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Members of the Planning Commission, presenters, and members of public, could attend by electronic means, using Zoom (phone or video).  
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To participate in Planning Commission meeting remotely, attendees joined the Zoom webinar:
https://summitcountyut.zoom.us/j/98189226475
 OR
To listen by phone only attendees dialed 1-669-900-9128 or 1-253-215-8782, Webinar ID: 98189226475

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:

John Kucera, Chair					Joel Fine
Bruce Carmichael, Co-Chair				Christopher Conabee
							Thomas Cooke
Tyann Mooney
DJ Hubler

PRESENT:

Peter Barnes, Planning & Zoning Administrator	Lynda Viti, Deputy Attorney
Patrick Putt, Community Development Director	Helen Strachan, Deputy Attorney
Ray Milliner, Principal Planner			Andy Jacobsen, Applicant
Amir Caus, AICP, Planner				Grady Kohler, Applicant
	Jim Huffman, Applicant
	Rich McDonald, Applicant
							John Simianer, Applicant
	Sean Steinman, Applicant
							Eve Furse, Clerk
Brian Craven, IT Specialist

The Commission was called to order at 4:33 P.M.  

Work Session (4:33 P.M.)

1. Work Session discussion regarding proposed amendments to Chapter 10-3-8 Service Commercial Zone to increase the maximum height limit from 32 feet to 45 feet and to reduce the required front yard setback from 30 feet to 20 feet and to amend Chapter 10-2-10 Use Table to make Dwelling Unit, Multi-Family a Low Impact use in the Service Commercial Zone. Andy Jacobsen, Applicant; Ray Milliner (4:33 P.M.)

Ray Milliner, Principal Planner, presented for discussion proposed amendments to Chapter 10-3-8 Service Commercial Zone to increase the maximum height limit from 32 feet to 45 feet and to reduce the required front yard setback from 30 feet to 20 feet and to amend Chapter 10-2-10 Use Table to make Dwelling Unit, Multi-Family a Low Impact use in the Service Commercial Zone. The applicants Grady Kohler and Andy Jacobsen provided the detail about why they were asking for the amendment. Commissioners asked questions and commented. Mr. Milliner, Mr. Kohler, and Mr. Jacobsen responded.

Break at 5:34 P.M.

Regular Session (6:00 P.M.)

1. Public input for items not on the agenda or pending applications.
	
Commission Chair Kucera opened the meeting for public input.  (6:00 P.M.)

No comments were offered.

Commission Chair Kucera closed the meeting to public input.  (6:02 P.M.)

2. Public hearing and possible action for a Conditional Use Permit for a Residential Treatment Facility at 241 West Highland Drive, Parcel PRE-12, Rural Residential Zone.  Jim Huffman, Applicant; Ray Milliner (6:03 P.M.)

Ray Milliner, Principal Planner, presented for public hearing and possible action a Conditional Use Permit for a Residential Treatment Facility at 241 West Highland Drive, Parcel PRE-12, Rural Residential Zone. The applicant, Jim Huffman, owner and CEO, and Rich McDonald, Executive Director of Wasatch Crest introduced themselves and the project. Lynda Viti, Civil Deputy Attorney, confirmed the legal protections for this type of use. Chair Kucera asked the applicant to respond to common questions posed in the public comments received prior to the hearing. Mr. Huffman and Mr. McDonald responded.

Commission Chair Kucera opened the meeting for public hearing.  (6:31 P.M.)

Theresa Hall (6:32 P.M.) lives across the street from the facility. She explained that the facility’s trash has been an issue for several years. She also expressed concerns about parking. There is not street parking in the neighborhood. She has lived there since 1994. The area was meant to be rural horse property. There is a chipping away of the neighborhood.

Kim Olson (6:35 P.M.) congratulated Mr. Huffman on his sobriety. The transition to sobriety is difficult. She questioned how the applicant will make sure residents’ friends get the message that they have changed their lifestyle and should not come around the facility. She wanted to know what the security will be. She also asked how the facility will address parents’ concerns about children at the bus stop that is in close proximity.

