PARK CITY

PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

November 16, 2023

The Council of Park City, Utah, will hold its regular meeting in person at the Marsac Municipal Building,

City Council Chambers, at 445 Marsac Avenue, Park City, Utah 84060. Meetings will also be available
online with options to listen, watch, or participate virtually.

CLOSED SESSION - 3:15 p.m.

The Council may consider a motion to enter into a closed session for specific purposes allowed
under the Open and Public Meetings Act (Utah Code § 52-4-205), including to discuss the
purchase, exchange, lease, or sale of real property; litigation; the character, competence, or
fithess of an individual; for attorney-client communications (Utah Code section 78B-1-137); or
any other lawful purpose.

WORK SESSION
3:45 p.m. - Emerging Disruptors Study Update
4:45 p.m. Childcare Scholarship Program
5:15 p.m. - Break
REGULAR MEETING - 5:30 p.m.
I ROLL CALL

Il. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF
Council Questions and Comments

Staff Communications Reports

1. Procurement Update

2. August Sales Tax and Budget Monitoring

3. Sundance Transportation Plan 2024

4. Community Engagement Quarterly Update
lll.  PUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON THE AGENDA)
IV. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES

1. Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from October 26, 2023
V. CONSENT AGENDA

1. Request to Adopt the Proposed Childcare Benefit for all Full-Time Municipal Employees
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2. Request to Approve a Contract for State Lobbying Services, in a Form Approved by the
City Attorney, with Consult-LEC, LLC (David Stewart) for $100,800 Per Year through
December 31, 2025

3. Request to Approve a Contract for Federal Lobbying Services, in a Form Approved by the
City Attorney, with Barker Leavitt for $109,478 Per Year through November 1, 2026

4, Request to Approve Resolution 20-2023, a Resolution Declaring November 25, 2023, as
“Small Business Saturday” in Park City, Utah

VI. OLD BUSINESS

1. Consideration of Deer Valley Development Company's Petition for the City to Vacate
Portions of Right-Of-Way on Deer Valley Drive West and South, and to Dedicate Doe Pass
Road to the City, as Part of the Snow Park Village Base Area Master Planned
Development and Subdivision Application.
(A) Public Hearing (B) Continue to November 30, 2023

VIl. NEW BUSINESS

1. Consideration to Approve the Funding Recommendations for the FY24-25 DEI and Mental
Health Special Service Contracts
(A) Public Input (B) Action

2. Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2023-52, an Ordinance Approving the 902
Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment, Located at 902 Woodside Avenue, Summit County,
Park City, Utah
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action

3. Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2023-53, an Ordinance Amending Land
Management Code Section 15-5-5(N) Landscaping and Section 15-15-1 Definitions
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action

4, Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2023-54, an Ordinance Approving the North
Norfolk Plat Amendment Amending the Knudson Subdivision and Parcel SA-200, and Re-
Subdividing the Vacant Lots into Four Lots to Allow Four Single-Family Dwellings.

(A) Public Hearing (B) Action

VIIl. ADJOURNMENT
A majority of City Council members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will be
announced by the Mayor. City business will not be conducted. Pursuant to the Americans with

Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the City
Recorder at 435-615-5007 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

*Parking is available at no charge for Council meeting attendees who park in the China Bridge
parking structure.
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PARK CITY |

City Council
Staff Communications Report

Subject: Emerging Disruptor Task Force: Future Transportation Study
Author: Hannah Pack, Transportation Planner

Department: Transportation Planning

Date: November 16, 2023

Type of Iltem: Work Session

Summary

This work session will provide the Council with an update on the Emerging Disruptors
Task Force and Study, and request feedback and input on potential next steps. Park
City’s Transportation Team and Brent Crowther (Project Manager, Kimley-Horn) will
facilitate a policy discussion.

In May 2023, Mayor Worel convened a Stakeholder Committee to assess and screen
transformative transportation solutions. No project or concept was off-limits due to
scope, cost, or previous analysis. This report contains background information,
recommendations, and direction for future evaluation. A final report incorporating the
Council’s input is expected by the end of the year.

Background

In 2021, Park City was awarded an $80,000 grant from the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT), alongside a $50,000 local match, to study emerging
technologies and disruptive ideas. At the March 31, 2022, Council meeting, an initial
“disruptive ideas list” was presented in response to growing community calls for
innovation in our transportation systems and infrastructure. The City Council received
an update from the Stakeholders during its September Retreat.

