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FROH:. 
DATE: 

. ·~E: 

·PARK qry· PLAN.NING · DEPAR'fM.EN'I' 
Stnff Report 

PJ,nnning Commission 
Planning Staff 
,December 11,· 1985 
SHEENEY PROPER'riES ~!ASTER PLAN ·. . 

L ~ROJECT STATISTICS: 

Applicant: 

Proposal: 
Location: 

MPE, Inc. 
Sweeney. Land Company, owner 
Large S~ale Master Planned Development 
Various parcels throughout Historic District 
125.6 acres Parcel Size: 

· Existing Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1); Estate (E); and, Historic 
Recreation Commercial (HRC) currently, although Hista'r­
ic Commercia-l Business (HCB) at the time of form~l 
application 

Comprehensive Plan: 
Surrounding Uses: 
Application Date: 

Historic Residential and Estate 
Ski area, residential, vacant 
May 21, 1985 

II. STAFF'S RECOMMENDATION and FINDINGS 

The Planning Department Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
APPROVE, and forward a positive recommendation to the City Council on ·the 
proposed height vari~tion required and rezoning of the hillside (~pproximately 
110 acres) to Recreation Open Space, the proposed Sweeney Properties Large Scale 
Master Planned Development. The project has been considered in accordance with 
the review procedures and criteria outlined in Sections 1 and 10 of the Park 
City Land Management Code, effective January 1, 1984, as amended. The following 
plans and exhibits, in addition to this report and the project file, constitute 
the complete development permit. 

l. Sweeney Properties Naster Plan, sheets 1-16, 19-16, and 38-43 prepared by 
DelaNare, Woodruff, Stepan Associates, Inc. 

2. S~eeney Properties Master Plan document and Fact Sheet, dated May 15, 1985, 
and subsequent amendments, 

3. Sweeney Pr.operties Master Plan Application. 

4. Sweeney Properties Master Plan Phnsing · Exhibit. 

5. Sweeney Properties Master Plan Density Exhibit. 

6. Sweeney Properties Master Plan Development Restrictions and Requir ements 
Exhibit. 
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In support of our recommendation to i:he Planning Cotmnission to appr:ov~ ' ' i:h.e ., ' : 
proposed Large ScaJ.e : Master Planned 'Development •. the s·tnff · has .·· made ':'·ti\e'~.· .. -.. ,.~ ,_> 
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fo .i lowing · Findings based ~p011 the l~1fonmtion sul:mrtt(;d . in 
.···. appl i'cnt'ion·. · 

• j." ', '··;; I••' 

-~onjun~t I on' wt 't'h thi~· ·•. :·_,;·;:.,. >· .. ' .• . ' ' ·: -· ·. i.,::. ·, 

I. 1l1e proposed · 'clustered dcvoloprent concept and associated ·. p1·oject~ are 
· cons is tent with both the Park City ~rehcnsive Master Plan and the 

tmdcr lying zoning. 

... · t,:;-

2. ·The uses proposed ~nrl genera) design of the project is or wi II be ·corrpa t i - ·· .. 
ble with the character of developncnt in the surrounding area, 

3. TI1at the open space preserved and conceptual site planning attribut.es 
resulting from the cluster approach to the developnent of the hi 1 iside is . 
sufficient justifica.tion for the requestt>ri height variation necessary., and 
that the. review criteria outlined in ~·~ction 10.9 (e) have been duly· 
considered. 

4, That the cCJ~Ttrercial uses proposed wi II be oriented and provide convenient 
s·ervice to those residing within the project . 

s. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

That code required parking can readily be provided on-site and in enc.losed 
structures , 

That the proposed phasing plan and conditions outlined will result in the 
logical ru1d economic development of the project including the extension of 
requisite utility services. 

That the proposed setbacks will provide adequate separation and buffering. 

That the anticipated nightly rental and/or transient use is appropriate arid 
compatible with surrounding area. 

9. That the provision of easements and rights-of-way for existing util .ity 
lines and streets is a benefit that would only be obtained without cost to 
the residents of Park City through such a master planning effort. 

10. The site planning standards as set forth in Section 10.9(g) of the La.z:td 
Management Code have been satisfied at this stage of review or that practi­
cal solutions can be reasonably achieved at the tirm of conditional use 
review/ approva I. 
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III. · DI~V~:T.OPNENT PI\I{ANETimS . ur~d GONDITIONS 

The staff'.s r:ecommendntion that the Sweeney Propcrt'l.cs Large ScnJ.e Master 
Plonried Development be approved by the Planning Commis~ion, and subse~uentiy by 
the City Council, is predicn ted upon the following terms and condit:f.ons, ·Upon 
np~rovnl, th~ MPE Inc./Sweeney Lund Company, ita succ~ssors or aasi~nces, .shall 
bec.omc bound by and obl{gotcd . for the per-formance of the following: 

2. 

The Sweeney Properties Naster Plan is approved based upon the information 
nnd. analysis prepared nnd made a part hereof. l.fuile most of the require­
ments · imposed will Mt be required until individ'unl parcels arc created or 
submitted for conditional use approval, certain specific obligations are 
also identified on the approved phasing plan. At the time of conditional 
use or subdivision review, the staff and Planning Commission shall review 
projects for compliance with the adopted codes and ordinances in effect at 
the time, in addition to ensuring conformance with the approved· Master 
Plan. 

Upon final approval of the proposed Master Plan, a recordable document (in 
accordance with the Land Management Code) shall be prepared and submitted. 
The Official Zone Map will be amended to identify those properties included · 
within the Master Plan and the hillside property not included within either 
the Town Life Mid-Station or Creole Gulch sites (approximately 110 acres) 
will be rezoned to Recreation Open Space. At the time of conditional use 
review, final building configurations and heights shall be reviewed in 
accordance with the approved Master Plan, applicable zoning codes and 
related ordinances. A minimum of 70% open space shall be provided within 
each development parcel created, 

3. The approved densities are those attached as an Exhibit, and shall be 
limited to the maximums identified thereon. Parking shall be provided 
on-site in enclosed structures and reviewed in accord~nce with ei~her the 
table on the approved Restrictions and Requirements Exhibit or the adopted 
ordinances at the time of project approval. All support commercial uses 
nhall be oriented and provide convenient service to those residing w'ithi.ri 
the project and not designed to serve off-site or attract' customers from 
other areas. 

