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BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

do hereby dedicate for perpetual use of the public all parcels of land, right-of-ways and easements
as shown on this plat as intended for Public use.

In witness whereof ______ have hereunto set _____ this ______ day of ____________, AD 20 ______.

__________________________________________ __________________________________________
KING DEVELOPMENT GROUP, LLC PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

(PARCEL NO. 5 ONLY)

Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
3995 S 700 E Ste. 300
Salt Lake City, UT
84107-2540
Tel. 801.261.0090
Fax. 801.266.1671
www.stantec.com

LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

S.S.STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF ___________

_______________________ ____________________________________________
My commission expires: Name Notary Public commissioned in Utah

_______________________
My commission number:

Know all men by these presents that ____________________, the_______________________ undersigned
owner(s) of the above described tract of land having caused same to be subdivided into lots and
streets to be hereafter known as

PLAT NOTES:
1. THE MAXIMUM SQUARE FOOTAGE OF A BUILDING FOOTPRINT IN THE HR-1 ZONE IS 1,750 SQUARE FEET.
2. DRIVE LOT A CONTAINS A PUBLIC / PRIVATE EASEMENT ACROSS THE ENTIRE LOT FOR ACCESS AND THE INSTALLATION, OPERATION, & MAINTENANCE OF UTILITIES.
3. THE PUBLIC RECREATIONAL TRAIL EASEMENTS SHOWN HEREON ARE 10 AND 15 FEET WIDE AND ARE FOR PUBLIC, NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS.
4. THE HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION WILL OWN AND MAINTAIN DRIVE LOT A INCLUDING ASSOCIATED STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS AND CULVERTS. DRIVE LOT A IS FOR ROADWAY ACCESS AND THE PUBLIC SHALL HAVE THE

ABILITY TO USE THIS LETTERED LOT FOR PEDESTRIAN NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS.
5. THE WATER/PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT ALLOWS FOR PUBLIC ACCESS THRU THE ALICE CLAIM SUBDIVISION AS WELL AS INSTALLATION, OPERATION, & MAINTENANCE OF THE  PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM.
6. HOA WILL MAINTAIN ALL STORM WATER DETENTION FACILITIES ON THIS PROPERTY.
7. COMPLIANCE WITH RESTRICTIONS OF THE STATE VOLUNTARY CLEANUP CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETION IS REQUIRED.
8. DETENTION AND DEBRIS FLOW FACILITIES SHALL BE ALLOWED IN OPEN SPACE AND NO DISTURBANCE AREA.
9. THERE SHALL NOT BE ANY FURTHER SUBDIVISION OF ANY ADDITIONAL LOTS IN THIS SUBDIVISION.
10. BUILDINGS SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED IN OPEN SPACE AND NO DISTURBANCE AREAS.  GROUND AND VEGETATION DISTURBANCE SHALL BE LIMITED TO MAINTENANCE FOR WILDFIRE SAFETY AND PROTECTION OF  PROPERTY.
11. ROADS LESS THAN 26 FEET WIDE SHALL BE MARKED NO PARKING ON BOTH SIDES OF THE ROAD.
12. INDIVIDUAL GEOTECHNICAL REPORTS WILL BE REQUIRED FOR EACH LOT PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT.
13. NO DUPLEXES WILL BE ALLOWED.
14. EXISTING UTILITY AND ACCESS EASEMENTS MAY BE ADDED, ADJUSTED, VACATED, OR REMAIN IN THEIR CURRENT LOCATION.  CHANGES TO THESE EASEMENTS AND/OR ADDITION OF EASEMENTS SHALL BE SHOWN ON THE PLAT.
15. THE DEVELOPMENT EXCEEDS ONE (1) ACRE AND SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE MS4 STORM WATER PROGRAM. EACH LOT WITHIN THIS COMMON DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE REQUIRED TO OBTAIN A MS4 STORM WATER

PERMIT PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY.
16. ALL BUILDINGS WILL BE MORE THAN 5' FROM PROPERTY LINES.
17. ALL 9 HOMES WILL HAVE FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEMS THAT INCLUDE INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR FIRE SPRINKLERS.
18. MODIFIED 13-D SPRINKLERS WILL BE REQUIRED FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION BY THE CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL AT THE TIME OF REVIEW OF THE BUILDING PERMIT SUBMITTAL.
19. FIREWOOD STORAGE WILL BE ALLOWED ONLY IN AREAS WITH FIRE SUPPRESSION.
20. DEFENSIBLE SPACE WILL BE PROVIDED AT EACH HOME WHERE MATERIALS CAPABLE OF ALLOWING A FIRE TO SPREAD UNCHECKED HAS BEEN TREATED, CLEARED, OR MODIFIED TO SLOW THE RATE AND INTENSITY OF AN

ADVANCING WILDFIRE AND TO CREATE AN AREA FOR FIRE SUPPRESSION OPERATIONS TO OCCUR.
21. A FIRE PROTECTION PLAN WILL BE DEVELOPED IN CONSULTATION WITH THE PARK CITY FIRE DISTRICT PRIOR TO THE FIRST BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE.
22. THE CULVERT INLET SHALL BE A MINIMUM 50' FROM ANY STRUCTURE ON LOT 1.
23. ALICE COURT ROAD IS NOT ELIGIBLE TO BE CONVERTED TO A PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY PER THE CURRENT CODE.

SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY CORNER

NO DISTURBANCE AREA

OPEN SPACE

EASEMENT FOR WATER
AND PUBLIC ACCESS

FEE$ COUNTY RECORDER

STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, RECORDED AND FILED AT THE

DATE:           TIME:            BOOK:           PAGE:

RECORDED #

REQUEST OF :

and that same has been surveyed and staked on the ground as shown on this plat.

I, _________________, do hereby certify that I am a Professional Land Surveyor, and that I hold Certificate
No._______________ as prescribed under the laws of the State of Utah. I certify that the boundary and
adjoining information of this survey is based on the Mineral Survey Replacement Plat Record of Survey
for Alice Lode performed by Loyal D. Olson III. I further certify that by authority of the Owners, I have
subdivided said tract of  land into lots and streets, hereafter to be known as

Parcel No.1

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

• • • •• • •• • •• ••• •• • •• ••• • •• •• • •• •• •• •••• • •• ••• • •• • • • ••• •• • •• ••• • •• • • •• • • • • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • •• • •• ••• •• • • •• • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
746.50 feet, along the Section Line, and South 965.86 feet from the North Quarter Corner of said Section 21,
• • • ••• • • •• • ••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• •• • •• •• ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • •• •• • •• •• •• •••• • •• • • • •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
• • • •• • • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• •• • •• •• ••• • • • •••• • • • ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • ••• • •• • ••• ••• •• • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Line of Subdivision No.1 of Millsite Reservation (Filed Aug. 13, 1887); thence, along said Westerly Boundary
• •• • ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • ••• • •• • ••• ••• •• •• • ••• ••• • • •• •• • •• •••• • •• • •• •• ••• •• • •• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
• • • • •••• • • • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• • ••• ••• •• •• • ••• ••• • • •• •• • •••• • ••• ••• • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • • ••• ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
• • • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
the Park City Property; thence, along the Westerly Boundary Line of said Park City Property, the following four
•• ••• • • ••• ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
41.58 feet to a point on Line 1-2 of the Park View Lode USL-655; thence, along said Line 1-2, Park View Lode,
• • • •• • •• • •• •• • •• • ••• • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • •• •• • •• •• •• •••• •• •• ••• • •• • • • •• • •• • • • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• •• • •• •• ••• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
• • • • ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • •• •• • •• •• •• •••• • •• • •• • •• •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
• •• ••• • •• • •• •• • •• • • • ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• • •••• • •• •••• •• •• • •• • •• •• • •• • • • •••• • • • • •• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
•• • ••••• • • • • •• • • •• • •• • •• •• • •• • ••• • ••••• • • • • •• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • •• • •• ••• ••• • • •• • •• • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Containing 310,920 square feet or 7.139 acres.

P.O. BOX 244
PARK CITY, UTAH
84060
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NORTH 1/4 CORNER SECTION 21
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST,
SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN
(3 1/4" DIA. ALUMINUM CAP ON 2 1/2" DIA. ALUMINUM
PIPE RESET AUGUST 2005 BASED ON TIES BY O.C. TURNER IN
1925 AND 1926 FROM CORNERS 1 OF MS NO. 6856 AND 1 OF
MS NO. 6900.)

