoint of walking or driving by, he thought that looking at the 
length of the lot and frontage along the road was a more meaningful metric.  He would 
be curious to know the road frontage of the two new lots, compared to the other lots 
inside the radius circle.  He believed they would still have as much road frontage as 
most of their neighbors.  Commissioner Campbell pointed to other long, skinny lots that 
are unusable, and noted that people driving by have no idea that the lot extends for 600 
or 700 feet beyond.  A 2 acre lot could look like a ¼ acre lot from the street.   
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Mr. Schueler agreed.  That was his reason for doing the analysis of measuring the 
distance between the facades.  Mr. Schueler stated that Dority Springs currently has 
325 feet of frontage; whereas, some of the larger lots have 120 feet of frontage.  
Commissioner Campbell reiterated that he personally felt that the frontage was much 
more meaningful than the average lot size.   
 
In terms of compatibility, Mr. Schueler noted that the lots in Park Meadows range from 
¼ acre to 3 acres and the building square footages range from 1500 square feet to 
10,000 square feet.  He wanted to know at what point they would draw the line.   
 
Commissioner Strachan remarked that good cause is the standard for plat 
amendments.  He questioned whether the desire to build another house and increase 
the density was a good cause.  He asked Mr. Schuler what other good causes he would 
propose for the plat amendment.  Mr. Schuler replied that it was making good use of 
infill potential.  Commissioner Strachan pointed out that infill was increased density.  Mr. 
Schueler stated that if the Planning Commission had concerns with building a large 
home on a small lot, they could restrict the building envelope to limit the square 
footage.                               
 
Planner Astorga read the definition of good cause in the LMC, “Providing positive 
benefits and mitigating negative impacts.  Determined on a case by case basis to 
include such things as providing public amenities and benefit, resolving existing issues 
and non-conformities, addressing issues related to density, promoting an excellent and 
sustainable design, utilizing best planning and design practices, preserving the 
character of the neighborhood and of Park City, and furthering the health, safety and 
welfare of the Park City Community.” 
 
Commissioner Strachan felt the key wording for this particular application was 
“addressing issues related to density”.  He asked if they could argue that the 
neighborhood was not dense enough and the density needed to be increased; or if they 
could argue that it is too dense and this plat amendment helps defray the density.        
 
Commissioner Phillips asked if Commissioner Strachan was implying that density was a 
bad thing.  Commissioner Strachan replied that density is bad.  Commissioner Phillips 
stated that density is not necessarily bad if the City is looking for infill projects that use 
existing infrastructure.  Commissioner Strachan replied that it would only apply if there 
was a density issue.  He stated that Bonanza Park is obviously the place for an infill 
discussion; not Park Meadows or other neighborhoods.  It is a density issue because 
there is community-wide consensus for putting density in Bonanza Park.  Commissioner 
Strachan felt there was the opposite consensus in Park Meadows in that the majority 
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does not want more density in the existing neighborhoods.   
 
Commissioner Strachan stated that someone needed to identify the density issue that 
needed to be solved so they could find good cause for this plat amendment.  In his 
opinion, wanting to build another structure and increase the density was not good 
cause.   He suggested that there may be an opportunity to satisfy good cause with 
some of the other criteria in the good cause definition and brush aside the density 
issue.   
 
Planner Astorga asked if it would make a difference if they added the wording 
affordable housing.  Commissioner Strachan was unsure whether that would make a 
difference one way or the other in terms of satisfying the good cause definition.   
 
Commissioner Phillips stated that in his opinion, conforming is what you see walking 
down the street.  He thought there was a uniquely large distance between the Baker’s 
existing house and the next house.  Commissioner Phillips could see space for a house 
and the frontage distance between houses.  The other houses are all set back on the 
lots, but the Baker house is closer to the road.  It also appeared to fit it in what is across 
the street.  Commissioner Phillips could see why they would use the ¼ acres lots in the 
calculation, because the Baker lot is tied into them as much as they are the larger lots 
because it is all on the same street.  Commissioner Phillips remarked that distance 
between houses was more important than the actual lot size.  He could potentially see it 
working with additional analysis.   
 