4. Access to the Town Lift and Creole sites shall be provided by a private 
roadway with acceptable emergency access and utility easements provided. · 
No city maintenance of these streets is expected. All utility lines shall 
be provided underground with private maintenance required wherever located 
in inaccessible locations or outside approved easements. 

5. Building heights shall be limited to the maximum envelope describ~d on the . 
Restrictions and Requirements Exhibit. At the time of conditional use 
approval, projects shall be reviewed for conformance with the heights 
prescribed thereon, and the following: 

(a) The various parcels located within the Historic Re~ddential 
zone district shall abide by the Land Hanagenient Code and no 
exceptions w:f.ll be considered. Haximum bu{l'ding heig~t on . the 
family lots shall be limited to a maximum of 25 1 in order to 
their potential visibility. 

3 
. · . 

(HR-1) 
heigh't ; 
single .··,., 
redui:~ · · 
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(b) The Coalition F.nst sites nrc limi.ted to n mmd.mum height of 55', 
subject to compliance with the stepped fncndc (ns shown on the appli­
cable plnns) concept submitted and the setbacks provided, 

(c) The Coalition West properties nrc Hmited to n 35' maximum building 
height ndjaccnt to Park Avenue and n 28' height along loloodside Avenue; 
subject to the footprints defined, common underground parking and 
access, and no commercial usus was nllowed. 

(d) The Town Lift Hid-Station development is restdcted to a maximum 
height of 35' for at least 907. of the total untt equivalent volume 
above-grade of the buildings (exclusive of elevator shafts, mechanical 
equipment, and non-habitable nreas) and an overall average height of 
less than 25' measured from natural, undisturbed grade. Additionally, 
no portion of any building shall exceed the elevation of 7240' above 
mean sea level. 

(e) The Creole Gulch ~ite shall be limited to a maximum building height of 
75 1 for a minimum of 83% of the total unit equivalent volume of all 
above-grade bu lldings combined. An average overall height of le!'!s 
than 45' shall be provided and no portion of any building shall exceed 
either elevation 7250' for the eastern-most building or the elevation 
of 7275 1 for the balance of the project (above mean sea level). 