NORTHEAST CORNER SECTION 21
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST,

SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
(FOUND-2-3/8" DIAMETER

IRON PIPE W/ WELDED TOP
THIS MONUMENT APPEARS TO
HAVE BEEN AT THIS LOCATION

SINCE AT LEAST 1907
(SEE MS-5665 & 5763)
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Containing 9 Lots (1-9)

Total Acreage 10.574 ACRES

3.841 ACRES
Open Space Lots 4.697 ACRES
Private Roads 0.118 ACRES

CORNER NO. 7
OF THE ALICE LODE
MS - 3331

LINE 2-3 OF
NEWELL LODE

USL-653

SOUTH 1686.90'

SOUTH  1685.61'

SOUTH 965.86'

74
6.

50
' (

PA
RC

EL
 1

)
96

4.
94

' (
PA

RC
EL

 2
)

88
7.

76
' (

PA
RC

EL
 3

)
12

87
.7

5'
 (P

A
RC

EL
 4

)
12

84
.9

2'
 (P

A
RC

EL
 5

)

Parcel No.2

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

Beginning at a point on the Easterly Boundary Line of the Park City Property, said point being also on the Line
• •• •• •••• • •• • •• •• •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • •• • •• ••• •• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• • • ••• • •• • • ••• • •• •• • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
South 1686.90 feet from the North Quarter Corner of said Section 21, and running thence, along said Easterly
• • • • • • •• •• •• • •••• • ••• ••• • •• • •••• ••• ••• • • ••• ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • ••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
• • • •• • •• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
the Easterly Right-of-Way Line of the Park City Water Company Access Road; thence, along said Easterly
• •• • ••• ••• • • •• •• • •••• • ••• ••• • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • • ••• ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • ••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • ••• • ••••• • •• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • feet to a point on the Westerly Boundary Line of the
Subdivision No.1 of Millsite Reservation (Filed Aug. 13, 1887) • • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • •••• • • •• • •• • • •• • • •• • ••• • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••;
thence, along said Westerly Boundary Line, • • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • feet to a point on Line 3-4 of the Alice Lode
• •• • •• ••• • •• • • •• • • • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• •• • •• •• ••• ••• • •• • • • ••••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• • •• • ••• • •• •••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
• ••• • •• • • • •• • •• • • • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • •• •• • •• •• ••• ••• • •• • • • ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • ••• •• •• •• • •• •• •• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
•• • •• • •• •• •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• •• • •• •• ••• • •• •• •• • •• • • • ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • •• • •• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
of Beginning.

Containing 65,830 square feet or 1.512 acres.
Parcel No.3

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

Beginning at a point on the Southerly Boundary Line of the Park City Property, said point being also on
•• • •• •• • •• •• •• •••• • •• • •• •• •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • •• • •• ••• •• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • •• • ••• • •••• •• • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Section Line, and South 1685.61 feet from the North Quarter Corner of said Section 21, and running
•• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• • • •• • ••• •• • • • • • •• •• •• • •••• • ••• ••• • •• • ••• • ••• ••• • • ••• ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • ••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
• • • •• • •• • • • •• •• • ••• • •••• •• •• • •• ••• • ••• •• •• •• • •• •• •• •••• • •• • •• •• •• • •• • • • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• •• • •• •• ••• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
• •• • •• • • • ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • •• • •• ••• ••• • • •• • •• • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Containing 173 square feet or 0.004 acres.

PUBLIC RECREATIONAL
TRAIL EASEMENT

CORNER NO. 1
OF THE ALICE LODE
MS - 3331

POST #1 OF THE
HURON MINE LODE

USL-256

LINE 1-2 OF THE
HURON MINE LODE

USL-256

LINE 1-2 OF THE
ALICE LODE
MS-3331

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

LINE 2-3 OF THE
ALICE LODE
MS-3331

LINE 3-4 OF THE
ALICE LODE
MS-3331

CORNER #3 OF THE
ALICE LODE
MS-3331

SOUTH 294.64' (PARCEL 4)

Parcel 4 0.378 ACRES

Parcel No.4

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

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

Beginning at a point on the Westerly Boundary Line of Subdivision No.1 of Millsite Reservation (dated
06/25/1887), said point being also on the Northwesterly Line of Lot 37 of said Millsite Reservation, said point
• • •• • •• ••• •• • • •• • •• • •• •• • • • •• • ••• • •••• •• • • ••• • •• • • ••• • •• •• • ••• • • •• • • •• •• • • •• • ••• • ••••• • ••• • •• • ••• •• • • ••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
• • •• • ••• •••• •• •• • • ••• • •• • ••• • • ••• • • •• • ••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• • ••• • • ••• ••• •• •• • •• ••• • ••• • •• • • •• • ••• • ••• • • •• • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
32.08 feet to the Northerly Corner of said Lot 36, thence along the Northeasterly Line of Said Lot 36,
• • • •• • •• • •• •• • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • •• • ••• ••• •• • •• • ••• •••• •• •• • ••• • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• • •• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• •• • •• ••• • •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
•• •• • • • •• • ••• • •• ••• • •• •••• •• •• ••••••• •• • •• •• • ••• • ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • •• • ••• • ••• •• • •• • ••• ••• • ••• •• •••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
• ••••••• •• • •• •• • ••• • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• • •• • ••• • • ••• ••• •• •• • •• •••• •• •• • ••• ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • •• • ••• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Corner of said Lot 7; thence, along the Southeasterly Line of Lots 7 through 1 inclusive of said Millsite
• • •• •• • ••• • ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • •• • • •• • ••• •• • •• • ••• ••• • ••• •• • • •• •••• •• •• • ••• ••• •• • • • • • •• •• •• • •• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
• ••••••• •• • •• •• • ••• • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• • ••• ••• •• • • • • • •• •• •• • ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • ••• • •••• ••• • •• • • •• • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Corner of Lot 41 of said Millsite Reservation; thence, along the Southeasterly and Northeasterly Lines of said
• • ••• • •••• • ••• ••• • •• • ••• • ••• ••• • • ••• ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • •• • ••• • ••••• ••• • • •• • •• • •• •• • •• • ••• • •••• ••• •• •• • ••• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
• • • • • • •• •• •• • •• ••• ••••••• •• • •• •• • ••• • •••• • • • • ••• •• • • ••• •• •• • ••• ••• •• • • • • • •• •• •• • ••• • • •• • •• • • • •• • • •• • ••• • •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
the Point of Beginning.

Containing 16,486 square feet or 0.379 acres.

SOUTH 669.67' (PARCEL 5)

Parcel No.5

A parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of Section 21, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake
Base and Meridian, said parcel being more particularly described as follows:
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Containing 67,071 square feet or 1.540 acres.

S.S.STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF ___________

_______________________ ____________________________________________
My commission expires: Name Notary Public commissioned in Utah

_______________________
My commission number:

Parcel 5 1.540 ACRES

WATER SYSTEM NOTES:

1. • •• •• • •• • • • •• • •• •• • • •• • • •• • • •• • • • •• • • • • • • • •• • • ••• • •• • • • • • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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5-06-15SV Total plat revision1
2-02-16BD Total plat revision2

10' WIDE REC TRAIL EASEMENT

15' WIDE REC
TRAIL EASEMENT

2-15-17JALot Line Adjustments3

MISCELLANEOUS EASEMENTS
(SEE SHEET 2)

9-13-17TAJAddition of easements4

fastorga
Typewritten Text
Attachment 1 – Proposed Subdivision and Plat Amendment
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LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
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REQUEST OF :

DETAIL EASEMENT WATER AND DRIVE LOT A
SCALE 1" = 60'
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SCALE 1" = 60'

2-02-16BD Total plat revision1

15' WIDE REC
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TRAIL EASEMENT

DETAIL DRAINAGE EASEMENTS
SCALE 1" = 60'
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Francisco Astorga

From: Bruce Erickson
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 4:10 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: FW: Alice Claim Proposed Development
Attachments: image1.JPG; ATT00001.txt

PUBLIC INPUT

Bruce M. Erickson, AICP

Planning Director
Park City Municipal Corporation
Park City, Utah

Original Message
From: Karen Anderson
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 2:33 PM
To: Bruce Erickson
Subject: FW: Alice Claim Proposed Development

Bruce,

I received this email from a resident who wants to make his opinion known to Council but is unable to be at Council
meeting tomorrow night. Matt said
To forward it to you.