Carrie Thompson (6:37 P.M.) has lived on View Drive since 2011. Ms. Thompson works in the mental health field in admissions and is the mother of a 6-year-old. She is incredibly concerned about having a facility on her street. Her biggest concern is that it be well-run and well-managed. She explained that when people are in detox they are at the most vulnerable stage of their treatment. She asked how the applicant will manage discharges against medical advice from either level of care and wanted to know where such people will go. From the admissions standpoint, she wanted to know how the applicant will ensure, especially with detox clients, that the individuals do not have a violent history. It’s difficult to determine. She has concerns about doubling the number of beds from 16 to 32 in a space that doesn’t have outdoor grounds. Other facilities have more outdoor space. She asked how the applicant will support the parking and garbage. She wanted to know how citizens could keep the facility accountable to the members of the community. She asked if there could be a 6-month review period on the conditional use permit to make sure promises are kept. She asked the Commission to keep the bed number at 16. 

Sarah Provan (6:43 P.M.) is neighbor of Ms. Thompson’s and a member of the View Drive community. The programs are hugely different in Wasatch County as compared to a detox facility. She wanted to know what the clinical outcomes for the programs offered at this facility. She asked the Commission how do the neighbors could ensure that both the individuals served and the community is being taken care of. She asked for more information about the best of class outcomes. Ms. Provan would like to compare apples to apples—is it the same service, space, and ratios as the Wasatch County facility.

Scott Gordon (6:45 P.M.) spoke on his own behalf and on behalf of Belinda Adams. The have live directly behind the facility for 6 years. They are not opposed to facility. The size is intimidating. The staff report says this use complies with the neighborhood and general plan. He disagrees. Chapter 9 of the General Plan describes Highland Estates’ goal as preserving the existing residential character of the area. Doubling the size of the facility is moving in the wrong direction. Mr. Gordon pointed out inconsistencies in the staff report: the fencing is in a different spot than the report says. He asked what the ownership of the building is. KMA Holdings is listed as the owner, not Wasatch Crest. He wanted to know whether Wasatch Crest is a lease holder or is it the actual owner.

Jon Weinberg (6:48 P.M.) is a resident of Park Ridge Estates and lives at the top of the hill. He wanted to echo a lot of the concerns raised by others. He would like to understand more about how check in and check out will be managed and documented. He is interested in how code enforcement will be done. The County did not do it well in the past. He would like to see the applicant cover the cost of moving the bus stop if that is needed. He is in favor of treatment facilities, just not in this area. The ask to increase the space is too much. If they are adding parking spots, that takes away from landscaping and what was helping to blend the facility into the community.

Sean and Gina Lundstrom (6:52 P.M.) live up the street. We heard the same kind of statements from Beehive homes. They often didn’t see cars there. They question the level of care. They repeatedly called the County about garbage. They don’t know how all of this will fit in that parking lot. This would make sense for 16 people, not for 32. There is another facility a block and a half away for women. 32 patients in this facility would be an exploitation of the patients. Mr. Lundstrom supports quality of care and has worked in health care for thirty years. Ms. Lundstrom noted that the staff report says enforcement will be through fines, but they never saw that with Beehive. She asked if there is a cap on the number of drug rehab facilities per square mile. She wanted to know if there could be a conditional use on every corner.

Alicia Clark (6:56 P.M.) has lived directly across the street from facility for last 5 years. The last facility presented a major trash problem but otherwise was a good facility. She works in health care. 2-5 staff members to manage 32 people is too little to manage what could go on. There should be 1 staff for every 4 people. Before, there were no cars in the parking lot, and people were in the facility. She found that very concerning.