The above building heigh: restrictions are in accordance with the 
approved Restrictions and Requirements Exhibits submitted, and are in 

~~~.. addition to all other codes, ordinances, and standards. 
I , 

( 
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6. At the time of project review and approval, all buildings shall be reviewed 
for conformance with the Historic District Design Guidelines and relatP J 

architectural requirements. No mechanical equipment or stmilar P.rotuber­
ances (i.e: antennae, flags, etc.) shall be permitted to be visible on any 
building roof-tops or shall any bright or flashing lights be allowed. 

7. All easements, deeds, and/or rights-of-way shall be provided lvithout cost 
to the city and in accordance with the master plan documents and phasing 
plan approved. Likewise, it shall be the developer's sole responsibility 
to secure and all easements necessary for the provision of utility serv~ce~ 
to the project. 

8. 

. .... ... 

Master Planned Development approval only conceptually established the ~ · 
ability of local utility service providers to supply ser:vice to the proj­
ects. It does not constitute any formal approval per se. The appl~cant 
has been notified that substantial off-site improvements will be nece"ssary 
and that the burden is on the future developer(s) to secure various ease-.· 
ments and upsize whatever utility lines may be necessary in order " to serve 
this proj er. t. Prior. to resale of this property in which this MPD approval 
is carried forward, or prior to any conditional use application fo'r '· any 
portion of the MPD, a utility plan addressing water, fire floto?s, ·anci · ·,-, 
sanitary sewer, storm drainage, cable utilities, and natural ,gas shall ·be; ." ·: · .·: .. :. .. . 
prepared for review· and approval by City Staff and SBSIQ. Part of the J>lan·~ .. : . ."',:· . . 
shali be cost estimates for each Hem of utility const·ruct·io.n. , ... It ·is .. ·: ,· '·'· 
anticipated th"at ,major costs · for these utiHties will be , neces~li.r.y; : > ... ;·~tl · . ·.: .. · ~ •. :..-.. ;·, .· 
such cos .ts ·shall be paid by the developer unless. oth:eT:~ise ~ro_vf~ed ·._. · I.~ . ·.?·.:.;). · • 
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t:urthcr suhdivin:f.on of t:he ~IPU property occurs, tho lii.!CORsnry utility and 
nccf.J!I!l improvcmentn (~:~co below) will need to he gunrnnt:ecd Ln accordance 
1~ith city suhdh•ision ord:i.nancos. Puhl.f.c ut:Uit::l.cs, roads, and access 
qul!Ations which will ncorl to he reRolvod or upgr.nded by the developers nt 
their coRt (in addition to impact focR, water development nnrl connectiOii 
feel!, and u ll other. fees requ:lrcd by city ordinances) nrc nR follows: 

(a) Empire 1\venue nnd Lowell Avenue will be the main access routes to the 
Creole Gulch site. As such, during construction these ronds will need 
to carry hcnvy traffic, probably i.n the vicinity of up to 300 henvy 
trucks per day . At the prroent time and until the Creole Gulch site 
develops, Empire and Lowell south of Manor Way are and will be 
low-volume residentinl streets, with a pavement quality, width, and 
thickness that won't support thnt type of truck traffic. The City 
wiJ 1 continued to maintain the streets as low-volume resident!al 
streets, including pavement: overlays and/or recomttruction. None of 
that work will be designed for the heavy truck traffic, but in order 
to save money for the developer of the Creole Gulch site, he or she is 
encouraged to keep the City Public Works Director notified as to the 
timetablr. of construction at Creole Gulch. If the City is notified 
thnt the construction is pending such that an improved pavement 
section can be incorporated intc normal City maintenance projects, 
then it is anticipated that the incremental additional cost of the 
additional pavement thickness (which is likely to bE' :l.n the vicinity 
of 3 additional inches of asphalt over the entire 4, 600 linear feet 
[25-foot asphalt width] of Lowell/Empire south of Manor Way, or 
approximately $80,000 additional cost in 1986 dollars) could be paid 
by the ·developer wHh said amount deducted from future impact fees 
paid to the City as long as it did not exceed the total future impact 
fees. However, if the increased pavement section is not coordinated 
with the City by the developer such that the pavement of Lowell and 
Empire south of Manor Way remains inadequat~ at the time the Creole 
Gulch site is developed, then the developer shall essentially recon­
struct the entire 4,600-foot length of Lowell and Empire south of 
Manor ~vay at his or her cost, which with excavation and reconstruction 
of an anticipated 6-inch asphalt thickness on top of 10 inches of 
roadbase, plus all other normal construction items and costs, would be 
in the approximate cost range of $300,000 to $400,000 in 1986 dollars. 
Further, because that reconstruction would be inconven:f ent to r .esi­
dents and the City, and because delays, impacts, and potential safety 
hazards would be created over and above normal City mnintenance of 
existing streets, that action by the developer would be a new. impnct 
on City residents and the cost therefore would not be deductible fro'm 
any developer impact fees. 

(b) Contribute to the Park City Village, or other tanks, determin~d · to be 
necessary by the City Engineer in order to serve the projE=t 1d~h. 
culinary and fire storage. Rased on Ei Type 1 fire reststiv:e . · con;.. 
struction it is assumed that the contribution would be on the · o~d~r~f ~· 
500,000 gallons at a cost of approximately $300 , 000.00, although ' the : .. 
exact figures would need to be · determined in a detailed studY. . usiilg -.'::_' 
adopted City standards. · · •'· ·: ·· 
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(c) Conatt:uct . pumped prcoaurc ayat:om(a) w~th · bn~kup omergcncy power · to ' 
provide 1i manns of dolfvery of fire Howa. t:o the project. Construct: n · 
me i:er vault ·n t th~ o.dr.c of the roud ndj ncont: to the proj nc t, bcyo.no 
which nll water l<~cilitica would be · privnl:o.ty mnintoinod. · It is 
unticipated that in the vicinity of 2,500 feet: of 12-inch water line 
with nppurtennnces may be required. Such p.i.pe would cost about 
. $70,000 in 1986 dollnr.s exclus ;lvll of the pumps nnd backup power, which 
nrc even more ~xpcnsive. 

(d) Provide an casement, or pay all ccst:9 related to condemnation by Park 
City of 1m casement, suitable for c .•nstruction and maintenance of a 
Rtorm· drain from the project site to Silver Creek or McLeod Creek. 
All City streets and any public utility drninagc casements normally 
provided in the course of other private development shall be available 
for utility cons true t ion related to this MPD subject to reasonable 
construction techniques and City standards. 

(e) Pay for downstream detention boRin construction costs in accordance 
with the ratio of increa~eo J' \~po':f from the project during the 50-y_ear 