Karen

Original Message
From: John Vrabel [mailto:jvdesign@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 1:38 PM
To: Karen Anderson
Subject: Alice Claim Proposed Development

Wednesday October 7th 2015

To: Park City Council Membership
C/O Karen Anderson

Fm: John Vrabel Resident
143 Upper Norfolk Avenue

Re: AliceClaim (proposed)
Development

Dear Park City Council Members:

Exhibit D - Public Comments
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I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed Alice Claim development, as I will be unable to attend the
October 8th City Council meeting.

Having attended many of the prior Planning Commission meetings re the proposed Alice Claim development, I would
like to recall the last Planning Commission meeting dealing with the Alice Claim in which Bruce Eriksen presided. The
developer presented his points and the commission members followed with comments related to those points.
First I was very impressed by the commission members' thorough responses and second on the quality of their overall
knowledge of the subject.
At this point Bruce Eriksen suggested that because of the unusually long time this project, in its various aspects, has
been before the Planning Commission, it was important that the Planning Commission members bring current, 'for the
record', their overall comments regarding the (proposed) Alice Claim development.

I was not only extremely impressed with the commission's overall scope and thoroughness of their responses and
especially as to how this development specifically related to the city's design and building requirements, but I was also
proud of how well the Commission, in my opinion, represented the best interests of Park City.

In closing, I strongly urge you as City Council Members to rely on the Planning Commission's professionalism and
expertise as the development guardians of our City. Thank you.

Warmest Regards,

John Vrabel
Park City Property Owner & Resident since 1968.

The Alice Claim:
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Francisco Astorga

From: Carol Sletta <cbsletta@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 09, 2015 2:10 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: Fwd: Alice Claim - "Gully" Plan

Francisco,  Here's the email I sent to the Commission.  I understand no action will be taken, but will the 
Commission be taking public input?  I am hoping my email will suffice as it will be difficult for me to attend 
this evening.

Carol Sletta 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Carol Sletta <cbsletta@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Dec 8, 2015 at 4:17 PM 
Subject: Alice Claim - "Gully" Plan 
To: adam.strachan@parkcity.org, nann.worel@parkcity.org, melissa.band@parkcity.org,
douglas.thimm@parkcity.org, john.phillips@parkcity.org, preston.campbell@parkcity.org,
steve.joyce@parkcity.org

Good afternoon: 

Before your work session on Wednesday, I just wanted to take this opportunity to once again express my 
concern about the intersection that will be created with the access to the Alice Claim Subdivision.   

King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue "as is" illustrates the Historic Old Town feel of Park City; 
adding the large retaining walls and an intersection would change the look of this historic neighborhood 
forever.

I respectfully disagree with the City Engineer who states that there is not a fatal flaw in the intersection.    I am 
concerned about emergency vehicle access as well as navigating  traffic to and from the ski area via Upper King 
Road and the existing traffic in the neighborhood, not to mention an addition of nine residences. 

If you haven't done so, I suggest you drive up King Road, turn right, then visualize turning left into the 
proposed entry to the subdivision.

Thank you. 
Respectfully,  
Carol B Sletta 
135 Sampson Avenue 
435 640 1595
cbsletta@gmail.com
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Francisco Astorga

From: Joy Berry <joy@joyberry.org>
Sent: Friday, May 20, 2016 4:45 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Cc: KIM DENKERS Owner
Subject: Ridge Ave Plat Amendment

Hi Francisco,
I own the home at 141 Ridge Avenue and I am very concerned about the new project with the Alice Claim at the
intersection of King Road & Ridge Avenue.
My property is at that intersection and the town is already using a very large portion of my land for the Ridge Road and
if anymore is taken from me for this new subdivision I will be damaged tremendously.
How can I see the plans they have submitted for this Alice Claim project?
As you can imagine; I am opposed to this project.
Please call me.
Joy Berry
Cell: 949 500 7009
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Francisco Astorga

From: Kathryn Deckert <deckertkathryn@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 22, 2016 11:21 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: Alice Lode Subdivision
Attachments: I have been a resident on Daly Avenue for the past thirty five years.docx

Francisco I am unable to attend the Planning Commission meeting 5/25/16. Please include my concerns regarding this
property and send to planning commissioners.j Thanks so much

Kathryn Deckert 102 Daly Avenue
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Francisco Astorga

From: Makena Hawley
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 8:30 AM
To: Kirsten Whetstone; Francisco Astorga; Anya Grahn; Adam Strachan; Laura Suesser; 

Melissa Band; Douglas Thimm; John Phillips; Preston Campbell; Steve Joyce
Cc: 'jvdesign@comcast.net'
Subject: FW: Density Development 

Public comment forwarded from Mr. John Vrabel at 143 Norfolk Avenue.  

Thank you, 
makena 

Makena Hawley
Park City Planning Department
445 Marsac Avenue, PO Box 1480
435.615.5065

View our 2016 Play Magazine online and plan your best summer yet! Summer program registration opens April 1st:
www.parkcityrecreation.org

From: John Appleseed [mailto:jvdesign@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 8:22 AM 
To: Makena Hawley 
Subject: Fwd: Density Development  

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: John Appleseed <jvdesign@comcast.net>
Date: July 4, 2016 at 1:26:48 PM MDT 
To: bruce.erickson@parkcity.org
Cc: kirsten@parkcity.org, fastorga@parkcity.org, anya.grahn@parkcity.org,
adam.strachan@parkcity.org, laura.suesser@parkcity.org, melissa.band@parkcity.org,
douglas.thimm@parkcity.org, john.phillips@parkcity.org, preston.campbell@parkcity.org,
steve.joyce@parkcity.org
Subject: Density Development 

Dear Bruce, Planners, and members of the 
Park City Planning Commission: 

I saw you (Bruce) jogging up the Sampson Avenue hill last week. Did you happen to notice the 
two high rises under construction to your right (west side of Sampson)? These are huge buildings 
especially in Park City's  
Historic (HR1) district.  
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(This photo shows 2 projects on Sampson Avenue. Note jogger to the left) 

One area of what I call 'Excessive 
Density' should not lead to another area nearby just because it appears that it is now the 'norm' 
and/or that a 'president has been set.'  
The reaction of visitors to our neighborhood, when they see what is under construction is nothing 
short of 'astonishment!'  

(These are 2 projects, the left-upper has our neighborhood's first elevator. The right-lower, sits 
almost in front of, albeit lower, than, the elevator house) 

This huge size/density, is the reason for my note.  
It is my hope that we as a City should not repeat this situation up in Woodside Gulch, on the 
Alice Claim.  
The developer is entitled to a density of ONE, which came with his purchase of the property.  
It is my contention that even one is too much for this steep, pristine, park-like area.
Please consider the potential OVERLOAD to King Road.  
Further, what if in the future, Vail elects to develop its property at the 'angle station?' What will 
the traffic on King Road be then? Can Vail's development in that area be denied? I think not, but 
perhaps the density can be limited.  
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  Woodside Gulch - Alice Claim   

Who benefits besides the developer, with the Alice Claim development?  

Increasing traffic/density in this historic part of old town on these narrow roads dose not benefit 
the City.
It dose not benefit the current property owners in the neighborhood. Rather,  this development is 
problematic.  
Heaven forbid if we have a normal or big winter in the future. How will emergency vehicles 
respond then? Will the City be at future risk legally, for allowing this potential congestion? 

In closing please consider the long term effects on our City by your decisions. Do you want the 
high density Woodside Gulch/Alice Claim development to be part of your legacy? Or do you 
want your legacy to be one of preserving this open, park-like space for the benefit of all? 

Thank you, 
Kind Regards and Love 
John Vrabel 
143 Norfolk Avenue resident
since 1968.

Sent from my iPhone 
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Francisco Astorga

From: Tom Gadek <gadek@pacbell.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2016 3:58 PM
To: Bruce Erickson; Francisco Astorga; Anne Laurent
Subject: Development above substandard roads in Old Town (i.e., Ridge Ave, King Rd, Sampson 

Ave, Woodside Ave, Norfolk Ave, etc)
Attachments: HISTORY Tunnel Fire, 20 Years After - Wildfire Magazine.pdf; ATT00001.htm

I am writing in concern to increased development above substandard roads in Park City’s Old Town 
neighborhood. In particular, two large developments, the Alice Claim and the Sweeney properties are under 
consideration by the Planning Commission.  I would like to have my concerns added to the record of 
discussions of these development proposals by the Planning Commission as part of the package for the July 
13th meeting. 