Natalie Stouffer (6:58 P.M.) thanked the Commission for having her on the call. She is a resident on Park Ridge Drive a couple of streets over. So many of her neighbors work in health care. Based on what has been shared, she sees a number of red flags popping up. The applicant says they have a well-run facility, but asked what the qualifiers for that are. She asked what the committee is looking at to determine whether this facility should be part of the community. She asked if the Commission is going to hire an independent investigator to look into other facilities run by the applicant, their financial statements, licenses, prior complaints/problems. There is a new owner, and the Commission needs to dig in and find out why. She asked whether the Commission would interview employees current and past. She stated that the County needed to get some things in writing like no sex offenders so there is no chance the use will change a year from now. 

Gina Kopcrak (7:03 P.M.) grew up on View Drive across from the facility. Her family is invested in this. When she was growing up they didn’t lock their car doors; they left their garage doors open. It was a really safe neighborhood. There is a huge difference between seniors living there and drug addicts living there. It would decrease the standard of living for everyone there. It’s not safe for kids. She wouldn’t want to live there because the center is full of volatile criminals. This is just a giant racket. The applicant wants to double the amount of inmates in an area with lots of children. There are areas that are more appropriate and more rural like Heber and Silver Creek, away from all of the families. She’s not insensitive to drug addicts but she doesn’t want them to destroy the standard of living and the homes. Kids should be able to be safe to play at night. She’s observed Drug Court before, and they expect that people will keep using drugs as part of their transition back into society. So the Commission is bringing drugs into the neighborhood if they approve this. Nobody wants this. 1-2 employees for 32 inmates is ridiculous.

Shaun Deutchlander (7:07 P.M.) lives up the street with husband and her and her 5-year old daughter. She agrees with her neighbors’ statements. Treatment facilities and inpatient facilities are an important part of the community. The physical space is wrong for this use. Ms. Thompson’s facility sits on 6 acres for 16 patients.  The Heber facility sits on 7 acres for 20 beds, this facility is 1.3 acres for the proposed 32 beds. The size of the lot is inconsistent with the industry as a whole and would like the Commission to look at that. She would love to have committee look at the privacy fencing. She asked if the Commission could set guidelines for the height of the privacy fence. If it is large and really protects the community from the facility that would be a gesture of good will to the community. The residents will be people in crisis; there will be emotional discord on the property. So physical barriers to protect the community from that would be good. She thanked Commission and said she really appreciated the process.

Sheila Kirst (7:11 P.M.) moved in to View Drive in December 2003. 10 years ago when the Beehive home was proposed it was a monstrosity. The problem then was the size and the quality of the facility. The neighbors brought that up, and the first planning commission rejected the proposal. The County Council, Council Member Claudia McMullin, said she didn’t care what the neighbors thought or felt. Council Member Chris Robinson did care and negotiated the facility down to 16 beds. There are 7 parking spots; she’s not sure where they are going to put additional spots because they bump up against the easement. Her son was addicted to heroin. He went into a treatment facility for 45 days it was not long enough. He relapsed within 30 days. She would not put her son in a facility in Park City where there is already enough of a drug problem. Her son relapsed and died in her house. His first drug purchase after detoxing was from someone he met at the relapse facility. She understands the problem personally and what this is. She would not have her child detox without a doctor in the facility. The facility being on a bus line where they can just walk out and connect with anyone is unacceptable. She asked the Commission not to take the easy road just because they don’t want to be sued, and it’s the law.

Chelsea Kirst (7:17 P.M.) found her brother when he overdosed. She lives with her parents. Before he overdosed, her brother went to rehab in another facility where they swore they don’t take any violent criminals. But he was beaten up by another patient who had several violent felonies. She is a victim of sexual assault and has a 2-year-old; she asked how the Commission can make her feel safe. She’s a recovering addict. She would like the community to ensure her and her son’s safety.

Vonda Barber (7:19 P.M.) stated that there was no reason to change the zoning and conditional use permits this close to a nice residential neighborhood. People bought here to have space between themselves and their neighbors. They appreciate having horses and wildlife. This type of use doesn’t belong in a neighborhood where kids are running around playing. This type of use belongs in a business district or medical district by the Sherriff’s department. They don’t have the water or traffic infrastructure to support the use. There is already too much traffic on Highland Drive. A senior center is more residential. 