flood event to the total desi'i ll ...:olume of the basin. 

(f) Construct a storm drain line to Silver Creek or McLeod Creek adequate 
to contain th<: t':lt'.off running through and off the site during the 
50-year flood euant. It is assumed that a minimum of 36-inch concrete 
storm drain line will neP.d to be installed solely for Creole Gulch 
drainage. It is further assumed that special cleanout boxes and inlet 
boxes will need to b.e designed to address difficult hydraulic prob­
lems. Such boxes are expensive. 

(g) Provide revegetation over all on-site and off-site areas disturbed · fot" 
project-related utilities. 

(h) Sanitary sewer. improvements are assumed to involve replacing in the 
vicinity of 3, 000 feet of sewer line, with new manholes included. 
Such constt"uction will cost in the vicinity of $100,000 and is subJe·ct 
to the approval of SBSID and is further subject to all District fees 
and agreements necessary for extension of lines. 

-: 

I 

' j . 

'•. 
·i 

To minimize additional construction tt"affic irnpa!=ts, . . on-site material '· 
stockpiling/staging and parking shall be provided during the ' course of . 1 · ' 
construction. Similarly, cut and fill shall be balanced ·and disti-ibuted ' ·· . .' ·· ·~ · · ·. · 
on-site whenever practicable·, with any waste ' material to be' ·haul .. ed _ov~r . ·:· ... ·~ . ~ . : ·•. 
City specified routes. Also at the time 9f con~it~onal . 'u .s~ , ·· re·-: ·· .· . . : 
view I approval ·,. individual projects or phases shall provide de tafl:~·d · :b:lnd..: _ · ·: · · . . 
scaping, vegetation protection, and · construction staging plaris. . · · : · : '.· ... .'·'· .. 

' .... . -. , . . . ... 

As projects nre submitted for · condftional use approvai, : the ··city ·shaH .: 
. revieW . them . for · required . employee hOUSing in E\CCOtdance' With ', adoph'ci '. ·, :.: .. ·:,;·il.'C·.'•J:•;J.> I 

ordinances in effect at the time of application·. · . . ' . ·., . .. ,_..· :.·~·. : ;: 
· · -:~ . . . . 
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IV. BACKf,HOUND 

An upplicution for Largo Scnlc Nastar Plnnncd Development lUIS submitted . on 
~lay ·21, 1985, in accordance 1~ith Sect:l.ons I nnd 10 of: the Park C:Lty Land Manage­
ment Code. The applicant ruqucatcd thnt only general development concept and 
d~nsity be approved n t this june ture. F:l.nnl unit con figurn tion nnd mix may , be 
adjusted by fufure developers at the time of condHional usc review. A legai 
description of the totrll proparty involved in the nraa being mnater planned 
shall be recorded with Summit County. The general nature of the dnvclopment and 
pertinent detai11-1 of the trnnsfcrring of densiticn from one aren to nnoth~: 
~hall be a~equately described and of sufficient depth to apprise potnntial 1and 
purchasers or developers that the property has been included within a Master 
Plan. 

A variety of development concepts were submitted during the course of 
reviewing the proposed Master Plan, A total of eight distinct approaches to the 
development of the Hillside Properties were evaluated. The alternative concepts 
rnnged from a 11 conventional 11 subdivision approach involving the ~xtensjon o.f 
Norfolk Avenue, to a modern high-rise concept. The stuff, Planning Commission 
and general public have all favored the clustering of development as opposed to 
spreading it out. Several of the alternatives prepared were in respo'r.se to 
!:ipecific concerns expressed relative to the scale and muss necessary to acco.mmo­
date the density l·roposed. The la~:est concept developed represents a refined 
version of the cluster approach originally submitted, 

v. NARRATIVE 

The Sweeney Properties Master Plan involves a number of individual develop­
ment parcels. Combined, a total of 276 unit equivalents of residential develop- · 
ment are proposed. An additional 19 unit equivalents worth of support commer­
cial space is also included. Based upon the zoning in effect at thi!' time, in 
excess of 450 units could be requested. While this mny be somewhat mislea,Ung 
due to certain physical and technical constraints (i.e: access, s.1.opP., •lt11-
ities), it does reveal that a significant reduction in total density proposed 
has been incorporated into the project. Each ar~n propos~d for d~~elopment · has 
heen evaluated on its own merits. During the course of review, !\Jmerous con­
cepts were considered with densities shifted around ~ 

The various parcels of land included within the Sweeney Propertie~ Master 
Plan are scattered abnut the Hi!:toric District and are dl·tniled on attar.hed 

· Exhibit. For additional clarity a brief narrative description of each develo~-
ment area follows: 

Coalition Properties 

The three sites comprising the Coalition Prorerties are located adjacent to 
the new Town Lift base station on Park Avenue at 8th Stree·t,· and conta.in a totaf 
of 1.73 acre~ (1.46 acres HRC, .27 acres HR-1). ., 

, : 

The Coalition East North und South prircels. are separated by ·an e<ls 'eme~t. . . 
granted for the ski littway·. Although this property was included · with'in .. the (· .. · · .. ·'. 
recent·· rezoning ,,f tlie Depot Area . from Historic . CoJTime'!'=c~·ai . Bu,sines.R. , (HCB) .:' ~o ·· ·; ·. :. ·. · 
Historic ·Recreation · Commercial (1-(RC), the app1:1.cndon i·ias · s'ubmitted<·p'rioi~ :to,. , . 
. this .act·±on arid the ·· former zoni·,,g fs . thereby .. rr'grandfa'th~red." .· (i_f ., ·. ,iii ' fac·t , ··, ~11·('/·. ·. ~ _i, ·-.: 
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npplicnt :~on ln npprovod). 'l'hc duvt.l.lopmunt cuncopt p!'nponod untnlln n prudomt­
nnntly l'·.·:dduntin.l proJm:t wtth nomo ~:~round luvu:t cnrnmnrcinl ur1c11 llllt'lc:lpntocl, 
In nn uffort to rodul~ll llonuit:lun ulnewhoro w.l.thln tho Mnnto1· Plnn, the ori&ln ,, '­
ly prnponod donHi ty hno hoen lncrunncd from J7 to ItO untt uqulvnlcnt.n . l'rt) ' 1.Uii­
nnt·y hu:tlding footprl.ntn !111<1 mtHHiing drw.linKH show utructurou with n ,;ropp11d 
fncndc l'onching n nwxtmum hei.ghl: nl' fHty-f.Lvo feet, Pn1•k!ng w11. .1 he provided 
within nn c••clnacd ntructur.e hcnonth till! bulldtngs nnd i.n nccordnnce with the 
Tnhln on tho ReHtl'lcl:ionn nnd ltcqu :l.rcmontn Exhihtt the J.nnd Hunngemont Code (to 
be doterminod nt tho t:ime of cond.ltionnl. usc npprovnl). 

Th~ Conlition \~est property is locntod south of ,lth Street in the Jfjator .. .: 
Recreation Commerciul (HRC) ?.one recently crented. The concept for this pnrtic­
ulnr site iA .i.n keeping with till! previous ?.oning (llintoric Rc!'lidential, IIR-1) 
nnd provides a buffer for properties loc:utcd to its weRt, Also in response to 
preferred rcduc t ions in density c lscwhcrt! in the Hn!l tcr Plnn, the origintt.J ty 
proposed ten unit equivalents hnvc be.en incrensed t .J thirteen total. In vrdcr 
to accommodate this additional density, a ~loor w. · addccl to scverul of the 
buildings. Building heights ndjoccnt to Pa~k Aven· .c hove been shown at 35', 
1~hile those abutting Hoodside /\venue will he ro.;Hl:rictcd to a 28' height. 
