Alta Planning Commission Minutes
Community Center/Library, 10361 E. Hwy 210, Alta, Utah
August 14, 2013 '

~ PUBLIC HEARING, 4PM
Public Hearing to receive comments on proposed recommendations to amend the helght
- coverage and setback provisions of the Base Facilities Zone to add a section addressing height
limits and screenmg requirements for mechanical equipment, elevator towers and other
similar rooftop appurtenances.

IN ATTENDANCE:
Planning Commissioners: Jan Striefel, Joan Degiorgio, Roger Bourke, Jon Nepstad, Rob Voye,

Elise Morgan, Skip Branch, and Mayor Tom Pollard (Ex OflClO member.)
Town of Alta staff: John Guldner, Claire Woodman, Kate Lewis (counsel),

- Members of the public: Mark Haik, Walter Krebsbach, Robin Cohen, David Eichel, Ross Olson
Karen Travis, Toby Levitt, Merebea Danforth, Chris Cawley, Allen Orr, Harris Sondak Todd
Collins, Marcus Dippo, Cliff Curry, Chris Mikell, Doug Johnson, Maura Olivos, and a

videographer.

Joan Degiorgio: The Planning Commission has been working on the Base Facilities Zone for a
while and looking forward to hearing from the public. Opened the meeting to comments from

the public.

Chris Cawley Read a letter from the Friends of Alta (see attached, page 1. )
~ Skip Branch: Do you have a more specific recommendation?

Chris Cawley: Not prepared to comment. :
There was some discussion on this item and Ms. Lewis asked the Plannmg Commissioners to

refrain from discussions at this time and focus on receiving feedback.

Karen Travis: Have been an Alta resident and business owner for the last 48 years, just wanted
to say congratulations on doing this, it’s been a long time coming. Know how difficult it is to
expand a business and compete with the other ski areas and I think you’ve done a good job.

Chris Mikell: Started to present material from the Friends of Alta letter (see attached page 1).

Skip Branch: Do you have a more specific recommendation?
- Chris Mikell: No specn‘lc recommendation, it just seems extreme to go from 25% to 75% .

coverage.

Doug Johnson: How do the mechanical screening requirements affect existing structures? Will
existing structures need to retrofit or will they be grandfathered in?

Mark Haik: Urge the Planning Commission to reconsider the coverage recommendation to
allow for even greater coverage than 75%. Height of the property should not be tied to the
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road, should be tied to the slope on the property. 15" setbacks from adjacent property lines
seems to be reasonable however where these properties abut public lands you should consider
redoing and putting the burden on future public improvements on Special Use Permits (SUP) to
be set back from the private parcels. It is unknown what will happen on the SUPs and their
location in relation to the private parcel, but you could put that burden on the permitee and.
give more deference to the private property owner. Recommend eliminating zones and having
more limited objective criteria that property owners can more easily identify how to meet
those criteria.

Joan Degiorgio: You don’t think we should have Zones A, B, and C?

Mark Haik: When you look at those parcels, some of those parcels in particular like the Alta
Peruvian Lodge, is built on mine tailings, as well as possibly other properties. The slopes along
the road are all vastly changed just because they are a series of mine dumps plowed into the
road. The vast majority of the Base Facilities Zone (BFZ) i is in the old town site where there were
numerous roads and | think you don’t want to necessarily foreciose development on the SUP on
‘both sides of the road. For the long term economic viability of the town to be able to attract
 capital to make the improvements requ1red to make us economlcally competitive will require

higher densities.

Harris Sondak: | would be interested to understand the argument, explanation, and logic of
those numbers for height, coverage, and setbacks. Why is this wise public policy?

joah Degiorgio: Closed the public hearing and thanked the public for their attendance and
comments.

REGULAR MEETING

INTRODUCTION AND WELCOME FROM THE CHAIR.
Joan Degiorgio: Opened the regular meeting.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM THE JULY 1, 2013, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING.

Roger Bourke: “Recessing” should be changed to “accessing” on page 7. -

Skip Branch: Would like to make sure the conditional use process for addressing ski lifts i isa
future agenda item. In the past Mr. Voye had addressed setbacks as a concern and wouid like to
make sure that gets addressed. ‘
Rob Vove: Made a motion to adopt the July 1, 2013, Planning Comm|5510n minutes as

amended. -

Skip Branch: Seconded the motion.

All members of the Planning Commission voted in-favor.

DISCUSSION WITH POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATION TO THE TOWN COUNCIL ON PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS TO THE HEIGHT, COVERAGE AND SETBACK PROVISIONS OF THE BASE
FACILITIES ZONE AND THE POSSIBILITY OF ADDING A SECTION ADDRESSING HEIGHT LIMITS
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AND SCREENING REQUIREMENTS FOR MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, ELEVATOR TOWERS AND
OTHER SiMILAR ROOFTOP APPURTENANCES IN THE BASE FACILITIES ZONE. '
Joan Degiorgio: Let’s address the comments from each speaker. The first comment from
Friends of Alta was why such a big jump from 25% to 75%?