The Land Management Code (LMC) defines Good Cause as the following:

Providing positive benefits and mitigating negative impacts, determined on a case by case basis to include such 
things as: providing public amenities and benefits, resolving existing issues and non-conformities,
addressing issues related to density, promoting 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. 

The current substandard width of Ridge Avenue and King Road as primary access and egress to the proposed 
Alice Claim development make it impossible for simultaneous passage of vehicles in opposite directions along 
these roads.  In particular, in the case of an emergency vehicle unable to reach the properties of the Alice Claim 
and any other properties above the 12 foot wide sections of Ridge Avenue or King Road place future residents 
of the proposed development at higher risk of property loss, personal injury and/or death than residents living 
on standard width roads in Park City.  Consequently, development of the Alice Claim and other development 
above the substandard roads in Old Town does not further the health, safety and welfare of the Park City 
community.

In addition, approval of the Alice Claim and Sweeney properties development without resolving the existing 
nonconformity of these narrow roads places the City of Park City itself at unacceptable risk and legal liability in 
placing future residents at increased risk of loss, injury or death. 

I believe the death of 11 residents of Oakland, CA in a traffic jam along a similarly narrow 12 foot wide section 
of city streets (Charring Cross Road) during a wild land urban interface fire in 1991 speaks to the reality of the 
danger in Park City.  Indeed, only 20 houses were built above this limited access and egress where the citizens 
lost their lives.  This situation threatening Park City today is described in the International Association of 
Wildland Fire article attached below.  

I believe that findings of Fact, Conclusion of Law, and Conditions of Approval require the Commission’s denial 
of these developments based on concerns over public safety until existing issues and non-conformities are 
addressed.

Sincerely 

Tom Gadek 
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Please provide this to the planning commission as part of the package for the July 13th meeting and the 
discussion of the Alice Claim and Sweeney properties. 
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20 years after the Tunnel Fire.
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September 23, 2011 By Guest Writer Leave a Comment

By Kenneth S. Blonski, Cheryl Miller and Carol L.

Rice.

In a windy October weekend in 1991, the Tunnel

Fire ignited the Berkeley-Oakland hills. Driven by

fierce northeasterly winds, it was the deadliest fire

in California history. Twenty years after the Tunnel

Fire, a tour through the Oakland Berkeley hills

highlights many of the changes in the local area,

the region and in our national understanding of fire

at the urban-wildland interface. Some changes are

easy to see; others are evident only to those in the

know. A few important actions have proven elusive.

Today there is growing recognition that minimizing

fire hazards in an existing community will always

be challenging. Critical elements we can’t change

mean that we must compensate in other ways – or

accept the consequences of living with those

hazards.

1. Gateway Emergency Exhibit Center: Our tour starts at a permanent exhibit on Tunnel Road on the hillside overlooking Highway 24. This exhibit sits at an entry to Hiller

Highlands, below 500+ condominiums. The exhibit consists of steel frames and large stone blocks and columns, evocative of the shell and surviving chimney of a home –

all common components of the post-fire landscape.

Here, display panels document the important statistics of the Tunnel Fire:

Deaths: 25

Homes lost: 3,642

Estimated Dollar Fire Loss: $1.68 Billion

FEMA and OES after-action reports indicate that 1,520 acres were burned by the fire, whose perimeter included 5.25 miles. What the panels don’t fully capture was an

important lesson in wildfire behavior. Immediately south and east is the eight-lane freeway the fire crossed within the first few hours after destroying over 700 homes. Until

the 1991 fire, the importance of embers and burning brands in fire spread was not widely appreciated. Even though multiple mutual-aid agreements signed since the

Tunnel Fire will bring the region’s firefighting forces to a fire, the aerial spread of fire can rapidly overwhelm our ability to contain it.

Now building codes are aimed at ember intrusion, focusing on vents and ignition-resistant exterior materials. Fuel treatments are beginning to target the production and

distribution of embers. We also learned that the size of a wildfire does not determine the amount of damage. A small fire on the urban edge can cost billions. Much of the

damage is usually done in the first few hours.

2. Eucalyptus Trees: Looking further east is a dense stand of eucalyptus trees on the city of Oakland’s property, reminders of the enduring nature of vegetative fuels.

These eucalyptus trees are re-sprouts of those burned and cut in 1992 using helicopters to lift trunks off the steep slope. Oakland prohibits herbicide use on its land, so

these trees have regrown, despite recutting using hand labor.

City policies restricting herbicide use may prove beneficial to human and environmental health. However, elimination of herbicides is costly in terms of labor, which has

proven difficult to fund. The inability to prevent these trees from regrowing means they are once again a fire hazard with their shedding bark and leaves full of volatile oils.

The role of vegetation and structures in the fire was hotly debated immediately after the fire. Some residents blamed eucalyptus trees for the fire spread and loss of homes.

Others contended that the homes would have been lost, regardless of the species nearby.

Home About IAWFWWWWWWWWWFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF International Journal of Wildland Fire Wildfire Magazinenneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee Wildfire Calendar Careers



Berkeley and Oakland formed The Mayors’ Task Force to provide citizens a venue to weigh in on recommendations spanning infrastructure, communications, construction

and vegetation management. Policies regarding trees and forestry were tackled by a committee that recognized increased hazards posed by Monterey Pine and

eucalyptus, but stopped short of outlawing them. One change to Oakland’s tree protection code was to allow removal of both species without a permit. The controversy

over the role of trees continues today. There are vocal defenders of Eucalyptus globulus that contend that the species poses no greater hazard than shrubby fuel types.

The view to the west also includes eucalyptus trees in small residential lots. Oakland required that homeowners submit a landscape plan using fire-resistant species when

applying for a building permit. However, species of every type, including dense eucalyptus stands, grow within small private lots.

Today, the density of vegetation almost reaches pre-fire conditions. The annual inspections of defensible space have no code-based mechanism to require removal of all

but the most obviously dead or dying ornamental plants. In spite of the nationwide increase of WUI fires, the research on residential landscapes’ role remains negligible.

Most plant lists provided to the homeowner about flammability are subjective, with only a few studies available on a small number of species and limited discussion on

spacing.

In the late spring, you may see down slope of the eucalyptus a herd of goats at work reducing the volume of brush and annual grasses. The goat herd is funded by the

Oakland Wildfire Prevention Assessment District (WPAD) as part of an overall program for both private and public lands to reduce fire hazards. Both Berkeley and Oakland

established assessment districts right after the fire. A subsequent California proposition required voter approval by a supermajority of all assessment districts. Both districts

were disbanded. However, after many years and grass roots support, voters approved a new Oakland Fire that will continue until 2014.

3. Charring Cross: This road is infamous as a a location where 11 people died in a huge traffic jam during the fire. It is easy to envision the narrow roads – some only one-

half as wide as minimum national standards require – throughout these hills as potential death traps during emergencies. The 12-14 foot wide roads were installed in the

1920’s but not brought up to modern standards when 21 homes were built in the 1970’s and 1980’s.

Right after the fire William Penn Mott, NPS Director (retired), opined that the hill should be made into a park and homes not rebuilt. The very next day Oakland Mayor Elihu

Harris promised that all homes could be rebuilt. Many people agreed that roads should be widened during rebuilding; however, the prescription proved impractical. The

sheer number of parcels required for a wider right-of-way, engineering costs and the public desire to recover rapidly, all reinforcing existing development patterns.

Today, Charring Cross remains narrow, even though it was widened by a few feet.

The lesson here is to resist making concessions on initial development patterns, lot configurations, road alignments or infrastructure standards. Emergency ingress and

resident egress are critical and should not be compromised. Once a neighborhood is populated, fire response will have to adapt to these initial approvals and may always

be compromised. Access, lot size and the footprint of development cast the die for every community.

4. Old Tunnel Road: An observant viewer can pick out the one house in this area that is different from the rest. This house was typical of many of the homes in the area

before the Tunnel Fire: wood frame construction, shake roof, wood siding, decks and abundant vegetation. This home survived, even though there was nothing in the

construction materials or design that made the home resistant to ignition. During the fire, this was an area that was actively defended by professional firefighters as a last

resort while sheltering from the brunt of the firestorm to save both firefighter and civilian lives.