Individual structures have been conceptually designed in keeping with the scale 
of the llistor:ic District will all code required parking to be provided below .:.he 
buildings and accesoed from a single common driveway. 

HR-1 Properties 

These project parcels consist of the MPE and Carr-~heen properties and 
to tal less than ~ acre (, 45) in size, Zoned HR-1 at present, the Has ter Plan 
proposes to limit densities on these sites to 2 and 3 unit equivalents accord­
ingly, or a reduction of 44% (i.e: 4 units total). In addition, casements shall 
be provided for a stairway connecting the Empire-Lowell switchback to the 
Crescent walkway. The Fletcher parcel inclur:ed within the Master Plan will be 
preserved as open space in addition to several quit claim deeds provided to the 
city for existing streetr. located outside plotted rights-of-way. 

Hillside Properties 

~y far the largest area included within the proposed ~laster Plan, the 
Hillside Properties involve over 123 actes currently zoned HR-1 (approximately 
15 acres) ~nd · Estate (108 acres). The development concept proposed would 
cluster :.:he bulk of the denGity derived into two locutions; the Town Lift 
Mid-Station site, and the Creole Gulch area, A total of 197 residential and on 
additiona~ 19 commercial unit cquivalenis are propos~d between the two develop­
ments with over 90% of the hillside (locally referred to as Treasure Mountain) 
preserved as open sp-ace, As part of the Has ter Plan, the land not inc-luded 
w:..thin the development are boundary will be rezoned to Recreation Open Space 
(ROS). 

· ~ ·: ; ~ Town Lift Mid-Station site contains roughly 3. 75 acres and is located . 
west : Wo. :dside Avenue ot approximately lith Street, The majority of develop:-;- · 
able area is situated .::outheast of the mid-GLlltion loading area. .._ total of 
35.5 residential unit equivalents are proposed tdth 3.5 equivalcnts . worth of 
support commercial space as well. The concept shows a number of low profi·le 

·.buildings located on the downhill side of the access ron·d c"ontnin.ing :.9:' .unft '': 
equi.valents. Two larger builUings nre sho~o~n above the rcind with 9 .•. 5 ._ and 17 
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unitn cnvis toned, Thu nvnrngu bu Ud ln~ hul.ght: for - dw Tr:;.11 Lift n ltc lH lt!IIR 
thnn 25' wlth ovtn ll57. of thn huJ ldlng volumn flttlng with.in n 35 1 htd.ght 
cnvclopa. Pn rk -tng 1-' :1..1 1 bu prov 1.dcd '" ltlrln one 1 otH!•J nt rue turos, nc ccRRcd v in n 
privnte rand originnti.ng hom thu Emrd.ru-I.owell nwitchbnck. Tho clot1e•1t neigh­
boring residence iR currently l.ocntetl Ln exccrw of 200 feut nwny, 

Tho C'nwle Gulch nil.:e ls compt·f.ned of 7. 75 ncrcs nnd sHunted hnsicnlly 
south of the Empire-Lowell switchback nt upproximntely Rth Strent. The ~ujorlty 
of the property is cnrruntly zoned Estnte (E). II totnl of 1111.5 residential 
unit t~quivnlants nrc proposed. T.n nddit.1on, 15.5 unit uquivnlcnts of support 
comme r.cin 1 spncc is includnd ns pn rt of the Noster Plnn. 1\verngn hu ild ing 
heights nrc proposed to be lcsr. thnn 1,5 1 with n maximum of 95' for the highest 
point. ,\s conceptually proposed, in exccsr of PO~ of the bulldlng volume is 
within n 75' height envelope measured from ~xisting grade. It la expected that 
the Creole Gulch site will be subdivided 1n ·.:o specifjr. development pnrccls at 
Aome future dnte. Parking is accessed directly from the Empire-Lowell switch­
back and will be provided within multi-level enclosed structures. Depending 
upon the character of developn••mt and unit configuration/mix proposed at condi­
tional use approval, the actual numbers of parking spnce~ necessary could vary 
substantially. Buildf ngs hnve been set bnck from the adjacent road approximate­
ly 100 1 and n comparable d1stance to the nearest adjoinin~ residence, 

Niqcellnneous Properties 

In addition to the development areas described above, the proposed Mast~r 
Plan identifies three distinct single-family lo~s; one of which is locnted abJvc 
loloodside /\venue adjacent to and north of platted 5th Street, a second to be 
accessed from Upper Norfolk, and a third lot to be situated up on top of Treasure 
l·lountain (pos~· ible fut:•re aC<:;!SS predicated on i.>'ted Park City Hines Company's 
plans for d,welopment: ·:Iff of l\11,~ Road). Oe\1 ., oment would be restrict\<d to 
single-family homes of no greater thnn 3500 squ .... .: feet and a maximum building 
height of 25 feet. 

VI. NA.' vR ISSUES 

Mnny concerns were raised and issues identified through the review process. 
A · project of this scnle nnC: complexity would pose similar .1nd considerable 
construction no matter whe=e it was to be built. Because thi9 particular site 
is located hoth within nnd adjacent to the Historic District, many of the 
concerns expressed related to the more subjective kinds of considerations. The 
Master Planned Development procedure attempts to deal ~ith che general concept 
of the proposed development and defer .)r relegate the very detailed project 
re•1iew el• ments to the conditional usP. stage of review. A~ •·onditional use 
revil.!w, the following issues will be examined in considerable octail 1dth 
technical solutions sought. 

""'~mpreh~ve Pla:1 - The r.ity's ComprehensivP. Nnster Plnn ic!t:-ntifics the 
Hillside proper·ty as a key scenic area nnd recommends that deve>lopment be 
limited to the lower portions of the mountain, Thr. exir;ting tlR-1 ground 
included in the S1veency Master Plan is shown as being retained for re::.i­
dentinl usc similnr to the existing pattern of de~elopmcnt. The Coalition 
l~est site is also recommended for Jlilltoric Residential u~ll! lvi th the F.nst 
parcels included within a His torte Commercial arcn. The proposed Sweeney 
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Properties HPD is. in c·onformnnce with tha J.ond usc designntions outlinad in 
the Perk City C~mprchensivci Mas~ur Plnn. 

Scale -: Th.e over.nll scale and massiveness of the project has been of 
primary conc.ern. Located ~ithii1 the Historic District, it is -important for 
project design . to be compatible with the scale already established. The 
clus.ter concept for development of the hillside area, while minimizing the 
impact~ in other a r.eas, does result in odd it ional scale consi.der·a tfons. 
The focus or thrust of the reviaw proceRs hns been to examine different 
ways of accommodating the development of the property while bei.ng mindful 
of and sensitive to the surrounding neighborhood. The relocation of 
density from the Town Lift site was partly :l.n response to th:l s issue. The 
concentration of density into the Creole Gulch area, which because of its 
topography and the substantial mountain backdrop which helps alleviate some 
of the concern, and the requested height variation necessary in order to 
reduce the mass perceived (higher versus lower and wider), have greatly 