Skip Branch: Would welcome a more specific recommendation from Friends of Alta.

Jon Nepstad: Does it mean gradual or a phased increase?

Elise Morgan: It seems like they want to see the changes based on demand.

Joan Degiorgio: We did this because people feel that if there’s development it should be in the
BFZ. Since we’re restricting height it made sense to expand coverage.

John Guldner: The properties were also artificially constrained because of the original U.S. ~
Forest Service (USFS) SUP’s.

- Roger Bourke: In response to the Friends of Alta letter, | felt that we were aware of the
consequences and they were thoughtfully considered. '

Skip Branch: When we move this forward to the Town Council, we should mention speC|f|c

rationale for making this decision.
Jan Striefel: It’s also worth mentioning that we went through a series of v1suallzat|ons togeta

sense of what our decisions would represent.

Joan Degiorgio:; Next comment was on mechanical equipment being retrofitted or

grandfathered.
Sk|p Branch: Historically, it would be grandfathered

Joan Degiorgio: Let’s talk about the language for screening mechanicals. Read the “Proposed
language for screening mechanicals” (see attached, page 2.) '

Jan Striefel: This effectively raises the height of the roof 6 feet. Do we need to talk about
coverage on top of the roof? Maybe the mechanicals should be part of the 25’ height.

John Guldner: Looking at other cities, there are no examples of mechanicals being part of the

helght
Roger Bourke: Are there things that could go on the roof that we haven't thought of? Solar

panels, parking, etc.
Skip Branch: Do we have to decide this’ now? Don’t want this to be all inclusive and that ties our

hands. :

John Guldner: There is currently a section in the ordinance that excludes mechanlcals and
elevator penthouses from height requirements. There is no coverage limit or screening
requirements.

Rob Voye: So it would be a height of 25’ plus 6’ or 8’ feet of mechanicals on the roof. Is that
something we want to pass along to the Town Council?

Joan Degiorgio: That's Zone A; what about B and C? Should it be different?

John Guldner: Assumed mechanlcal screening would be the same for all the zones.

Ross Olson: Mechanicals are one of the last things considered. Once you have the building
height, you just add mechanicals on top, and it would be screened. You could add language that
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requires screening 10” above the top of the mechanical equipment. Also wuth ADA Iaws now,
any building requires an elevator.

Tom Pollard: Having mechanicals as separate from the height of the bunldmg is almost
necessary. We have structures around our mechanicals because architects like to hide those
things. -

There was discussion about housmg mechanicals off the roof in a separate bu1|dlng, green
roofs, and incentives to house mechanicals off of the roof. It was noted that standard practice is
for roof mounted mechanicals.

Mark Haik: It's commonplace for commercial and residential to see habitable space mixed in
with mechanicals on roofs of buildings. Habitable space could include bars, artwork, etc. Public
space on roofs of buildings and mechanicals also happen to be there, obviously there’s an
incentive for them to be aesthetlcally pleasing for the parties that are using the roof. The fact
that mechanicals exist in modern life does not necessarily detract from the aesthetics that

surround them.
Jon Nepstad: Understand coverage concern, but we shouldn’ t be in the business of predicting

technologies. That's a slippery slope.
Joan Degiorgio: An aside, the Planning Commission has a list of priorities and one of them is to

review the land use code and ensure it encourages energy efficient building standards

Jon Negstad Made a motion to forward language submitted by staff on mechanical equipment

along to the Town Council.
Elise Morgan: If something like solar panels comes up that isn’t addressed in this exact wording

does that mean that we have to look at it later or does it restrict people?
John Guldner: Depends. This wouldn’t restrict it per se. -

Rob Vove: Seconded the motion.
All Planning Comm|55|oners voted in favor, with the exceptlon of Skip Branch who abstained.

Joan Degiorgio: Moving on to Mark’s concerns. We all felt that 75% was good and feel

comfortable with the Zones A, B, and C.
Roger Bourke: We created zones to reflect the different character of these properties and |

think they make sense. ~

Joan Degiorgio: Mark also made a comment on setbacks that |f for some reason in the future, a
permitee was able to build on public land that 15’ setback would have to occur on the public
land.

Roger Bourke: Does that violate a fairness doctrine?

Katie Lewis: You're deciding what type of development can be on a property based on
ownership. You won't be able to get a setback on federal land the way you can regulate private
property. If you’re worried about fairness, you could just make it 15’ setbacks regardless That

way you know it will always be 15’ regardless of who owns it.
John Guldner: Couldn’t do that in Zone C, because of the current dlstances between buildings is

less than 15'.
- Cliff Curry What is the rationale behind the private and public lands setbacks?
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Rob Voye: We did the 15" setback to private land for snow removal purposes. Otherwise,
there’s so much open space we didn’t feel we needed them on setbacks that abut public lands.
Toby Levitt: There was also the consideration that the parcels are strange shaped and future
development may need to go up to the property line given slide paths, coverage, and other

things.

Joan: Have we covered Harris’ sentiments? We discussed height, coverage, and setbacks, so
hopefully we hit all those points. Do you feel that you have a better sense of how we arrived at
these numbers? A '

Harris: Is this particular recommendation wise public policy?