Chair Worel asked if it would be helpful to see a house drawn on the site.  
Commissioner Phillips thought it would be very helpful.  He would also like to see it 
relative distance between the other homes because they appear to be close together.  
Commissioner Phillips requested that they look at space between, size and depth to 
look at the scale in three different directions.  
 
Planner Astorga stated that it works in terms of spacing, but a potential drawback is that 
the setbacks on the other lots are significantly greater than the existing home, as well 
as the proposed home.   
 
Commissioner Campbell recalled that Commissioner Joyce had said the condos across 
the street were clearly another neighborhood.  Driving down the street someone could 
look out the driver side window and see one neighborhood and then look out the 
passenger window and see another neighborhood.  Commissioner Campbell stated that 
if someone was only looking out the passenger window they would assume there was 
an empty lot.   He used to drive that street several times a day and he always thought it 
was an empty lot because there is so much space between the houses.  He always 
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assumed it was one of the last infill lots waiting to be developed.  Finding out that it is 
legally attached to another house does not stop the perception that there is space for 
another house.   
 
Commissioner Joyce remarked that in general the City does not allow someone to 
subdivide a plat in a well-structure neighborhood where the lots were platted and 
people purchased their property for specific reasons.  As soon as a lot is subdivided 
and another house is built, it takes away from someone who built their house based on 
how the neighborhood was platted.  Commissioner Joyce thought it was imperative to  
find good cause and a good reason to justify the plat amendment before it could be 
approved.   
 
Dr. Baker reiterated his previous comment that he would never do anything that would 
harm his neighbors.  He noted that his lot is on a curve and the house next door faces 
directly to Hole 6 on the golf course.  The house he intends to build would not even be 
visible from the house next because it is around the curve and blocked by trees.  Dr. 
Baker stated that over the years Santa Barbara started allowing long lots within the City 
to be divided, and nearly every house in town has another house right behind it.  Dr. 
Baker cited all the reasons why it benefits the community.    
 
Commissioner Joyce noted that the previous Planning Commission and City Council  
discussed that possibility during the General Plan re-write for the reasons Dr. Baker 
outlined, and it was adamantly opposed by the public.  The Planning Commission made 
a conscious decision at that time not to encourage density in already platted single-
family neighborhoods.                                          
 
Commissioner Phillips remarked that the key word was “not to encourage”.  He agreed 
that during the General Plan process they all agreed not to encourage density in those 
areas; but if they had made the decision to discourage it they would have put it in the 
General Plan.  Commissioner Phillips believed the City had remained neutral on that 
issue.  He thought density could still be added if it made sense.  Commissioner Phillips 
clarified that he was not taking a position on the plat amendment, but he did not want to 
rule it out.  
 
Chair Worel understood that there was consensus that the Planning Commission did 
not like the 300-600-900 foot radius analysis.  The Commissioners concurred.  She 
asked what other direction the Staff needed from the Planning Commission.  Planner 
Astorga requested consensus on what would constitute compatibility with existing 
development.   
 
Director Eddington offered different ideas for doing the analysis, and he felt there was 
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also an opportunity to look at a massing model to get an idea of the site and what a 
house would look like on the site.  Director Eddington believed the analysis needed to 
be a combination of radius and distance to get what they wanted from the analysis.        
 
Commissioner Stuard had heard two other important criteria mentioned.  One was the 
frontages and the other was setbacks.  Commissioner Campbell clarified that his 
comments were not intended to imply that everyone should be allowed to subdivide 
their lot and sell off the back half.  In this case there was an exception.  He encouraged 
the other Planning Commissioners to drive by and see for themselves that it looks like 
an empty lot.           
 
Chair Worel asked if the Commissioners were comfortable with Director Eddington’s 
suggestions for the analysis.   The Commissioners answered yes. 
 
Based on the direction this evening to redo the analysis, as well as the time needed to 
prepare a Staff report, Planner Astorga requested that this item be continued to June 
11th.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the 1851 Little Kate Road, 
Dority Springs Subdivision plat amendment to June 11, 2014.  Commissioner Phillips 
seconded the motion.  
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
 
 
The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
Approved by Planning Commission:  ____________________________________ 