improved the overall scale of the cluster approach. The sites along Park 
Avenue have been conceptually planned to minimize scale and have provided 
stepped facades and smaller-scale buildings to serve as a transition. 

Zoning - Currently, the land involved in the proposed MPD is comprised of 
three (actually four) distinct zoning designations. The Coalition East 
parcel is currently zoned Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) although it 
was zoned (and is therefore, technically 11 grandfathered" or vested) Historic 
Commercial Business at the time the application was submitted. The West 
site is 11lso now zoned HRC. The Hillside Properties (i.e: Town Lift 
Mid-Station and Creole Gulch sites) are zoned Historic Residential (HR-1) 
and Estate (E). The Carr.-Sheen, MPE, and two of the three single-family 
lots arc all zoned HR-1 as well. The single-family lot adjacent to proper­
ty owned by United Park City Mines is zoned Estate, 

The current zoning will basically remain unaltered as a result of the 
proposed Master Plan except that over 110 acres of the mountain will be 
rezoned to Recreation Open Space (ROS), and the hillside properties will be 
designated as being subject to a Master Planned Development docu­
ment/approval. 

Neighborhood Compatibility - In revie,o1ing the general compatibility of a 
project of this scale, an evaluation of possible alternative or approaches 
was undertaken. In light of those other development concepts and associ­
ated impacts, the proposed clustering approach was deemed the most compati­
ble. Rather than spread the density out and thereby impact the entire old 
town area, the cluster concept afforded the ability to limit the impacts to 
smaller areas. · Efforts to minimize scale have been directed toward this 
isaue as have the solutions to other problems related to traffic, site 
disturbance, and the preservation of open space. The non-hillside project 
sites have also been planned in actordance with both the Historic District 
guidelines and in keeping with the scale of existing residences. The long 
build-out period envisioned will also enable a more detailed review at the 
time when spet:ific project proposals are developed. A number of the 
st2ff'~ reco~mended conditions are directed toward minimizing the potential 
conflicts related to neighborhood compatibility r.onsiderations. 
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Open Space ~ · A .key -' element o'f; the pr.opoRod cluster · nppro~ch is. to prcBerv.c ·~. 
usable op'en space in perpetuity. A totnl 'of 977. ( 120 acres) of .the hill-. · 
side \dH be mai'ntaincd os open apace na a port: of the pro.posed l1aster · 
Plan. In exc~SR o.f: uo· acres will liC tuolly_ be rezone'd to RecrP.ntion O'p~n 
Space (ROS) in addition to .' 70~ open apace provided withtn each of · the ·. 
?evelopmcnt parcels. Al.ternqtive conce.pta reviewed involving the . !!X tension 
of -Norfolk Avenu.e would si'gnificontly have reduced the oniount of open ·_sp_acc 
retained. The potential for 'the· subdiyision and scattered deve.lopme;..t ·of 
the hillside \voul.d also hove drastically affect_ed the ·goal of ·preserving . 
the mountain substantially intact and pristine. · 

Access - All of . the different concepts· reviewed would reRult in similar 
. ciccess concerns. The Co alit ion proper.t ies along Park Avenue have exce ll'en't 
access as a result and efforts were, therefore, limited to co~bining 
driveways to minimize the number of curb cuts (i.e: ingress/egress points). 
The development of the Hillside Properties will undoubtedly impact not only 
Empire and Lowell Avenues but other local streets as well. While ·certain 
assumptions could be made as to the type or character of development' · 
P!Oposed and possible corresponding differences in traffic patterns, many 
of the questions raised would remain unanswered. While it is true that the 
Norfolk Avenue extended alternative would best deal with the current 
problem of poor access to that area, it would not have solved all of the 
access issues. The proposed !-laster Plan w'ill provide sufficient ground, to 
be dedicated to the city, for purposes of developing a reasonable turn­
around for Upper Norfolk. 

Visibility - The issue of visibility is one which varies with the different 
concepts proposed and vantage or view points selected. The very detailed 
visual analyses prepared graphically demonstrated how the various proposals 
might look from key points around town. The cluster approach, although 
highly visible from certain areas, does not impose massive structures - in· 
the most prominent areas. Instead, the tallest buildings have been tucked 
into Creole Gulch where topography combines with the densely vegetated 
mountainside to effectively reduce the buildings' visibility. The height 
and reduction in density at the Mid-Station site has been partly in re­
sponse to this concern. The staff has included a condition that an exhibit 
be attached to the Master Plan approval that further defines building 
envelope limitations and architectural considerations. 

Building Height - In order to minimize site disturbance arid coverage, the 
clustering of density necessitated consideration of building heights in 
excess of that which is permitted j,n the underlying zonin·g ( 28' to ·the 
mid-point of a pitched roof with a maximum ridge height of 33 1

). The 
various iterations submitted for review demonstrated the trade-offs between 
height and site coverage. The proposed concept for the Hid-Station area 
results in buildings that would average only 18 1 above grade with ~ortions 
(primarily the elevator access shafts likely to be required) approaching · 
75 1 in the worst-case situation. The concept reviewed for the Cceole Gulch 
area entails portions of buildings as high as 100', but \dth an overall 
average of less than 40 I. The Coalition East property' as a result of 
transferring additional density to it' i~ proposed tc go as high as · ''ss'; 
whereas, the Coalition West site appronches 35 1 along the Park . Avenue 
frontage and 28'."-'.adjacent Woodside . Avenue. As a part of the Haster ·Plannea · 
Development process, height variations can· be approved in light · of ci'ther '· 
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plnnning considerations. (sac· Section 10. 9(c)). Throughout the rcvic~, 
considerable effort hns been directed nt min1.mizing· overall building hcighi: 

·and re·lntn'd impacts while still accommodating the pr.opoaec] density 'in a 
cluster type· of development. 

The j~aff has developed n number of recommended conditions in respons~ t6 
t~~ co~cerns expr~sse~ over building heights. An exhibit defining building 
''e·nvelopes 11 has been · developed to define areas where incr:eased building 
heights . can be accommodated w:f:th the least amount of impact. It is···ou·r 
recommendation that maximum building heights be 'restrict.ad to 35 1 . and' 75 1 

at the , Town Lift Mid-Station and Creole Gulch sites, resp.ectively, for the 