Joan: This is the BFZ. We want to promote and support business in this area while respecting
the values that we feel Alta offers to the public, which is beauty. Bringing thosetwo things

together is really what guided this.

Walter Krebsbach: Clarification on Zone C setbacks?

Joan Degiorgio: Recommending setbacks of 15’ from adjacent private property lines,
individually determined setbacks based on specific criteria for property lines adjacent to public
lands for Zones A and B, and then individually determined setbacks for Zone C. '
John Guldner: Zone C setbacks are individually determined. '

Katie Lewis: Staff has also prepared language in the “Draft, setback, height” document but you
haven't talked about specifically (see attached, page 3.)

John Guldner: Some of this language is already in the ordinance. We added language to the
yard setbacks and added intent to both sections. Read the “Yard Regulations” section.of the
document (see attached, page 3). The new language is in italics. ltems in parenthesis are notes,
not to be used in actual document:

Merebea Danforth: What is the process for individually determining setbacks for a property? It
seems confusing. : :

John Guldner: It can be confusing, that’s why we wanted to have defined setbacks. But the
more we talked about it the more we realized it wouldn’t work. -

Claire Woodman: The process would be that a property owner would come before the Planning
Commission as the Land Use Authority, and they would either approve or deny it. If denied it
would go to the Town Council as the Land Use Appeal Authority. '

John Guldner: Read the “Height Regulations” section of the document (see attached, page 3).
Joan Degiorgio: This only applies to zone C. o
Katie Lewis: Suggest adding at the end of the first sentence of the “Height Regulations” section:
“..the heights of structures be determined on an individual basis by the Land Use Authority for
properties within Zone C.” Suggest adding language for the “Yard Regulations” section: “...shall
be determined on an individual basis by the Land Use Authority for properties within zone C,
and for properties within Zones A and B that abut public lands.”
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Joan Deglorglo We have several things. We have mechanical language which has already been
approved and sent to the Town Council. Now we need to make a recommendation that
includes the following: :

e The chart amended with setbacks individually determined for Zone C

e Recommended language for setbacks/height regulations
Jan Striefel: Made a motion to forward that recommendation along to the Town Council.
Roger Bourke: Seconded the motion.
All members of the Planning Commission voted in favor.

Jon Nepstad: The zoning map needs to be updated.
Katie Lewis: That could be part of the recommendation that staff sends to the Town Council an

amended zoning map.

Jon Nepstad: Move to amend zoning map to reﬂect Zones A, B, and C.
Elise Morgan: Seconded the motion.

All members of the Planning Commission voted in favor.

CONTINUED DISCUSSION OF AMENDING THE INTERCONNECT SECTION OF THE GENERAL
PLAN. COMMENTS FROM THE JULY 1, WALKING TOUR OF THE GRIZZLY GULCH/MICHIGAN

CITY AREA.
Skip Branch: Need to talk about the lift structure cond|t|onal use permit.

Joan Degiorgio: We can make sure that’s on the upcoming agenda

PLANNING COMMlSSlON D|SCUSS|ON ON SE'ITING PRIORITY ITEMS FOR FUTURE ACTION.
" ltem not discussed. '

DISCUSSION ON ESTABLISHING REGULAR MEETING DATES AND TIMES.
The next meeting date was set for September 23" at 4pm. After that the Plannlng Commission

will meet on the third Monday of the month at 4pm
Skip Branch: Need to follow through for party for Lee Kapaloski.

MOTION TO ADJOURN.
skip Branch: Made a motion to adjourn the Planning Commission meeting.

Jan Striefel: Seconded the motion.
All members of the Planning Commission voted in favor.

The content of the minutes is not intended, nor are they submitted, as a verbatim transcription
of the meeting. These minutes are a general overview of what occurred at the meeting.

These minutes were passed and approved on the twenty-first day of October, 2013.
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A

Claire R. Woodman
Assistant Town Administrator




FRIENDS

B e
OF ALTA

In Memoriam
Bill Leviti, 1917 — 2009

Board of Directors

Mimi Leviti, President
Timothy Hogen, Vice President
Skip Silloway, Treasurer & VP
Richard Thomas, Secretary
Nick Besobrasov

‘Sheridan Davis

Cassie Dippo

Joln Holland

Peg Kramer

Chris Mikell

Bruce Shand

Advisory Committec
Albert Andrews, Jr.; Mpls, MN .
David Amold IIL: Milton, MA
. Brad Barber; SLC, UT
- Jayne Belnap, PhD; Moab, UT
Gene Bliss, MD; SLC UT
Skip Branch; SLC, UT
Laura Mclindoe Briefer; SLC, UT
Margot & Fred Churchill; Bass River, MA
Michael Goldstein, MD; Brookline, MA
Shannon Gordon; Redmond, WA .
Jack Hoag, Wayland MA
‘Barbara Hoffman; NYC, NY
Austin & Felicity Forbes Hoyt; Dartmouth, MA
Loren Kroenke; SLC, UT
Fay Michener; NYC, NY
Jeff Niermeyer; SLC, UT
Felix G Rohatyn; NYCNY
Dick Schatten; Farmington, CT
Elfriede Shane; Alta, UT '
Pat Shea; SLC, UT