Jamie Rifkin (7:21 P.M.) lives up the street from the Beehive Center with 2 kids, 10 and 15. She would like to say no to the size. She drove past the Wasatch Facility. It has a much bigger piece of property and can hold a lot of people. They have 14,500 sq. ft. on 7 acres, and neighbors have about 7 acres each. 1.3 acres, 9,500 sq. feet to put in 32 beds is too small to coexist. Her ten-year-old catches the bus at 6:45 a.m. in the dark. The building will need security cameras. She wants to make sure people won’t be parking on street and keeping neighborhood safe. It’s really about the size and number of people you are putting in there.

Kelly Miller (7:24 P.M.) lives on View Drive with her husband. She’s been in Park City since 1983 and at this location for 30 years. This proposal makes her sick. The continued degradation of the neighborhood makes her sick. She urges the Planning Commission to find a legal way to turn down the applicant

Doug MacIsaac (7:26 P.M.) attempted to comment but could not be heard.
	
Rebecca Benoit (7:27 P.M.) has lived in the neighborhood for 35-40 years. This would be the 4th facility in two miles on Highland Drive. Enough is enough. This is degrading our community. This is not the place. There must be a more suitable location. The bus has been stopped on Highland drive, so she’s not sure why people think there is bus service.

Katherine Boren (7:29 P.M.) just bought a house on View Drive and is moving there with 6 year old, 4 year old, and 1 year old. Most of the community is of the same mind as she is. Her husband used to work for a company that did billing for a place like this. Most of his coworkers were recovering addicts. These were the great success stories. All kinds of crazy stuff happened all the time. Bad stuff is going to happen if you get together 32 people who are at this early stage in the process. If there is a recourse, it is a terrible thing to have on a street with little kids.

Dryer Hernandez (7:31 P.M.) is Ms. Boren’s husband, but didn’t have anything to add.

Phyllis Raskin-Hadley (7:32 P.M.) lives at the end of Old Ranch Rd., and her daughter and granddaughter live on view drive. Speaking as a mental health professional, she doesn’t think this is an appropriate setting for that many people who are at this critical stage of treatment. It is very difficult to control and predict what will happen during these periods. Speaking on behalf of the patients, even 16 people mixed in this space is too many. The grounds are so small; there is no opportunity to take a walk unless you are walking down View Drive or Highland Drive. As a mental health professional, she is concerned about what this does to the community of patients.

Ryan Moore & Sam Imrie (7:34 P.M.) live on View Dr. and agree with what all of the neighbors have said regarding parking, trash, acreage, and square feet. She thanked the owner Wasatch Crest. She is the daughter of an addict. Not everyone succeeds. Our community has a bit of an alcohol and drug program. Ms. Imrie works at the hospital. Detox patients are very sick. The hospital has considered having a detox facility, but staffing is a problem. A 1 to 1 staff ratio is necessary for medical detox at hospital. There could be ambulances coming up and down the street all night long. Detox can vary depending on patient. She asked if these people need medical detox. Mr. Moore’s Grandmother spent time at the Beehive facility, and he visited her. The number of people they are trying to cram in there wouldn’t be good for the patients. It sounds very lucrative. Having spent time there, 32 people is way too many. This is a great community and a great street. There would be less than 200 sq. ft. per patient. 

Commission Chair Kucera closed the meeting to public hearing.  (7:38 P.M.)

Ray Milliner recommended taking more time to allow the applicant to respond to the questions raised. The County can impose some conditions of approval. If conditions are violated, the County relies on the Community to report the violations. The enforcement officer looks into it. The operator can remediate it. If they don’t, the CUP can be revoked. 