New building codes were adopted immediately after the fire. State-of-the-art knowledge regarding how structures succumb to wildfire were incorporated into the rebuilding

standards from top to bottom, including: Class A roofing, clipping or boxing of eaves, stucco or other non-flammable siding, enclosing or skirting hillside decks, double-pane

windows and undergrounding utilities. In January 1, 2009, the new building codes became reality in the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones of California. The local

jurisdictions chose to exceed these minimum standards and now require residential water sprinklers, stricter building codes and annual inspection for defensible space.

5. Intersection of Claremont Avenue, Fish Ranch Road and Grizzly Peak Boulevard: 

Moving uphill from Tunnel Road to the ridgeline, the developed area abruptly changes to wildlands rimmed with homes as you enter Claremont Canyon. This watershed

includes land managed by Oakland, East Bay Municipal Utilities District, East Bay Regional Park District and the University of California, Berkeley, as well as a few large

parcels of private in-holdings. A sign reads” Working together to Prevent Wildfire” and lists nine agencies that have joined the Hills Emergency Forum (HEF), a product of

the desire for agencies to work more closely together. This innovative group has an impressive list of accomplishments aimed at improving resource-sharing and staff-to-

staff communication, including a shared set of goat-grazing contract specifications, roadside treatment standards and patrol operations during red flag days. The HEF

provides a unified message regarding fire safety in the East Bay Hills.

Since 1991, management activities have steadily reduced the fuel load. Major projects have removed exotic eucalyptus and pine, rejuvenated decadent north coastal scrub

and begun to re-establish a grassland-oak-bay woodland mosaic. Local efforts of volunteer groups, such as the Claremont Canyon Conservancy, have focused on control

of invasive species and return of native plants, as well as fire hazard reduction. These efforts have changed potential behavior for the next wildfire both in terms of ember

production and fire intensity.

6. KPFA Tower Ridge: Looking back to the south on the ridgeline, the view of a cluster of transmission towers and dishes reinforces the fact that communications are the

lifeline during any wildfire. The Tunnel Fire saw the same communications problems experienced on many large WUI incidents with multi-agency response. Issues ranged

from overwhelmed dispatchers, incomplete mutual-aid procedures, loss of ability to track and allocate resources, insufficient radio frequencies and interoperability

shortfalls. Existing systems can rarely meet the challenge when a complex fire happens infrequently and is added on top of ordinary potential communication snafus. In

heavily populated areas communication networks often become rapidly overwhelmed as citizens call in to report ignitions or seek evacuation advice. Outside fire agencies

arrive to assist and must be coordinated. Flames destroy communication infrastructure.

In the 20 years since the Tunnel Fire, many effective systems have become common in the region. The Incident Command System (ICS) grew out of Project Firescope and

lessons learned in the 1970’s. Senator Petris’ legislation for Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) extended application of ICS principles to urban fire

departments after the Tunnel Fire. Further expansion of the use of ICS came with the Homeland Security Directive mandating in 2003 that all federal, state and local

agencies use the National Incident Management System (NIMS) to manage emergencies in order to receive federal funding. Training occurs regularly to keep local

agencies NIMS compliant.



The local urban fire agencies now use the National Wildfire Coordinating Group’s Resource Ordering Status System (ROSS) for ordering, status and reporting of

resources. Since 1991, major facilities and equipment upgrades in communication have improved local departments’ ability to coordinate with outside agencies and provide

additional dispatch stations for expansion of operations during a major event. Mutual-aid agreements have flourished since the Tunnel Fire, formalizing response

partnerships. Technology advances have played a major role in being able to customize notifications in local and regional agencies’ alerting and warning systems.

7. Turnout on Grizzly Peak: If you moved south of the communication towers to above the Caldecott Tunnel and looked west, you would see the canyons open out below.

Imagining the path of the fire down-slope from the point of origin spreading to the south and west, you can appreciate the large role that topography and acceleration of

easterly winds down from the ridgeline played in the Tunnel Fire. For years, fire science has calculated the interaction of fuel, weather and topography with fire-spread

models. During litigation following the Tunnel Fire, the first urban application of the fire model FARSITE not only helped resolve legal battles but also advanced the science.

Mark A. Finney modeled the fire and David Sapsis corroborated the model results through residents’ stories, firefighter testimony and photographic evidence. It should be

understood that these models replicated the spread of the Tunnel Fire largely because the highly flammable vegetation and home materials resulted in fire behavior similar

to wildland fires. The underlying algorithms developed by Rothermel in the 1970’s still form the basis of the models we use in these urban wildland interfaces.

We still do not fully understand how structures and wildfire interact. A full physics-based model was being developed in the late 1990’s by Michael Bradley of Lawrence

Livermore National Laboratory and Rod Linn of Los Alamos National Laboratory. However, lack of funding stalled that project. An improved model could give us a better

understanding of how structures burn in wildfires, how landscapes around our homes interact with structures and additional ways to improve ignition resistance and

structure survivability. For now we look to other researchers to provide advances.

8. Water Tank near Grizzly Peak Blvd. and Marlboro Terrace

The water tank located on the finger ridge to the west is a visual reminder of the importance of water delivery systems to urban wildland interface fire suppression tactics.

Water supply was a major problem during most of the Tunnel Fire. A highly publicized issue was the 3-inch hose connection at the hydrants. When California adopted a

standard 2-1/2-inch threaded connection, both Oakland and San Francisco decided to maintain their 3-inch connections and provide adapters to mutual-aid engines from

out of the area.

Even when the adaptors were delivered, the water supply on the hills was problematic. Due to the layered pressure zones, each tank was supplied by a tank at a higher

level and serviced by electrically powered pumps. Before the high-voltage electric lines shorted out and the pumps failed, the high demand on the system rapidly had

depleted the stored water.

Unprecedented demand came from fire companies establishing defensive lines and homeowners with garden hoses guarding their property against flying embers. As

homes burned, broken water connections released even more water. According to the USFA after-action report, it “does not appear that water supply was a deciding factor

in the outcome of the fire, since the crews were unable to make any progress against the flames before the hydrants went dry. The strength of wind and thermal forces

made water almost totally ineffective to stop the downwind progress of the fire.”

In the 20 years since the Tunnel Fire, many upgrades have been made to the region’s water delivery infrastructure. By July 1998, all 6,500 hydrants in Oakland had been

changed to 2 ½-inch national standard thread connections. By 2006, East Bay Municipal Utilities District had worked with local cities to improve supply and increased fire

flow in conjunction with their 10-year, $189 million Seismic Improvement Program.

A major improvement project at a cost of $3.1 million upgraded delivery in Oakland’s Rockridge district, an area that suffered heavy losses in the Tunnel fire.

In addition, EBMUD acquired portable pumping units for emergency deployment; all pumping plants are now equipped with an emergency generator connection, and some

of the plants have a dedicated emergency backup generator.

Conclusion

This tour has highlighted that many changes have occurred, but that not all fire hazards can be completely mitigated. The issue revolves around a complex set of pressures

from many sources. Homeowners are not uniformly on board with their responsibilities or taking the actions required of them. Insurance and other market factors result in

neighbor pitted against neighbor for affordable insurance to meet mortgage requirements. Regulations are required – voluntary actions are not enough. Funding, training,

inspection, enforcement and implementing to make these regulations effective require continued public support. Critical elements we can’t change mean we must

compensate in other ways or accept the consequences of living with those hazards.

Wildfire doesn’t care.

Kenneth S. Blonski is a Fire Chief with the East Bay Regional Park District responsible for fire management in over 65 parks and 100,000 acres in the urban wildland

interface; Cheryl Miller is a registered Landscape Architect in private practice in Oakland, California, and has been active in wildland urban interface fire planning since the

Oakland Berkeley Hills Tunnel Fire in 1991; and Carol L. Rice is a natural resource manager and fire ecologist in private practice developing fire management plans with

Wildland Resource Management, Inc., Alamo, California.

Filed Under: North America, Wildland Urban Interface, World Fire News
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Francisco Astorga

From: Carol Sletta <cbsletta@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2016 8:01 AM
To: Kirsten Whetstone; Francisco Astorga; Anya Grahn; Adam Strachan; Laura Suesser; 

Melissa Band; Douglas Thimm; John Phillips; Preston Campbell; Steve Joyce; Bruce 
Erickson

Subject: Alice Claim

   Planning Commissioners and Staff: 

I am compelled each time this application is brought before you, to bring up a couple of points.