Sponsors
Robert E Anderson; SLC, UT
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Randhir Jhamb & Aimee Mann; Alta, UT
Jack & Chris Morrison; Wayzata, MN
Donn & Janet Mosser; Minneapolis, MN
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Jennifer Clancy

August 8, 2013

- Alta Planning Commission : s
. . : Executive Director
Town of Alta Office : o

10201 E State Highway 210 -
Alta, UT 84092

. Joan DeGiorgio (Chair), Roger Bourke, Skip Branch,
Elise Morgan, John Nepstad, Jan Striefel, Rob Voye

Dear Alta Plannmg Commlssmn

Since its creation in 1981, Frlends of Alta (FOA) has worked with the Town of Alta and the
Planning Commlssmn to proactively protect the environs of Alta. FOA supports

“responsible economic activity in Alta and we recognize that without it the heritage of Alta

could not be maintained. FOA is committed to ‘responsible, planned development which
can be sustained into the future in an environmentally responsible manner.

" The Friends of Alta Board of Directors have reviewed the oro_posed changes before the
"Planning Commission regarding zoning of existing lodges in the base facility area of the

Town. In this review we have had a good and vigorous dtscussnon about future
development and how to maintain the ambiance or environment of Alta. We certainly
recognlze it is folly to.try-to legislate or regulate good taste. However, that having been
said, we urge the Planning Commission to be mindful in considering any proposed
development and.the potentlal lmpacts such development would have on the ambiance
or environmental health of Alta. Alta’s community is intimately tied with its natural
resources and we hope that awareness about the consequences of today’s actions will -
continue to be thoughtfully considered by the Planning Commission.

We applaud the Planning Commission for considering a recommendation to the Town
Council to lower the height restriction in the base facility zone from 60 feet to the
proposed 25 feet above State nghway 210. Preserving the view of the mountain skyline
from the floor of the canyon will bring many inspirational moments to visitors to Alta

As to the proposed change in coverage, we are ‘concerned aboutjumpmg from 25% to.
75% in a.single regulatory change. We hope you will con5|der amore gradual change.for
coverage in the base facility zone. We appreciate your expemse and experience guiding
Alta’s land use regulations, recognizing-again that economic V|ab1l|ty and environmental

responsibility must be complimentary in our beloved Alta.

in closing we wish to express our thanks for your service to the Town, its citizens and its

global community of supporters.

Sincerely,

Mimi Levitt (President) on behalf of the Friends of Alta Board of Directors

cc: Pat Shea, Legal Counsel & Jen Clancy, Executive Director

ThOE
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: Fréposed l_aiiguage fo,r.écreening mechanicals:

* - Mechanical equipment, elevator penthquses and similar appurtenances defined in section . . .
" 10:7-12, may be installed on the roof of buildings in the Base Facilifies zone. Ttisthe .~ .
intention of this ordinance that all mechanical equipment and elevator penthouses be . .
. architecturally.soréened 5o as not to detract from the natural environmént of the. canyon'..
anid not to'adversely affect views from neighbors ot camyon visitors. , * . o

" Mechanical equipthent in the Base Facilitics zone shall be limited to.6” above the. ™ : . -,
" maximum building height, and shall be architectiirally screened to be aesthetically . . i
. 7 " pléasing and harmonious with both the natiral environment of the-canyon.and the base . .. .
. v:-. ) 'S‘h‘uo:t.urel‘ N ."."' X - . . '~. .‘. - . . . < i: . R Y A. :
"% “Hlevator penthouses shall be limited to 8 above the maximum building height and shall: .- o
" be atchitscturally screened or painted to be aesthetically pleasing and harmohions with ,
" both the natural-environment and the base structure. e e e e S

o An},meohamcal ;Li;ﬁﬁmeﬁt or elévat_é?; pénthoﬁses;fsﬁa]lbe.se% bapk"“a,% leastS ’1:}8@93;; the Al
v edge of fhe structime or 15” fromn the north _of-fsbuth'};ﬂjldiﬁ"g facades. © L S AT T

v

e Tt e
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' Draft setback and hezgh‘cx g '»-

6413

Yard Regulahons (setbacks) : ‘ .
Because of the unique: nature of topo graphy and climatic conditicns within the Town, the . -
side, rear, and front yard reqmrcmcnts shall (this was il ”, changed it Jor conszsz‘ency) o
be determined on an individual basis by the Land Use Authority, o
Add it is the intent of this ordinance to allow structures that. blend with the envzronmem‘ h