The Stakeholders include:

e Casey Christ, PC Resident e Caroline Rodriguez, High Valley
e Josh Finken, PC Resident Transit
e Christine Hesse, PC Resident e Victoria Schlaepfer, Deer Valley
e Herve Lavenant, PC Resident e Henry Sigg, Planning Commission
e Tarra McDonald, PC Mountain e Peter Tomai, PC Resident
o Steven Yevoli, PC Resident
Analysis

The Stakeholders ranked and selected eight topics from a list of seventeen to hold
individual workshops. The proposed next steps are considerations for the Council to
reflect on and provide feedback.

Recommended Continuation
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Priority Transportation Topics

SLC International Airport Connections | Begin discussions with relevant stakeholders and
identify a regional champion for transit service and

funding
Aerial Gondolas Evaluate alignments between nodes that have a
competitive advantage over existing travel corridors
Underground Transportation The Boring Company (TBC) or other provider
Tunneling conducts feasibility analysis with a social equity
parameter
Coordination with Regional Partners
Dedicated Bus/HOV Lanes Explore opportunities to repurpose travel lanes to
transit-only lanes/shoulders
Reversible Arterial Flex Lanes Pursue coordination with UDOT on gateway
corridors
Passenger Rail Support coordinated efforts to advance regional rail

considerations

Lower Transportation Priority

Vehicle-Free/Restricted Zones Support mechanisms to improve the pedestrian
environment of Main Street
One-Way Loop Concept Consider pilot in winter temporary operations, but do

not support year-round implementation

The Stakeholder Committee endorsed some topics that ultimately fell short of meeting
the criteria set by the group. These are summarized below.

Topics Not Selected for Workshops

Topic Decision Factors

Local and Regional Transit Enhancements Noted the City should support regional transit
partners where applicable, but this did not
meet considerations of the Committee

Intelligent Transportation Systems Noted the City should advance where
applicable and support UDOT and other
partners but this did not meet considerations
of the Committee

Land Use Policy Recommended working with Planning to
advance transportation goals in land use
policies and regulation

Active Parking Management Noted the City should advance current
parking policy but it did not meet
considerations of the Committee

Congestion Pricing and Tolling The City should work with UDOT to explore
options but noted concerns about equity
Mobility on Demand Did not meet the considerations of the
Committee
2
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Smart Corridors and Connected Vehicles Technology advancements are continuous
but rely on UDOT research and fell beyond
the time horizon of the Committee’s focus

E-Bike and EV Public Charging Did not meet the considerations of the
Committee

Curbside Management Did not meet the considerations of the
Committee

For each workshop, the content included a brief background, national subject experts,
and real-world examples of major infrastructure improvements from other cities and
towns. Comprehensive notes of each workshop are found in Exhibit A and Exhibit B.

Stakeholder Committee Recommendations

The following are meeting summaries and recommendations:

1. Dedicated Bus/HOV Lanes - July 20, 2023

Stakeholders focused on introducing new transit-only or high occupancy vehicle (HOV)
lanes in Park City and extending the SR-224 bus rapid transit (BRT) dedicated bus
lanes to the Old Town Transit Center. The Stakeholders recommend that day visitors
and commuters be diverted to conveniently located capture and intercept lots near
freeway exits, and the BRT should have convenient access points for local residents.

Stakeholder Committee Recommendation:

e The Stakeholders recommend advancing transit-only lanes if feasible without
significant right-of-way expansion. Some Stakeholders felt that reversible flex
lanes provide the most practical opportunity for near-term transit-only lanes. The
Stakeholders seek more information on the time savings that transit-only lanes
would provide, given several pinch-points at key intersections.

e The Stakeholders only support transit-only lanes if accomplished within existing
travel lanes and shoulders.

2. One-Way Loop Concept — July 27, 2023

The Stakeholders discussed a major one-way concept, or a counter-clockwise traffic
pattern, that would convert Kearns Boulevard, SR-224, and Bonanza Drive into a large
one-way traffic loop. This concept could improve traffic flows on Park City’s primary
corridors and most congested intersections, and potentially provide transit-only lanes. It
would also drastically change local travel patterns, and impact local residents and
businesses.