Mr. Huffman responded stating they have locking doors and security cameras. They focus on knowing where their patients are and how they are. That’s good for their business. When people leave, they take them to a safe location of their choosing. They don’t just leave them. One wing will be like hospital rooms with two beds per room and some common areas. The people aren’t that active at this stage of their recovery. The other wing will be for people who will likely be out during the day at jobs and education. They will take their clients out for structured activities off campus. They get better treatment and better outcomes through shared spaces. They tend to say no to people who want private rooms. It helps build bonds and connections to share a room. It is not in their best interest to run an unprofessional operation.

Commission Chair Kucera asked for the Commission to do an onsite visit. The Commissioners each set forth their concerns.

Commissioner Carmichael moved to continue the hearing on the Conditional Use Permit to a date uncertain.  Commissioner Mooney second the motion; all voted in favor (7-0) (8:12 P.M.)

The Commission took a five minute break.
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3. Public hearing and possible action regarding the Pinebrook Townhomes Rezone and Conditional Use Permit for a 22-unit townhome project on Parcel PP-43-A-7 (1.11 acres), located at 3085 Pinebrook Road, Pinebrook, Summit County, Utah.  John Simianer, Applicant; Amir Caus (8:17 P.M.)
Amir Caus, AICP, Planner, presented for public hearing and possible action the Pinebrook Townhomes Rezone and Conditional Use Permit for a 22-unit townhome project on Parcel PP-43-A-7 (1.11 acres), located at 3085 Pinebrook Road.
The applicant Resonance Ventures, through Sean Steinman, provided an overview of their proposal. (8:31 P.M.)
Commission Chair Kucera opened the meeting for public hearing.  (8:49 P.M.)

Lenore Karafa (8:49 P.M.) is a future resident of Jeremy Ranch and now lives about a mile from this project at the base of the Canyons. The community should speak out for affordable housing. She thanked Mr. Caus for a great presentation. She is grateful to the developer for providing an affordable housing project and felt his presentation ameliorated her concerns about the project. It could use a little tweaking around density and traffic control. She asked the community to think about trying to shut down the development completely. The community is looking for housing for their policemen and teachers.

Kathy McMann (8:53 P.M.) is with the Elk Run Community on the HOA board. Rezoning the tennis court parcel from rural commercial to community commercial will burden and completely change the community. Ms. McMann is an educator. It does not protect the community of long-term residences. It is a high-density project across from three schools and businesses. She set forth concerns about traffic safety. They have a video but can’t show it unfortunately. She expressed concerns about water availability. The developer bought the property knowing the zoning and had no intention of developing the property under those conditions.

Jeff Friedrichs (8:56 P.M.) lives on Fawn Dr.  Mr. Simon worked with the experts but didn’t work with the neighbors. His 15 unit per acre doesn’t make sense. The depictions of the property by the developer are misleading. Mr. Friedrichs opposes the zoning based on the current proposed plan. This project at this density will stick out like a sore thumb. There is a three bedroom unit near him rented out for seasonal workers. He’s not sure how many people were living there. Rooms were divided by sheets. Two truck loads were needed to remove all of the garbage. He urged the Council to require onsite management to deal with the issues caused by having this kind of density. The code doesn’t adequately address parking for such a place. People from Silver Creek Village have to get offsite storage to have a second car. Look at the parking on Bitner Road in front of Canyon Cr Club and the Liberty Peak residents regularly park on Overland Drive. The excess parking will be burdensome to the neighborhood. Maybe it needs an underground garage. 

Karen Ballash (8:59 P.M.) lived in just under 1000 sq. ft. housing for two years elsewhere. People want to go outside when that’s all they have. There is insufficient parking, sidewalks, and dumpsters. These people will not have access to the Ranch Condominium’s land or Elk Run 104 because it is private. The County cannot force these people on to the Master Association’s trails that the community pays a special fee for every year to use and maintain because it is private. She asked whether the County is planning on becoming a housing authority and who would handle parking issues when there is no street parking November through May. There is no rental agent or property manager planned for the site. A minimum 90-day rental is just perfect for ski season. The units should require a yearly rental agreement. The County does not have an obligation to provide housing for the ski resorts. This doesn’t sound like housing for teachers, police or firefighters who will live and work in our community. The “street” only provides one-way access with no transition, so residents will be backing up from their garages straight on to the street. That will be bad for children, pedestrians, and other cars. She asked whether traffic will just stop when people are moving in or out. This project needs a traffic study before it proceeds. The lighting proposed for safety is inconsistent with the dark sky initiatives. Residents claim that the tennis courts are a liability. Then the County has been negligent for years in not enforcing code. Her neighbors would choose the tennis court. This rezone will be a burden.