to protect and preserve the. narural em
- igw/ view sheds from adjacent properties. T making setback determinations the Land LT
Fse Authority shall conszdel z‘he fallowma eleme72ts » T
' - Natural setting - .
_Relatzonshz_p wu‘h Oﬂ’l(Zl .5'17 uctw es. and open S]JGZCBS o
* Conbour intervals and topogz‘aphzc Sfeatures
Access and emergency access considerations
Snow 7*emoval and snow storage v eguzremem‘s ,
Density- anid spec’ 's"of adjacem‘ vegetation,  :. =N
Other elemenis deemed a_pprop7 igte to epsure z‘hat the pur, poses of this ar: z‘zcle are :'_ L
et R
Hm,,ht Regulations (baszcaZZy to eliminate z‘ke recent (2009) allowance of 60, thzs ,
reverts back to the underlying dsﬁnman in the FiM zone from which the base faczZzz‘ze.S‘ S
. Zome was created, with minor tweaking and addzng intent) ' B
. - The unique nature of the topography, vegetation, soils, climatic ‘and aesthetic
" characteristics of the canyon defy uniform regulations and require that the heights of ..
structires be determined on:an individual basis by the Land Use Authority (was plcmnzncr o
. ‘commission). It is the.intent of this ordinarice to allow structures thar blend withthe
environment, to pr otect and preserve the natiral environment, scenic vistas and view
sheds, as well as view/view sheds from adjacent properties. In making height -
determinations the Land Use Authorzfy shall conszde7 the followmcr elemenis.
A. Natural setting : .
B. Relationship with othet structures amd open spaces ,' -
C. Contour mtervals and topographlc features
'D. Height, density and species of vegetanon
"B, Scenic vistas and sight lines .. '
F. - Other elamen’cs deemed appropnate pe] ensure

met. -

ﬁﬁhbmﬁ#

that the purposes of tb.ls artlcle are. JRATE

TAOE >

sironment, scenic vistas and.view sheds as wellas .. ;




Base Facilities Zone

ZoneA IR 'ZoneB - - N ZoneC

(Snowpmc TRustler, AlmLodgc) _ (Goldminer's Danghter, Peravian) - (Sha]low Shit, Photohuus)
" Desp Powder House : R
.. Coverage: O 75% LTs% . o ~-’75%
" Height: 25" above the road (SR210)- . 60 ) o individnally determined
_Nomore than 4 stories without - Y based on speclﬁc criteria
‘2 physical or architectural ‘ o :
buﬂding step back

: :.Se‘cbaclcs. 15 from adJacentpnvate property lmes Indmdually datennmed based on '." TR

- speclﬁc criteria’ fDl property lines ad; aceht’ fo pubho Iands (all three zones)

TROE o -




April 24,2013

Memo to the' Alta Planning Commission

©" " Re:rMonday, May-6, .3:(.)0pr.n‘A1ta Planning C@mmiésjon Meeting

)

' 2)

* with the feeling that the existing 60" height allow

B e_:ste.gblishin_g-setbacks. Curr ' y : P

25% ., As for setbacks; the ordinance states the “Because of the : ;' .-,

; onis within the town, the side, rear;and ™ ... e
‘mined. on.an individual basis:by the land use authority. - -

) Tiavs sétiled on a25° lieight limit above the road for “a”,

.. . .. .aheightlimit of 60° for “b”, 75% coverage for both and 15 setbacks from adjacent. |

7 pivate property, with 1o 180 T

.o 8) ' >-ouf di

o .zoné, which includes fché Shall owShaftRest
. properties ih zone “c” are so small that T

" Shallov Shaft parcel is .2 1A, the Photohaus is

" facilities zone is one Het developable atre; be . )

minimum Iotsize. A sketch of te Shaliow Shaft property shows that thereisa 0 =+ - -

+ie _unigue nature of topography and climatic, conditi
" front yard requiems will be deters
" (your).”- In zones “a” and “b™ we

.. setback on the north east corner of the property: There is no site plan on file forthe . -
* Photohaus. These two buildings were built under special use permit by the Forest . L
© " Sarvioe on Forest lands. Tn the mid 1980%s the .owners purchased their parcels. County - .

Walter Krebsbach invited us to meet at the Shallow.Shaft at 3:00pm, prior to our tagulaf R

. meeting for 4 tour of the site and restaurant. Tom Plofchan, owner-of the Photohaus next .. ..

door, will not be in town, but we can look af his building and site too.

As a recap, recall that the conversation about amending

have since been talking about lowering .thé'h.eight,‘increasing the.coverage and ~;- . - .
ently; property owners can.build to 60’ above the road; there.

is-a maximum of 25% coverag

ired setback
Now, we are moving on to-ou discuss

from Federal, public lands.-

zone'“c” the last area-in t
aurant and the Photohaus. Thetwo ...~ ~

-parcel data that we have been using is aftached but jt’s cbviously not accurate.- We:do

" know that the Shallow Shaft is cinrently over-coverage, from a previously submitted

... proposal. We have no

; 5 fnformation on the Photohaus since no plans or surveys liave been
ased, With the small ot size, we have to assume the. -

done since the land was purch
well. There is no height information on-file-either. The

Photohaus is over coverage as
Shallow Shaft measured 17°4”

2. Using the same rationale uséd to establish-height, coverage and ‘setbacks in -
" Zones “a” and “5*, yoii fecommended. ducing Height to preserve mountain- - -
vistas, view sheds and views Troi boring structures and to eliminate any