bulk of (at lease 83Z) the building volumes. Similnrly, we recommend that 
~he building -envelope proposed for the Coalition properties be limited {n 
accordance with the exhibits prepared and made a part of the approval 
documents. 

Overall Concept - The concept of clustering densities on the lower portion 
of the hillside with sour!;! transferring to the Coalition properties has 
evolved from both previous proposals submitted and this most recent review 
process. The Park City Comprehensive Master Plan update that was recently 
enacted encourages the clustering of permitted density to those areas of 
the property better able to accommodate development. In order to preserve 
scenic areas in town and mitigate potentially adverse impacts on ~he 

environment, the Master Pla~ned Development concept was devised. The 
Sweeney Properties MPD was submi.tted after a number of different develop.:.. 
ment concepts had been reviewed; including, several versions of the Silver 
Mountain proposal and various designs that were predicated on the extension . 
of Norfolk Avenue through to the Empire-Lowell Avenues area. After consid­
erable staff discussion and input, the cluster concept was developed. 
Because of the underlying zoning and resultant density currently in . place, 
the cluster approach to developing on the hillside has been favored 
throughout the formal review and Hearing process. 

Land Uses - The predominant land uses envisioned at this time are tran­
sient-oriented residential development(s) with some limited support commer­
cial. The building forms and massing as well as location lend themsel~es 

to hotel-type development. Although future developers of projects within 
the Master Plan have the flexibility to build a variety of unit types in 
different combinations or configurations, the likelihood is that these 
projects will likely be geared toward the visitor looking for more of a 
destination-type of accommodation. The property involved in the Naster 
Plan is directly connected to :he Park City Ski Area and as such can 
provide ski-to and ski-from access. A number of smaller projects in the 
area are similarly oriented to the transient lodger. Although certainly a 
different kind of residential use than that which historically has devel­
oped in the old town area, it is still primarily residential in na.ture. 
The inclusion of attached townhomes serving to buffer bet,o~een the existing 
residences and the denser areas of development will also help provfde ·· a ... · 
transition of sorts. The amount of commercial space included within the 
Master Plan will be of the size and type to provide convenie~t service ~o · 
those residing within the project, re.t:her than possibly be i.n comp'ei:ition · 
with the city's existing area. 
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TrnUic Any form of · dcvelopniunt proposed in this oren ·of town would · 
·certainly impact exiating ntrecta, Although the majority of traffic 
generated will use Empire and Lowell Avenues, other. roads wili also be 
affected, The concept of extending Norfolk Avenue would have improved 
access to the south end ·of old town, but would nlso have added additional 
trnffic to· Empire nnd Lowell as 11 result, 1t is cxpecteu that both F.mp.ire 
nnd Lowell will be improved in several years in order to facilitate trnffic 

· movement in general. · Even without this project, some upgrr.ding has been 
planned as identified through the development of the Streets Master Plan. 

In evaluating traffic impacts, both construction and futurf! automobile 
de.mand arc considered. Many related issue8 also come into play, such as, 
efforts to minimize site grading anrl was tc export. The Master Plan review 
proces!'l affords the opportunity to address these issues in considerable 
detail whereas other reviews would not. Several of the conditions proposed 
rleal with the issue of traffic and efforts directed at mitigating the 
impacts created, Truffic within the project will be handled on private 
roadways with minimal impact. 

Utilities - The various utility providers have all reviewed the proposed 
development concept and do not oppose granting Master Plan approval. 
Substantial 4mprovements to existing infrastructure will be necessary, 
however, and the developer has been apprised of his responsibility. 
Considerable off-site work will be required, the details of which will be 
resolved at the t:l.me of conditional use approval. Depending upon the 
timing of actual development or the possible subdivision of the property, 
participation in upgrading e}:isting utility lines and roadway improvements 
may be required ahead of schedule. A number of parameters/conditions 
recommended further detail these issues and serve to verify the nature of 
MPD concept approval. 

Fiscal - The proposed dense clustering of development is by far the most 
economic to service. In contrast to other concepts proposed involving the 
extension of Norfolk Avenue . and possible scattered development of the 
hillside, the cluster approach represents a positive impact on the city's 
and other public entitie's budgets. The nature of development anticipated 
and la~k of additional roadway and utility line extensions requiring 
maintenance will not create significant additional demands for service. 

Tenancy - The likely occupancy and tenancy of the projects comprising the 
Master Plan will be transient in nature. Rather than housing significant 
numbers of year-round permanent residents, it is ~xpected that the ori~ri­

tation will instead be toward the short-term visitor, 

Circulation - Circulation 1dthin the primary development site:; will be on 
foot. Private roadways/drives access the projec~ parking areas with 
vehicular circulation provided between projects and ~or service/delivery ; · 
construction, and emergency purposes, Pedestrian circulation within the 
projects will be provided via wal.<.ways and plazas 1dth off-site improve..: · 
ments made to facilitate area-wide access. Several nearby stairways will 
be· (r.e) construe ted in accordance with the approved phasing and project ·. 
plans. · 
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Ensemr.nta/Ri hta-t>f-\1/u - 'l'he Sweeney 1 n hnvo included the dedicnti.on and 
nnd or. deeding of severn] cnaenumts nnd sections of r:J.ghta-of-wny to 
improve tho city'~ title. As n port of the MnAter Plnn, several ronclwny 
secttonn nnd utility/ncceAa corridors will he deeded over, In addition, a 
right-of-way \dll be supplied for tho conatruct:l.on of n hammerhead-type 
turnaround for Upper Norfolk Avenue. 

Norfolk Avenue - Although sr.vernl stuff members RUpportcd the idea of 
extending Norfolk Avenue through to Empire-Lowell, the consenau11 was in 
support of the clustering approach to development. Techni.cal as well as 
fi.scal concerns were d:l.scussed relative to thr. nccess benefits that would 