Landscape Walls  --  I was hoping to see the walls superimposed on a photo (taken from the proposed 5-point 
intersection) of the side of the mountain where the walls are to be built so that it would be clear as to what the 
retaining walls would actually look like. Exhibit 1 Retaining Wall Illustration is distorted and does not 
accurately emphasize the actual visual impact of the wall(s).    The side of the mountain where the walls 
are proposed is where there are large evergreens and other well established vegetation naturally 
preventing  erosion and providing a beautiful Old Town landscape.

I believe the "erosion issue" that was mentioned at the May meeting refers to where the area was disturbed 
when the water line was installed  (and not re-vegetated upon completion), and not from some form of erosion 
that the proposed retaining walls will correct.

Improvement of King Road and intersection. Recommending a stop sign at the steepest section of the uphill 
of King Road makes no sense and attempting to widen the intersection will damage the historic, Old Town 
character of the neighborhood. Who makes the decision to change the profile of a street in Historic Park 
City to accommodate a development? 

When is it enough?  When is it determined that there is NO GOOD CAUSE?  How much more can the 
neighborhood of King Road, Ridge Avenue, Sampson Avenue, and Upper Norfolk withstand?   Adding nine 
homes will bring an excessive number of vehicles to the neighborhood, especially during construction, and 
then after with garbage/recycling pickups, deliveries, and the comings/goings of residents and their support 
personnel.  In addition, what kind of light pollution will nine houses along with street lights, bring to the 
neighborhood?  Snow removal, snow storage, and emergency vehicle access is also a serious concern. At
what point does CUPs and subdivision development take precedence over an established historic Old 
Town neighborhood?

 Thanks for your dedication and commitment....   And, please think about the big picture....the picture of 
our quirky, funky, historic old town neighborhood.

Respectfully,  

Carol B Sletta 
135 Sampson Avenue  



Emergency Vehicle and Resident Access and 
Egress to the Alice Claim Neighborhood 

• Alice Claim property is currently undeveloped wildland

• Development of a subdivision on the Alice Claim will bring this parcel into the Wildland-
Urban Interface (WUI)

• The proposed development impacts the health, safety and welfare of the Neighborhood

• Development within the WUI requires Emergency Vehicle Access and Egress de ned in 
the Utah WUI Code (2006)

• Park City has adopted the Utah WUI Code (2006) July 1, 2016 (Ordinance No. 2016-31, 
http://parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=29430)



Summary of development under WUI Code
•Emergency vehicle access and water supply are required

•Structures constructed within WUI to be provided with:
Two all weather access roads posted NO PARKING 
20-24 foot minimum width
Grade no more than 12%

•Fire protection plan required prior to subdivision approval



Road Access to the Alice Claim
The Alice Claim can ONLY be reached via King Road, Sampson Avenue and Ridge Avenue

N

King Rd Ridge Ave Sampson

•The land above the intersection of King Road 
and Ridge Avenue is currently Wildland
•The Park City roads leading to the Alice Claim 
are substandard for WUI development

•King Road is 15 feet wide
•Sampson Avenue is 11 feet wide
•King Road appears >12% grade
•Ridge Avenue is 11 feet wide

•The CUP and subdivision plans provide only 
ONE of TWO required access roads

Tape measure stretched across the road at narrowest point



Road Access to the Alice Claim
The Alice Claim can ONLY be reached via King Road, Sampson Avenue and Ridge Avenue
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•The land above the intersection of King Road 
and Ridge Avenue is currently Wildland
•The Park City roads leading to the Alice Claim 
are substandard for WUI development

•King Road is 15 feet wide
•Sampson Avenue is 11 feet wide
•King Road appears >12% grade
•Ridge Avenue is 11 feet wide

•The CUP and subdivision plans provide only 
ONE of TWO required access roads

Tape measure stretched across the road at narrowest point



Effect of the Proposed Alice Claim 
Subdivision on the Health, Safety and 
Welfare of the Park City Community

•A wild re at the Wildland-Urban Interface in Park City is inevitable
•Emergency re resources may be overwhelmed
•Citizens will be evacuating and accessing involved areas
•Emergency and Fire vehicles will be responding
•Substandard roads leading to the Alice Claim will not allow simultaneous 
emergency vehicle access and and resident egress.  They are a choke point!
•The community living above King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue 
will be at increased risk for loss of property, injury and loss of life relative to 
their neighbors who live below these substandard roads.
•The developers have tried to minimize perception of this real risk.
•If you doubt the potential for fatal gridlock, look to Sundance and Arts Fest.



The 1991 Oakland CA Tunnel Fire: 
A Premonition for Park City

NASA infrared image during re

1991 2011



Summary of the Tunnel Fire
•11 fatalities occurred in gridlocked traf c on Charring Cross Road.  8 others on nearby roads.
•Charring Cross Road was 12 feet wide, a choke point, not capable of both access and egress
•Charring Cross was built in 1920‘s, not brought up to standards when 21 homes built in 70‘s & 80’s.
•Wider than Park City’s Ridge, Sampson and King neighborhood roads
•Addition of the Alice Claim subdivision will increase the number of neighborhood homes beyond 21

•WUI re destroyed 3642 homes in the Oakland hills above the Caldecott Tunnel
•25 fatalities within the rst hour of re including one police of cer, one re ghter.  600 acres (1 
square mile) burned in rst hour.  2.35 square miles total in approx 12 hrs, $1.68 Billion in property.
•Ignition lmed live on TV, Fire department on scene with hoses in place monitoring site of brush re 
from previous day, reignited by sudden wind, re’s spread broadcast nationally during 49ers game.

•Oakland is a modern city of 400,000 with a large re department, 24 engine companies.
•Oakland’s city emergency response was overwhelmed
•Fire mutual aid activated from adjoining cities, then adjoining counties, the entire Bay Area, all of         
Northern California, and nally, adjoining states (Oregon and Nevada)
•As many as 440 engine companies, 1500 personnel and 250 agencies responded
•Arial re suppression by 6 air tankers was ineffective, re spread driven by wind blown embers
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oakland_ restorm_of_1991#Origins_of_the_ re



FIRST HOUR OF THE FIRE
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Ridgeline Firehouse

http://www. re.nist.gov/bfrlpubs/ re97/PDF/f97076.pdf

Fire grew explosively
in 10 minutes (11:30-11:40 AM), 
 killing 11 on Charring Cross 
   Road.  Wind averaged 17 

mph and flames moved at 
                  > 1 meter/ sec.  40% 

 of total damage 
done in rst 
   hour.



Expert Analysis of the Tunnel Fire 
on its 20th Anniversary (2011) 

“The lesson here is to resist making concessions on initial development 
patterns, lot configurations, road alignments or infrastructure standards.”

“Emergency ingress and resident egress are critical and should not be 
compromised.”

“Once a neighborhood is populated, fire response will have to adapt to these 
initial approvals and may always be compromised. Access, lot size and the 
footprint of development cast the die for every community.”

Analysis by Kenneth S. Blonski, Cheryl Miller and Carol L. Rice.  Published in Wildfire Magazine, the journal of the International Association of Wildland 
Fire, HISTORY: Tunnel Fire, 20 Years After.  Sept 23, 2011.  http://wildfiremagazine.org/2011/09/history-tunnel-fire-20-years-after/



Considerations for the  
Park City Community

Narrow substandard streets in steep mountainous terrain at the Wildland-Urban 
Interface are potential deathtraps in catastrophic emergencies likely to occur in Park 
City (e.g., wildland re, avalanche, etc.) and diminish the health, safety and welfare of 
the Park City Community

The Alice Claim subdivision represents a signi cant change to the undeveloped 
wildlands above an identi ed series of existing substandard roads (King, Ridge and 
Sampson) and establishes a dangerous Wildland-Urban Interface.  As such, it sets a 
dangerous precedent for the community and unacceptable risk to the safety and 
welfare of residents above, along and below King, Ridge and Sampson.

Approval of the Alice Claim subdivision without improving the existing substandard 
roads and requiring a second roadway entrance to the subdivision may leave Park City 
liable in the loss of property, health and life in the event of a foreseeable emergency.