7 <ta]l wall” affect as 'se.efn'frc)'m'-‘éhé'}:,s“l'<1jh1'l]- or 2s, driving throughi'town. Aﬁ:ad'ﬁ’dd- o

Sonsideration for reducing the height in “c” s that it is directly across from the -

" buildings directly across from each other on SR210, :Anottier factorfor limiting
height in this area is that the police dispatch center is-set back from the road,
immediately behind zone “c”. The dispatchers use visual observations out of the
window for road and weather conditions on a regular basis. ‘Various antennas
and communications equipment are maintained on the roof of the dispatch center

that cannot be blocked. - :
You further recommended an increase in the coverage both as an offset to the

reduction in height, and with the knowledge that there is as great deal of public

the Base Facilities Zone started .
ance above thé road was 100 high. We. .

the base facilities .. T "

fhitk they lizve any 15” setbacks riow. The. L
134, The miniinim lot size in‘therbase . -
g both parcels rion“conforming as to' -+ - .

- from the south east corner. "The owner-of the Photchaus . K
.- thinks his building is 38" high. Heights for'the, town offie¢-and Alta Central, which are . . -
ot in the base facilities zone; are shown on.the-following pictures.. .* " RIS

‘Alta Lodge, and limiting height is important fo eliminate any tunnel effect.of tall. -




open space in the immediate adjacert area. Consistency in coverage allowance .
amongst the three areas is equ1table

Setbacks are a different issue in this tiny area a:nd are discussed below

b. As a starting point f01 zone “c? staff 1eoommendat1on is:

1. 75% coverage oo : :

ii. 25” height 11m1tat10n‘ . . )
~iii, Setbacks, leavé as status quo, individually detexmmed taking into account the,

.- unigue n nature:of the town.as well as the known existing conditions of parcel size,
1bu1]d1ncr locatlons Snow Iemoval and protectlon of the roads, aci_lacent sﬁ netur es

: :and vegstation.
4)" We wﬂl also be' dlsoussmg whai we heald from the ]odge 1epresentat1ves at our mfonnal -

_ April 4 2013, lynch. " :
ihally, ¥ Il~'c>011t111ue our dlscussmn on intercornnect utlhzmg anythmg you may have
rom wasatchsummlt or g and the 1989 Salt Lalce County General Plan




BESTAURANT




February 5, 2013

Staff Review, Recommendation to the Alta Planning Commission
". Re: Base Facilities amendments R

. We have addressing amending the height and éovefaéé inthe Base F aqilifies (bf ,)‘ zone.

- We know we don’t like the recently changed 60’ height above the road or the 25%

. amount of open space provided by

. ‘amendments.

_coverage limitation, We know we want to reduce the height limit to preserve the views
. of the mountain from the road, and to eliminate the “wall effect” of structures as viewed
. from the southside, We’ve talked about increasing coverage to compensate for the ‘
 reduiction in height and because 25% seems overly resirictive especially congidering the. .
' Forest Service/FR-50 zoning adjacent to the bf zope. *
" We have looked at ofher areas to see what they have doné, including but not limited to
"Aspen. At.our last meeting it was noted that “sornsone must have struggled with these K
issues before, we don’t want to reinvent the wheel” Unfortunately we are going to have
to reinvent the wheel, or at least fihe tune it for Alta:: We are different. We. don’thavea. ' . . .
- tradttional central business district like Aspen, or Park-City, with lots, blocks, alleysand. . " .
<yallways. We can use those other areas forideas; the'end, now, we, have to come ;-
"t up with our own limits, It’s great-that e are differ /e are already narrowed down - .
16 -five defined areas concentrated at the base of the ski area. Already like omeofthe . . ...
umerous zones in one of the larger places-we’ve Iookéd af. At this point we can’treally. -
go wrong. We know what we’d like to change, we’ve higard it from the community in
past meetings and open houses and we agree. Less height and more coverage in the bf -
zone. - . S . .
. We want a height that gives road presence to the lodges without ruining the view of the
" mountain from the road or the ski hill. ‘We want to inicrease coverage to compensate.for
- less height while still preserving a reasonable scale orisite for the five lodge properties: .
and preserving reasonable setbacks for snow rernoval/storage, emergency access efc.

.. The followirig provide good examples of what other mountain .‘com'mun_i'ties, induding us
- ,in the past have done. We can use them asa basig :"Lo.:;mov..e'Af_Qr'wa,rd with our : -

" 1) In 1989, Alta amended the'zoning ordinance; creating the base facilities zone, --. .. ..
 allowing a 65% increase in density for theTodges.: Height was not addressed, still " -
" determined individually becanse “the fnique hatiire of topogtaphy, vegetation, SRS
" soils, climatic, and aesthetic characteristic of the canyon defy-uniform U
~ regulafions...” taking into account natural ‘seftingsrelationship with ether -
“structures and open spaces, contour infervals ‘and topogtaphic features, scenic. ..
| vistas and sight lines etc. S R A R

- If we now apply that sime increase to allowable coverage, increasing the coverage by

'65% to match the 65% density increase that would allow for 41% coverage. '