Gary Dalton (9:03 P.M.) is an HOA 4 Elk Run area representative. A tenet of the Snyderville Basin General Plan is to protect the character of existing neighborhoods. This proposal is not in keeping with the plan. The owner/developer knew what the existing requirements were when it purchased the land—a 1 acre parcel. The zoning is rural residential, with a density of one home/20 acres. The property is in the middle of a development with approximately 7 units per acre. The developer has not provided a single plan that would develop the lot using existing developments. These neighborhoods are among the most affordable in western county, do not include mega mansions or starter mansions, and are single owner units. The developer’s request to put 22 units on a single acre for short to medium rental is a change to character of the community and need a zoning change. Spot zoning is banned by law. The developer is attempting to skirt the law in the name of affordable housing. He is not against affordable housing but is against lawlessness. The developer has attempted to stifle public comment by withhold critical information about the development from the public.

Larry Ballash (9:06 P.M.) lives in lower Pinebrook. He asked if this project goes through, who will own the physical assets. He wanted to know if Summit County will be involved in ownership. If there is significant turnover in tenants and the projects begins to experience losses, who is going to make up those losses. He wanted to know whether it will be the County and will it ultimately impact their real estate taxes. He asked if the tenants be expected to provide HUD or VA vouchers.

Renee Camerota (9:08 P.M.) lives in the Elk Run area. She talked with a number of onsite affordable housing managers. HUD responsibility requires a lot of documentation. Going all the way down to 30% of AMI is likely going to require a lot of HUD involvement. The most similar development is the housing behind the factory outlets—the Liberty development. They have 1 garage per unit, but in front of their one car garage door they have a mini-driveway. In that driveway there are big pickup trucks, work trucks. They can’t fit into a garage. The driveway allows for some overrun. A 1 bedroom unit is likely to have 2 adults living in it with two cars. The trucks will overflow into the 6 visitor spaces. Without a little bit of space in front of these garages, they open right on to a fire lane. There is no parking in a fire lane. She asked what is going to happen to all of these cars. They will park on Pinebrook Road. The proposed plan is very bad. There should not be parking on Pinebrook Road because of the County’s bad planning. There is no parking on County streets between November and April. People will get towed. The schools across the street fill up the roads with parents picking up children from school as shown in videos and pictures. The proposal is short sighted, wrong. There are way too many condos without a plan for parking. The snow bank will at least give the kids from the condos a place to play. These changes should not be a rezone for this development. There’s going to be lots of problems if this goes through.

Christopher Barnes (on Zoom) (9:15 P.M.) He appreciates everyone’s time and what the neighbors have said. He is a 25-year resident. He purchased in Fawn Grove and loves it there. He is most concerned that the density is atrocious. It is designed only for the profit of the developer. Affordable housing can be done at a more reasonable density. The density is a dilution of livability of community over all. While researching best interests of community, the developer didn’t talk to anyone in community. It is a money grab. We want Park City to be livable for everybody. Overbuilding continues to lessen the quality of life in Park City.

Arch Wright (on Zoom) (9:18 P.M.) He and his wife own the first home on the corner of Fawn Dr. and look directly out at the school and lower Pinebrook Rd. They have lived in the home from 6 yrs. They look right out on this development. Given relatively small garages for these small units, the garages will likely be stuffed with storage. Mr. Wright was a developer and is now a mental health conselor now. The limited driveway space in front of each unit with relatively no overflow parking will result in tons of cars parked out on Pinebrook Dr. Residents won’t know about the prohibition on parking on county roads in the winter. There will be disastrous daytime congestion because snow plows will just bury cars in. Why not remove some of the buildings. The developer will still make money and allow overflow parking for the number of units like 10-15 spots. They could easily have 45 people living in these units. They could have as many cars.