Recommendation to Deny the 
Alice Claim Development, 

Subdivision and  CUP
The Park City Land Management Code (LMC) defines Good Cause as the following:
Providing positive benefits and mitigating negative impacts, determined on a case by case basis to include 
such things as: providing public amenities and benefits, resolving existing issues and non-
conformities, addressing issues related to density, promoting 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.  

The existing substandard Park City roadway access (i.e. King, Ridge and Sampson) to the proposed Alice 
Claim subdivision and the single roadway entrance to the Alice Claim subdivision proposed in the CUP and 
subdivision plans are inconsistent with Sections 403.3, 403.7 and A108.4 of the 2006 Utah Wildland Urban 
Interface Code and the Park City Wildland Urban Interface Code (July 2016). 

Consequently, Fact, Conclusion of Law, and Conditions of Approval require the Park City Council’s denial of 
the Alice Claim subdivision and CUP based on concerns over public health, safety and welfare until existing 
issues and non-conformities are addressed.



• Catastrophic emergencies involving the proposed subdivision 
at the Alice Claim and in Old Town are inevitable.

• The Utah and Park City Wildland Urban Interface code was 
adopted to prepare for that emergency.

• The Oakland Tunnel Fire is an example of how bad a re 
emergency can be, how quickly it can spread, how emergency 
services can be overwhelmed, and how gridlock on 
substandard roads can lead to loss of life.

• The rights of landowners and pressure to develop 
increasingly risky properties, especially in Old Town, should 
be balanced by Park City’s responsibilities for the health and 
safety of present and future residents and the WUI code.

• Park City should consider a moratorium on development 
above substandard access roads and adhere to the WUI code 

It is Time to Cast the Die
for Park City 



• The annual traf c surges in the southern end of Old Town for 
Sundance and The Arts Festival provide the Council with 
rsthand knowledge of how easily the streets of Old Town 

gridlock.
• This year, during Sundance, with two police of cers present on 

foot, the intersection of Daly, Main, Hillside and King was 
gridlocked for more than an hour for no apparent reason.

• An emergency situation, such as the wildland re shown in the 
Park City Emergency Management brochure will gridlock the 
streets.  Drivers may be forced to ee on foot.

• With approximately 50% of the housing rented to visitors with 
no rsthand knowledge of the Old Town streets, the situation will 
only be worse than you may imagine.

• YOU KNOW THERE IS A PROBLEM!  PLEASE DON’T ADD TO IT!

It is Time to Cast the Die
for Park City 



Appendix



Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI)
• Wildland:

– Area in which development is essentially non-
existent, except for roads, railroads, powerlines, 
etc., and any structures are widely scattered. 

• WUI
– Zone where structures and other human 

development meet or intermingle with 
undeveloped wildland or vegetative fuels 
(NWFCG 2006)

– An area where a wildland fire can potentially 
ignite homes 
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2/8/18 
 
To: Park City Council 
From: Jim and Michelle Doilney 
Re:  February 15, 2018 Alice Claim public hearing 
 
We object to King Development’s proposed Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment for 
the following reasons: 

 An approval would constitute a density increase in an Old Town area already burdened 
with too much traffic, increasing health and safety risks; 

 The proposal requires the city to abandon its rights of way, without which building Alice 
would be impractical; 

 Alice Claim’s 40+ existing platted lots are unbuildable under normal city standards;  
 While King Development may deserve some density beyond its two buildable lots to 

help it recover its environmental clean up costs, going from two to nine grossly 
overcompensates King, and no one has been able to explain how nine lots are justified; 
and  

 Approving this project, which imposes risks and losses on our neighborhood, will cost 
votes on the expected Treasure bond election which itself resulted from ill‐advised 
Treasure project approval in exchange re‐organization of its un‐buildable platted lots…. 
Why would rational citizens vote for a bond to pay to eliminate similar density if you just 
create more for King Development? 

 
King Road, Alice’s main access, is already almost impassable due to both general snow and 
construction congestion many days each year. During winter 2016‐17 on 20++ occasions it was 
totally blocked to us by vehicles/trucks unable to move in the snow (including a jack‐knifed 
trailer truck at the top of King Road). On any snowy day, even in this lean snow year, we often 
do not use King Road due to winter visitor and construction vehicles inadequately 
experienced/equipped for winter. During winter 2016‐17 this often caused us to use the 400’ 
long, single lane Ridge Road on over 50% of our trips….sometimes requiring a dangerous 300’ 
back up because the on‐coming vehicle/driver was unable not back up. 
 
We have many other concerns, but we will let our neighbors explain those. 
 
Thank you 
 
Jim and Michelle     
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Exhibit E – Applicant’s Responses to City Council Requests
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DENVER         CARBONDALE         DURANGO         RALEIGH         BOZEMAN WWW.DHMDESIGN.COM 

311 Main  Street ,  Sui te  102    Carbondale ,  Colorado 81623   P :  970 .963 .6520 
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Exhibit F – Proposed Construction Mitigation
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Exhibit G – Proposed Fire Mitigation
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Exhibit H –Entry Photo Simulation
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Park City
Water Tank

KING ROAD

BOUNDARY BETWEEN
ESTATE ZONE AND
HR-1 ZONE

City Property
0.62 Acres
27,200 SF

FILLED MINE
SHAFT

OPEN SPACE

TRAIL EASEMENT

EXISTING RAW
WATERLINE

EXISTING
WATERLINE

EXISTING
WATERLINE

CONNECTION TO
GINA'S BYPASS TRAIL

OPEN SPACE

OPEN SPACE

3
2

4
5

9
7 8

6
LOTS TO BE DEEDED TO PARK
CITY FOR EXISTING ROAD

ESTATE LOT
NO DISTURBANCE ZONE

#123
#129

FFE
62
50 FFE

57
45

FFE
50
38

FFE
69
57 FFE

62
50

FFE
54
42

0.10 Acres
1750 SF
Footprint 0.10 Acres

1750 SF
Footprint

0.10 Acres
1750 SF
Footprint

0.10 Acres
1750 SF
Footprint

0.10 Acres
1750 SF
Footprint

0.10 Acres
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Footprint

0.10 Acres
1750 SF
Footprint

FFE
68
56

FFE
77
65

0.10 Acres
1750 SF
Footprint

3.01 Acres

1
FFE
68
80

CULVERT INLET
AND DRAIN PIPE

DISTURBANCE
ENVELOPE

123 RIDGE AVE
PROPERTY SWAP AREA

#135

OPEN SPACE

SAMPSON AVE

DESIGN

LEGEND

LOT BOUNDARY
LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE/ BUILDING ENVELOPE
(ESTATE LOT ONLY)
BUILDING FOOTPRINT
PROPOSED CONTOUR
PROPOSED RETAINING WALL, MORE THAN 6'
HEIGHT (INCLUDED IN C.U.P. APPLICATION)
TRAIL EASEMENT
PUBLIC TRAIL
LOT SETBACK

LEGEND

SUBDIVISION
LOT 1 IN ESTATE ZONE DISTRICT

- DEVELOPED PER L.M.C.
   - DEFINED LOT 1 DISTURBANCE ENVELOPE

PLAT AMENDMENT
0.38 ACRE HRL ZONE
LOTS DEDICATED TO CITY

NOTES:
1. LOTS #123 AND 129 OF ADJACENT RIDGE AVENUE SUBDIVISION
ARE OWNED BY AFFILIATED COMPANIES.
2. ACTUAL FFE TO BE DETERMINED AT BUILDING PERMIT SUBMITTAL.