No help here on height as everything is individually determined.” The height was

- amended in 2008 1o allow 60” above the road, which all now agree is too much. -




2) - We have talked a lot about what Aspen does. Aspen has an elaborate zoning

ordinance with many districts, a number of which allow lodges. None of them
really mirrors ouir situation with
‘steep NArTOW canyon. ASDEn allows hotels on parcels as small as 3;000 square o
feet, compared to our smallest bf property of ~51,000 square feet (Snowpine), 5° .
setbacks-are required.om all 4 sides, coverage on the smallest lot would be 63%
per the required setbacks, higher coverage would be allowed with larger lots. .-

. Aspen Has a standard 28" height limitation, with up fo 40° after detailed design

. review taking info-account the same basic factors as Alta’s original ordinance.

......

3) Park City also has surierous zones that allow hotels. Ina sirnilar area Park City™:

-7 allows 50% coverage, which can be increased to 6

" as playgrounds;rails, bus ‘shelters, landscaping etc. are provided. Minimum

sefbacks are réquired on all sid ‘

. rear yards. Park City-has a 35° height limit which can go.up t043° to .

- accomuiodaté, Such things as gabled foofs ‘and elevator towers. Development c

* go-above the height idstriction by doing a Master Planned Deyelopment in which
. “The Plansing Comr sgion miay: consider an increase in height based on site

specific-analysis and:determination” usitig criteria such as increased open space, -

- landscaping ;ind‘biiffefrli’ng?;’minirnizaﬁQn:'o'f;visual'jmpacts on adjacent strugtures o

ete

five defined areas, below the one access road ina .

0% if acceptable amenities such ..

es, generally 207 in front with 10° on the sides and ' S

4) - Salt Lake Cotunty; Fob’cﬁiﬂs Caﬁfo‘ns Ov,érlajZdhe,(fcoz) this zone is an Q{ierl_a_j;. 4

" zone the same as our bf zone is an overlay to the FM-10 zone. ‘It contains .
. TUMerous guiding principles but few definied standards. There are defined . P
setbacks and:
- ridgelines. “Ederything olse is determined:on a case by case basis via detailed
review under the same-basic criteria nsed by others, namely, minimization of 7
visual impact, protection of steep slopes, preservation of trees, erosion control etc.
Lodge height is also. determined on a case by case basis “hecause of the unique .
- iature of the topogrephy, vegetation, soils .. exactly the same as-OUr original *
; underlying zone for the ‘base facilities, using ;
Sefting, relationship to ofbier striictures and open spaces, COntour intervals and
', topographic-1e oi-10:the maximum:extent feasible, the building height should.. ...
" not exceed the height of surfounding tress and vegetation, protections of sceni¢ | .

* yistas, especially view:frond public rights-ofway:and public Jands” and.other .
elements deemedl appropriate.to ensure that the provisiens are met. '

' The above provide géod guidelines forus in feviewing.our approach to amending the bt
zone.-They highlightthe fact that we are on the right track and are considering the sameé -
issues that other. mouiitain contniunities did withtheir zoning. They do not however give

us a template to plug into our éxisting zone, ‘We still fave-to do that ourselves. I think

+ we are there and only néed a little further fine tur ing, I-also feel strongly that we need -

definitive standards, not elaborate floor area ratio tables, or provision of certain amenities’

in exchange for greater.density or height or whatever. We are dealing with a very
specific, concentrated five parcel area at the base of our ski area. It has been developed

imitations. of-disturbance (coverage) from streams; steep slopes and” . ST

the criteria of “protection of natural | . N R




twice by Town zoning amendments to height, coverage

are still focusing on the same elements. R
' Definitive standards provide certainty. Certairity that I think is important to developers, o
. neighbors and the Town. With that, staff ‘would recominend the same basic changeasin’ =~
January, with 2 few : - further review and the discussionin -

dimensions amended after furthy . B
© . Janvary. That-rc'j:cjommehdation, for Zone “A”, Showpine, Rustler and Alta Lodges." e
Cfollows: - T . R C SITOPS

under county zoning, amended.
and density.: After nearly two yeats we

e Zone “A”, ‘SnQW}‘Siﬁe,' Rustler and Alta Lodges
" a’ 25’ height limitation above the road, with diagram, aftached. 60° meximum .
b ove e IR T e e

e e s
e 257side yard setbacks total, mininum 10* each side (e.g.; 107 and 15% 12° and - L

7 T13%etc with 10.the absolute I imum)

0 ey elack | e
: -'-v;F._I.Olif‘,s,?th;’c_l,d',{‘in&,ivvidual]y’ determined based 'oii--;éxisting'-cdnd-itidﬁs' and - L
. Departme i of Transportation reVleW/apploval e

. 'Nbﬁ,rfléié,fff;‘én 4 Jevels or 48’ height -i,iz'ithou"t a stép back 1n building design 1o A
alieyiate the appearance of a.50lid high wall When viewed from the south, with” WL