result. Similarly, although the resultant scnle of HR-1 development that 
would have been likely is closer to that prevalent in the Historic District 
today, the sprcnd.ing-out of the impacts of road and development con­
struction would have been exacerbated. In lieu of extending Norfolk 
Avenue, the Sweeney 1 s hove consented to deed to the city sufficient land 
for ·a turnaround nnd to participate in the formation of a special improve­
ment district for roadway improvements. 

Grading - The proposed cluster concept will result in less grading that the 
alternatives considered. The MPD reviet" enables the staff, Planning 
Commission, and developer the opportunity to consider this kind of concern 
early in the project design process. The concept plans developed have 
examined the level of site work required and how potential impacts can be 
mitigated. Various conditions supported by staff have been suggested in 
order to verify the efforts to be taken to minimize the amount of grading 
necessary and correlated issues identified. 

Disturbance - The eight distinct development scenarios presented each had a 
varying degree of associated site disturbance. The current concept results 
in considerably less site clearing and grading than any of the others 
presented (except the total high-rise approach), A balance between site 
disturbance and scale/visibility has been attained through the course of 
reviewing alternate concepts. General development par<1mcters have been 
proposed for Master Plan approval with the detailed definition of "limits 
of disturbance" deferred until conditional use review. 

Oensity - The proposed densities are well within the maximum allowed and 
actually about one-half of that which the underlying zones would perm:f.t, 
v1hila it would not be practical or feasible to develop to the f~ll ex_tend 
of the "paper density", the proposed Master Plan does represent a consider­
able reduction from that which could be proposed. During the cours·e of 
review, numerous comparables were presented which demonstrated tha't the 
overall density proposed (1. 77 unit equivalents per acre of the Hill:;ide 
Properties and 2. 20 for the entire HPD) is the lowest of any large · scale 
project recently approved, The net denn.ities pt:oposed for the . hill~:l'de 
properties, while se~mingly quite high, .tn! in actuality lower ._ than ·t~e 
density of the surrounding area. Thu~; , t'ven though a trimsft>rrfng and 
congregation of devel~pment density is ~~cu::~ng, the overall gross and net 
densities are well within ranges ilpprov ~d l. Co1" other projects • . 

Phasing · - The build-out of the cnt:it :· ~f.1·.- ter 
·· somewhere between 15-20 y<!ars. · · 'l.'he Coa 1tion 
developed within 5-lo" years ·with . development· 

... 
•. '· 

P.lan is expected··. to take .. ,. 
pr.operti~s ··:wiH ·:lik~ly b.e ,._, :,''"' ·. 
of · the· Hili:side ' .·are·n··· .;lOt · .·: '· 
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. oxpac ted for n t; len at 10 Yll!lt'll. . Jlor.OIIBC! (l r tho llCOpc 0 r I: he . proJ I!C t and ': 
tho vnriouH rolntad improvcmonta nncoasnry co nccommodato n project of this 
nn turu, n de tailed time l i no hns boon devo loped nn nn o t tnchmun t to the 11PD 
n pprovnl do.cumon ts. \~hi.l o Home flexibility is buil t:-in to thr. npproved 
Nnstcr Plan 1 any period of inncti.vity in ex1:cAn of two yann• would be r.nusc 
for Planning Commisaion to consider term i nating the approval. 

Setbacks - All of the development sites provide sufficient sctbncka. Th~ 
Conlit.ion propertic!l conceptually show ll stepped build1.ng fncadc with n 
minimum 10 1 setback for the West s i te (in keeping with the I!RC zoning) and 
a 20' averngc aet~nck for the · East sites. The Hillside properties provide 
substantial 100 1+ setbacks from the road, with buildings sited considerably 
further from the closest residence. 

F:l.re Safet_r - The clusted.ng of development proposed affords better over<tll 
fire proLection capabilities than would .=. more scattered form. Buildings 
\o1ill be equipped w:l r:, sprinkJ 1r system!! and typical "hlgh-rise" fire 
protection requiremel•t s ;;ill be implementerl, The proposed development 
concept locates builc'>.ng~; in areas to avoid cutting and removing sign .~fi­

cant evergreens exisL ~ ~g on the site. ~ ryecific parameters have been 
recommended by the stP.ff with actual de-t .>! '.'- :1roposed to be deferred until 
conditional use r~view. 

Snow Removal/Storage - The cluster. approach to development results in less 
roadway or associated hard-surfaced area and thereby reducing the amount of 
snow storage/removal necessary. Considerable effort has been devoted in 
looking at everything from snow melting systems to where pitched roofs will 
shed. No additional snow removal will be required of the city. At condi­
tional use approval, additional consideration will be appropriate to ensure 
that snow storage can safely and reasonably be handled on-site. 

· Employee Housing - At the time of conditional use approval, individual 
projects shall be reviewed for impacts on the possible provision of employee 
housin~ in accordance with applicable city ordinances. 

Landscaping/Erosion Control Detailed landscaping plans and erosion. 
control/revegetation methodologies for minimizing sfte impacts will be 
required at the time of conditional use review. Plantings shall be _.re­
viewed for their ability to .provide visual interest and blend wit~ existing 
native materials. 

Trails - The proposed phasing plan identifies the. timin~ of construction 
for summertime hiking trails and related pedestrian connections. Tt'ai-ls, 
stairways, and . sidewalks accessing or tr~versing the . var~ous · proper ti'es 
will · be required in accordance \o1ith both · the appn?ved phas.ing plan ~nd .a f 
the time of conditional use review/approval. . . ... 
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1
F0r additional clari·fication, consult the Planning Department Staff 

R.eport and the Sweeney Properties Master Plan document and fact sheet 
d·ated May 15, 1985. 
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Coalition Properties 
East 

West 

Hillside Properties 

Ci:eolc Gulch 

~<hi[! Lift Midstaticn 

Three ~-acre Single Family U:lts 

Developer HR-1 Properties 

Carr-Sheen 

1-!PE 

Acreage 

0.986 

0.543 

7.75 

3. 75 

1.5 

0.288 

0.161 

~Does ~t include Town Lift base facility 
Maxint.in roof height, excludes ele\':~ tor :;haft 
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S\~ PI«JPFJJTl!<""S lli\STIR PUN 
DENSlTI EXHIBIT 

Residential Ccmrercial 
l':1it F.quivalents Unit Equi va 1ents 

40 llixinll11 Ccmrerci al 

.~·~·---~·-... ,..,"" ·-· ... ..... - ........ · ~· ·· ···-·-·· - 'N• • 

ltDdm:n 
&rllding Height 

55' 
space not to exceed 

FAR of 1:1 
l3 - 35' 

161.5 15.5 95'2 

35.5 3.5 55'2 

3 2.5' 

3 28' 

2 ~a· 

258 U.E. m. 

MiniliU:I 
Open Space<:> 

39.8
1 

54.9 

70 

70 

83.9 

60 
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