William Barry (on Zoom) (9:21 P.M.) thanked Commission members and the applicant. He is a member of Elk Run 2 HOA. A number of the pictures of the development in the presentation showed his home, which is extremely close to the south side of the development. The HOA sent a letter from its attorney to the Commission. He lives on Fawn Drive adjacent to the South of the development. He is not opposed to property being developed as affordable housing or otherwise. He acknowledged that the current state is an eyesore. But the current proposal is unacceptable. 22 units on 1. Acres, 20 units/acre is out of line with the surrounding area. Most of the surrounding developments have 6-8 units per acre, with the exception of the Ranch Condos which are 10 units/acre. This would be double the most dense existing development in the neighborhood. The need for affordable housing has been cited as the countervailing public interest. However, the obligation for the rezone is that it will not be overly burdensome on the local community. As proposed, the development would be burdensome because of traffic and parking. Mr. Barry recognizes that the proposed plan meets the bare minimum for parking, but that amount of parking would be disastrous for the neighborhood. Park City Day school is directly across the street. It is a traffic area already in the morning and afternoon with drop off and pick up. They have video evidence of this. It turns the road into one-way traffic at certain times. This creates a dangerous situation for the children. There is no other space for parking. If the parking is insufficient, residents and visitors will street park anyway interfering with snow removal and causing increased street traffic. Mr. Barry is concerned that the existing proposal would use traffic spaces for additional snow. The lack of onsite management along with the 90-day occupancy period leads him to believe that overoccupancy of these units will be the norm and will compound all the problems already discussed. The development as proposed would be overly burdensome to the community. He asked the Commission to deny the rezoning.

Kim Olson (on Zoom) (9:28 P.M.) serves on the board for Horse Thief Canyon. She works locally and understands the need for housing. She lives on Mustang Loop and her home backs up on this property. She doesn’t believe she needs the additional people in her yard and traffic through her yard. Pinebrook is an established neighborhood. The lot is not an abandoned tennis court. It is actually a home to wildlife in the neighborhood. Several families have lived there and numerous babies have been raised there. The developer knew the zoning when they bought it. If the County rezones every tract of land for developers it will ruin the neighborhoods. She did her own math about parking. Estimated 46 spaces per cars. The minimum amount of cars with 5-3 bedrooms, 9-2 bedrooms, and 5-1 bedrooms would be 48 spots. In addition to that you could count on an additional 2-3 cars per unit which would equal 66-77 cars. Her other main concern is about fires in the neighborhood. She wondered how will this pull from the resources needed to fight fires. Park City Day School will become overflow parking which will probably not be ok with them.

Todd Olson (on Zoom) (9:31 P.M.) lives on Mustang Loop. Horse Thief Canyon already has a problem with strangers making a pathway through the neighborhood green space to public transit. The public transit is only 500 ft in either direction down to Kilby Rd., but still it will need a plan to address foot traffic through other neighborhoods. It is already disconcerting to have strangers walking through their yards and green space. People from other neighborhoods walk their dogs there; strangers defecate there. It’s already an issue. With 70 additional residents, it will get much, much worse. 

Kathryn Anderson (on Zoom) (9:34 P.M.) attempted to speak but could not be heard.

Mike Elberts (on Zoom) (9:34 P.M.) is a homeowner in Elk Run HOA on Fawn Drive. He echoed Mike Barry’s comments. There is a moose and her offspring who live in the area. They frequent the easement between Elk Run and the proposed development area. They often bed down on this property and move through it frequently and would be impacted by the development.