27 diagram atfached S . ; RN
.+ Applicant may provide architectural alternatives such as color/material variations, == -7
" facades, decking etc. as an ternative to physical step backs-ih building design to’
.avoid the solid high wall effect “Such alternatives must be approved by the -
Plenfing Commission on & case by case basis, diagram/drawing attached -~ .° x
Thie top floor of any 4 plus story building may inclnde self contained residential . . -
" units that ay or may not be included in the hote] rental pool, diagram. . ¢
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ARTICLE D. BASE FACILITIES ZONE

"' .'GUESTROOM DEFINED “"Guestroom”, for the purposes Of..,,.f RET R
‘thrs artlc!e shall mean every "8ix* hundred (600) squere feet.v.f‘a‘;

I the land use author ty determmes tha»
‘_"shou!d be rncreased or: decreased fro

_.‘,;10-5[)-_1‘1:, MAXIMUM COVERAGE The. max1mum coverage for the e 2
Toe i dggregate of all buildings, pavedisuifaces and graded areasi " . @%"ﬁ '

e within - asiot. area .shiall be twenty -five. per gro L SR
OV, 2008-07" 6-12: 2008) |




zone frorn Alblon Gnll t6 the Peruwan this should be part of the Maste i

‘ ] o{:ordmance ds.it is not totally under our purwew Tf:we did so, the ¥
questlon about th_ vhich that might’ change values. Also, I was thinking later ~ perhaps we
" need to map those 1n-betw n-areas. Are there really any approptiate for development (not

' . Weﬂand/npanan) ‘ot'mth way of avalanches, etc7

Helght

Bmldmg helgh’cs should be parallel to the rcad People should notwe the great Views vs. ‘the bmldmgs .
“We should requité that roof-top equipment, etc., be-screenet. So we can communicate to the publlc What‘. SR
- We mean When we. talk about the “great VlSWS” We should 1dent1fy/document our mewshed »o ‘

Deswn

- We need some kind of des1gn review committee S0 that as bmldmos are replaced n the future there is -
an. overall chrec’uon we Want to pom’c them. . - : S

Coverace

The : seerms to be a consensus that the coverage could be mcreased If that happens publlc access and
SnOwW remcval corr1d01s should be prov1ded for in the dec1s1on . R
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-] Fodides Zﬂw cl/«om
: lq’g %a%&o tg; jMéS‘(’ EOMS %é .
| A mmm\ |

Property.. .. Bross EstINet Ek\:l.stlng CMew.  BEA 5;:5"/. 50%
o S ﬁcres"écres . ) Rooms  Inc. Inc. Inc
: ’ FM—10  285/A8 - EOLA BR/A

.o

0

© Afta Lodge © 4,08 271 ‘e . . B4 &7 gl LB

_Boldniners  2.81 . 2.15 80 47 53 6k 4B o

{'F"éruv.ijap c:‘?.:"4 - R éas"f B " q.::a:a.‘ fog 119 H,Z/ :

' Rustler ES f5 . mex [ B 52 ss . 76 Ba 92 X
Cokals i : - gEs . opgp _mEm__FTAL 4113%@ b

'f6t1i Ndmbeﬁ 'Q'"“‘:jf lw:.f_;ﬂ“ o . S oo .ul:ﬁ e
v T - g b8 7 poy AET7 O?/ ‘

-of Fooms. Over. . & o AR . g

sttlng ﬁllmwed T S , .
bmuad on site ar=a‘ thlE net de»eJmpwble *ﬂgﬂ'

I

NDLE""' ‘YCDVEFHQE in. FM Zones iﬂ
. -is used 1n detprmining denalty, ‘ e o . )
- ff?Fore=t EerV1ce Records =how that Emldm:ner s uaughtﬁr had,g._é at ﬁng/
g the tﬂnm the land & :hamge purchase was made,- : _ S ////;'
. . .\ : . . 4 . .
Land .area  for the ' FEFUVIJH Lodg=A taken ‘rnm a {9 7u
FLh*hugh/ cntt propmqa! swhdeh | dn*ﬁlied tDtnl =nd net’ Jeeelﬁpdble-

areaxs

.Dther acreage ’1¢qure=' were ‘takem from a:submittélf.b?-_qa%¥'
ﬁnderson babed on- 1n.0rmat¢on obt aiﬁed.$rmm-the forest Sﬁrviceﬂlg
is the For9=t 5erv¢ce perm¢t area, ‘no

Snmwpine gro:s a:r@age
e1mpdblen; 9 ie an es tzmdke.,f : _n-

=racord Was %ound mf net aew

'vEunLtJng rDDm +1guru= .*or bnowpmne do not qulte %it thl:l chdrt o
“due - te’ lits dorm1turv operations. Currantlyy SWprlna hm;_ R S
cdpnrity for 25 juegt in. the! paﬁt it -has had capacity for Lp- Yo v

5 guests. Assuming: dmuble ocuupancv.. thie. could ber =een a= the’,}’””

EQUIleEHt Df batween 1_.u ta 17 guest room S S

down to the nEdVEbt

a1l of . the abnve numbers have been’ rounded
the Base Fac151tle=

whole number @ requlrcd by the condltiona D
Zone. . . . .
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