RIDGE AVE PLAT AMENDMENT
EXCHANGE 2,057 SF
NO CHANGE IN PLAT TOTAL AREA

LOTS 2-8 IN HR-1 ZONE DISTRICT
- MAXIMUM 0.10 ACRE LOTS
- MAXIMUM 1750 SF  FOOTPRINT

EVERGREEN TREES ARE PRESERVED AND SCREEN
VIEWS OF HOME SITES
FOOTPRINTS SHOWN REPRESENT MAX SIZE;
ACTUAL HOUSE FOOTPRINTS WILL BE ARTICULATED
AND LOCATED ANYWHERE WITHIN PLATTED
SETBACKS AND LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE.
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Exhibit I – Gully Site Plan (July 2017)
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PC-675-A
4 partial OT Lots
0.10 acres
Reed
Vacant land

NO ROW ACCESS

135 Ridge Avenue (RA-3)
Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 3
0.22 acres
Levitin
Existing SFD

PC-675-E
2 OT lots + 2 partial lots
0.11 acres
Miller
Vacant land

NO ROW ACCESS

PC-678-1-G
4 OT lots
0.19 acres
Reed
Vacant land

PC-678-1-D (partial)*
2 OT lots
0.09 acres
Miller
Vacant land

Parcel #s: PC-690, PC-690-C,
PC-690-D, PC-690-E, PC-690-F, 
PC-690-G, PC-690-H, & PC-690-I
9 OT Lots + 21 partial Lots
0.65 acres
Market Consortium LLC
Vacant land

PROPOSED 5 LOT PLAT 
AMENDMENT

PC-690-B
0.09 acres
1 OT lot + 3 partial lots
Summit Leasing East LLC
Vacant land

PC-678-1-A
2 partial OT lots
0.06 acres
Reed/Miller
Vacant land

INSUFFICIENT AREA

PC-678-1-G-2
4 OT lots
0.19 acres
Hurd
Vacant land

PC-678-1-E-A
4 OT lots
0.13 acres
Miller
Vacant land

PC-678-1-F
4 OT lots
0.15 acres
Hurd
Vacant land

PC-675
2 OT Lots + 3 partial
0.11 acres
Reed
Vacant land

NO ROW ACCESS

PC-678-1-D (partial)*
3 partial OT lots
0.05 acres
Miller
Vacant land

NO ROW ACCESS
INSUFFICIENT AREA

PC-678-1-D (partial)*
4 OT lots
0.17 acres
Miller
Vacant land

PC-678-1-H & PC-647-1-E-1
4 OT lots (not combined)
0.17 acres
Berry
Existing SFD

PC-700-C
3 OT lots
0.18 acres
Miller
Vacant land

234 Ridge Ave.
PC-674
1 OT Lot
0.18 acres
Apollo Capital Inc.
Existing SFD

123 Ridge Avenue (RA-1)
Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 1
0.20 acres
123-129 Ridge LLC
Existing SFD

129 Ridge Avenue (RA-2)
Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 2 
0.11 acres
123-129 Ridge LLC
Vacant lot

147 Ridge Avenue (147-RA-1)
147 Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 1
0.19 acres
Perfall
Existing SFD
Historic Landmark Site151 Ridge Avenue (147-RA-2)

147 Ridge Ave. Sub.
0.05 acres
103 King LLC
Vacant lot

201 Ridge Avenue (RA-4)
Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 4
0.15 acres
Berry
Vacant lot

166 Ridge Avenue (KRDGE-1)
King Ridge Estates Lot 1
0.17 acres
Thaynes Capital Park City LLC
Existing SFD

162 Ridge Avenue (KRDGE-2)
King Ridge Estates Lot 2
0.14 acres
Thaynes Capital Park City LLC
SFD under construction

158 Ridge Avenue (KRDGE-3)
King Ridge Estates Lot 3
0.17 acres
Thaynes Capital Park City LLC
SFD under construction
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Exhibit J – Ridge Avenue Development Map



Ridge Avenue Development Table 
 

Address (Parcel #) Subdivision / Lot # Acres Owner Use Status/Issue: 

123 Ridge (RA-1) Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 1 0.20 123-129 Ridge LLC Existing SFD Re-platted lot  

129 Ridge (RA-2) Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 2 0.11 123-129 Ridge LLC Vacant lot Re-platted lot 

135 Ridge (RA-3) Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 3 0.22 Levitin Existing SFD Re-platted lot 

151 Ridge (147-RA-2) 147 Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 2 0.05 103 King LLC Vacant lot Re-platted lot 

147 Ridge (147-RA-1) 147 Ridge Ave. Sub. Lot 1 0.19 Perfall Existing SFD  Re-platted lot 

158 Ridge (KRDGE-3) King Ridge Estates Lot 3 0.17 Thaynes Capital Park City LLC SFD under const. Re-platted lot 

162 Ridge (KRDGE-2) King Ridge Estates Lot 2 0.14 Thaynes Capital Park City LLC SFD under const. Re-platted lot 

166 Ridge (KRDGE-1) King Ridge Estates Lot 1 0.17 Thaynes Capital Park City LLC Existing SFD Re-platted lot 

201 Ridge (RA-4) Ridge Ave.Sub. Lot 4 0.15 Berry Vacant lot Re-platted lot 

234 Ridge (PC-674) 1 OT lot 0.18 Apollo Capital Inc. Existing SFD Platted, Lot 33 BLK 74 Millsite Res. to Park City 

141 Ridge Ave. 4 OT lots 0.17 Berry Existing SFD Existing house over 2 lot lines (not re-platted) 

Various parcel #s. 9 OT lots + 21 partial lots 0.65 Market Consortium LLC Vacant land Proposed 5 lot Plat Amendment application 

PC-690-B 1 OT lot + 3 partial lots 0.09 Summit Leasing East LLC Vacant land Possible future re-plat or development 

PC-700-C 3 OT lots 0.18 Miller Vacant land Possible future re-plat or development 

PC-678-1-D* 2 OT lots 0.09 Miller Vacant land Possible future re-plat or development 

PC-678-1-D* 4 OT lots 0.18 Miller Vacant land Possible future re-plat or development 

PC-678-1-E-A 4 OT lots 0.13 Miller Vacant land Possible future re-plat or development 

PC-678-1-F 4 OT lots 0.19 Hurd Vacant land Possible future re-plat or development 

PC-678-1-G-2 4 OT lots 0.15 Hurd Vacant land Possible future re-plat or development 

PC-678-1-G 4 OT lots 0.19 Reed Vacant land Possible future re-plat or development 

PC-678-1-A 2 partial OT lots 0.06 Reed Vacant land Insufficient area: HR-L District 0.085 acres, min. 

PC-678-1-D* 3 partial OT lots  0.05 Miller  Vacant land 
No ROW access 
Insufficient area: HR-L District 0.085 acres, min. 

PC-675 2 OT lots + 3 partial lots 0.11 Reed Vacant land No ROW access 

PC-675-A 4 partial OT lots 0.10 Reed Vacant land No ROW access 

PC-675-E 2 OT lots + 2 partial lots 0.11 Miller Vacant land No ROW access 

*3 separate areas listed under the same parcel #: PC-378-1-D.   
 
OT: Platted Old Town (OT) lot from the Millsite Reservation / Park City Survey, i.e., historic lot configuration. 
May not be the traditional configuration of 25’x75’ (1,825 sf. /  0.04 acres). 
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February 12, 2018 

VIA E-MAIL  - council_mail@parkcity.org 
 
Park City Council 
445 Marsac Avenue 
Park City, Utah  84060 
 

Re: King Development Group, LLC--Alice Claim—City Council Hearing 
Continued until March 8, 2018 

Dear Park City Council: 

I write on behalf of King Development Group, LLC and 123-129 Ridge, LLC 
(collectively “King”).  King has submitted for final approval by the Park City Council the 
following subdivision and plat amendment applications (collectively “Applications”):  

Alice Claim Gully Site Plan, south of intersection of King Road and Ridge 
Avenue – Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment (Application PL-08-
00371), and 
 
123 Ridge Avenue, Alice Claim Gully Site Plan property swap - Ridge Avenue 
Plat Amendment (Application PL-16-03069). 

King was ready to proceed with the City Council hearing on February 15, 2018. City 
staff advised King that the February 15th agenda has items ahead of King’s Applications that are 
expected to take significant time and that King’s Applications very likely will not come up until 
very late into the evening. Further, staff advised King that the Treasure Hill matter, in 
particular, has dominated their time in advance of the February 15th hearing. Based on staff’s 
advice and these considerations for all involved, King has agreed to a continuance of the City 
Council hearing until March 8, 2018 on the Applications. 

We thank you for your assistance with and attention to this matter.  

mailto:bcahoon@djplaw.com
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Exhibit L - Applicant's Continuation Letter
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Very truly yours, 

DURHAM JONES & PINEGAR, P.C. 

 
Bradley R. Cahoon 

 
BRC:cm 
 
cc:  
King Development Group, LLC  
Jerry Fiat jfiat727@gmail.com  
Gregg Brown gbrown@dhmdesign.com  
Joseph E. Tesch, Esq. joet@teschlaw.com  
Bruce Erickson, Planning Director bruce.erickson@parkcity.org  
Francisco Astorga, Senior Planner fastorga@parkcity.org  
Mark D. Harrington, Park City Attorney mark@parkcity.org  
Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney pmclean@parkcity.org  
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