Lee Johnson (on Zoom) (9:36 P.M.) lives in Elk Run. She agrees with William Barry and Gary Dalton. It is important for Commissioners to realize that protecting the existing character of the neighborhood is very important to the neighborhood. That could be done if the developer scaled back on the density. The density calculations by the developer were misleading. He said that if the density in front of the building were included, his density would come down to 15 units per acre. In that case, the Commission would also have to consider the green space in Elk Run, which would take the density from 7 units per acre to 4-5. It’s all relative. If there are 41 bedrooms its safe to estimate 2 people per bedroom particularly with affordable housing and short-term rental. This is probably a minimum of 82 people on 1.1 acres. She hopes that will give the Commission pause. She agrees with the driveway issue. She encouraged the Commissioners to take a walk through the neighborhood. There is wonderful overflow parking for everyone. They are not wide streets. There are lots of little kids. It’s important to keep the streets open. Additionally, these building will cast shadows on the other buildings. That would be a real change in the character of the neighborhood. She asked if the developer will be chopping down trees to do this. What a shame. She asked if the developer is going to be required to pay Pinebrook Association dues so they can use Pinebrook Park. 

Tim Ramsey (on Zoom) (9:42 P.M.) is the President of the homeowners’ association at the Ranch House. As to parking and snow removal-their development has 32 units with 60 garage spaces, 60 driveway spaces, and 28 guest spaces. In the winter the association uses roughly ¼ of guest parking spaces for snow removal. They will have problems getting rid of their snow. His development has15-20 ft. high three stalls wide and goes back into open space. Unless the developer plans to haul off snow 2x week, they won’t be able to deal with it. Routinely, their overflow parking spaces are full. They are full of residents not guests. Their math won’t work. He is very concerned with the height of the units and setbacks. This development is right up against buildings without regard to community.

Tamara Hill (on Zoom) (9:47 P.M.) lives on Mustang Loop Rd. in Horse Thief Canyon. They share the concerns of others. She thinks there could be a compromise where the developer matches the current density of the housing in the neighborhood.

Joe Newcomb (on Zoom) (9:49 P.M.) spoke in favor of the development. He lives in Brick Hollow Loop. They all live in townhouses and apartments here. It is fine. It is fairly dense. Next door is Pine Creek Condos and beyond that Elk Meadows affordable housing complex. These people are his neighbors; his kids go to school with them; they trick or treat together and go to barbeques. It’s all fine. They don’t have traffic problems; they don’t have snow removal problems. It’s all ok. Some folks in Elk Run don’t want affordable housing going in next to them. These are human beings who deserve to live in this neighborhood. He’s been embarrassed to hear some of the comments skirting this issue. Property values will not be adversely impacted. There is a severe housing crisis.

Commission Chair Kucera closed public comment. (9:52 P.M.)

Commission Chair Kucera inquired about the process going forward, and Mr. Caus clarified that. The Commissioners provided their brief comments about what they heard. 

Commissioner Conabee moved to propose a negative recommendation denying the application to rezone and for a special use permit. Commissioner Fine seconded the motion; all voted in favor (7-0). (10:01 P.M.)


4. Approval of Minutes dated March 8, 2022 and March 22, 2022 (10:02 P.M.)

Commissioner Cooke had a couple corrections to the March 8, 2022 minutes.

Commissioner Cooke moved to approve the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated March 8, 2022 with changes. Commissioner Carmichael seconded the motion; all voted in favor (7-0). (10:04 P.M.)

Commission Chair Kucera had a couple corrections to the March 22, 2022 minutes.

Commissioner Carmichael moved to approve the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated March 22, 2022 with changes. Commissioner Fine seconded the motion; all voted in favor (5-0 with Commissioners Hubler and Cooke Abstaining). (10:05 P.M.)


Director Items (10:06 P.M.)

Patrick Putt, Community Development Director, told the Commissioners there are 3 items on the regular May 5 agenda and 1 work session item for a new specially planned area for the Texaco site off of I-80 on 224. Right now the May 24 meeting is open.  


Commission Chair Kucera adjourned the meeting at 10:07 P.M.



___________________________		______________________________
John Kucera, Chair				Eve Furse, Clerk
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