Stakeholder Committee Recommendation:

¢ While the Stakeholders recognized the peak traffic benefits, they did not believe
it would be compelling enough to warrant year-round implementation.

e Some Stakeholders supported a two-week pilot program. However, given the
amount of infrastructure adjustments, education, and coordination, most did not
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support a pilot program.

3. Aerial Gondolas — August 21, 2023

The Stakeholders reviewed background information on previous studies regarding a
gondola transportation system and routing options. The Committee reviewed gondola
systems in other cities, including Telluride, CO, and Portland, OR. In other locations,
each end of the gondola system was activated with a desirable and mixed-use
development.

Stakeholder Committee Recommendation:

e The Stakeholders recommend exploring potential gondola alignments that
connect major nodes and are more competitive than automobile travel times.
Exploring routes outside of existing transportation corridors could also minimize
impacts on existing structures, including homes, and be more efficient.

e The Stakeholders recommend exploring funding gondolas through public-private
partnerships.

e Some Stakeholders were concerned that direct access could be an economic
disadvantage to other areas of town, and future consideration must integrate
gondolas within a larger transit network and with multiple access points.

4. Passenger Rail — August 30, 2023

The Stakeholders considered the potential impacts and feasibility of bringing rail to Park
City, including different systems such as light rail, street cars, elevated rail, and
commuter (heavy) rail. The Stakeholders emphasized a need for a transportation
network beyond cars, including rail, but had concerns about price, ROW impacts,
community compatibility, and seamless connections.

Stakeholder Committee Recommendation:

e The Stakeholders felt Park City should not be the leader in bringing passenger
rail to the Wasatch Back but should support regional efforts. The Stakeholders
recommend advancing conversations with regional partners to bring regional rail
to the perimeter of Park City to integrate with Park City’s transit network.

e The Stakeholders do not support a Park City internal-only rail system.

5. Salt Lake City International Airport Connections — September 6, 2023

The Stakeholders explored several models to connect Park City to the Salt Lake City
International Airport (SLC Airport). Due to ongoing regional transit coordination between
High Valley Transit (HVT) and UTA, general-purpose transit connections between Salt
Lake County and Park City were not discussed in this workshop. Instead, Stakeholders
explored how systems in Colorado ski towns, including the Landline and United Airlines
partnership and the Epic Mountain Express, might work in Park City.

Stakeholder Committee Recommendation:
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e The Stakeholders recommend advancing a high-capacity shuttle from the SLC
Airport to Park City by engaging with stakeholders and identifying partnerships.

e The Stakeholders believe this is a feasible and potentially low-cost investment
that would benefit multiple stakeholders, including locals, visitors, airlines, and
hotels.

e The Stakeholders noted that providing safe and secure capture lots with
overnight parking and transit access will also be key to making shuttles attractive
to Park City residents.

6. Reversible Arterial Flex Lanes — September 12, 2023

The Stakeholders discussed reversible flex lanes on Park City’s corridors to help
improve traffic flows in and out of town. Reversible lanes create more efficient traffic
patterns by increasing capacity in one direction while reducing it in the other, depending
on travel patterns. For example, these lanes might increase capacity into town during
morning peak hours and out of town during the evenings.

Stakeholder Committee Recommendation:

e The Stakeholders recommend advancing flex lanes in Park City if it includes
transit improvements.

e The Stakeholders recommend traffic modeling to determine if reversible lanes
reduce travel times and congestion on different road segments, including
Bonanza Drive, SR-248, and SR-224 (Deer Valley Drive).

7. Vehicle-Free/Restricted Zones — September 18, 2023

The Stakeholders assessed vehicle-free streets in Park City. Unlike the other
workshops, the Stakeholders recognized that this topic focused less on improving travel
conditions and more on placemaking, pedestrian safety, and boosting economic
opportunity. Examples of other vehicle-restricted streets were evaluated, including 8™
Street in Boise, ID, and the Charlottesville Mall in Virginia.

Stakeholder Committee Recommendation:

e The Stakeholders recommend advancing pedestrian prioritization concepts on
Main Street, coupled with improved transportation options to Main Street,
replacing on-street parking with more parking in secondary locations, and
considerable community and business district engagement.

e The Stakeholders recommend considering additional pedestrian priority zones
throughout town, including near the ski resorts and in the Bonanza Park area.

e The Stakeholders recommend vehicle restrictions to include a safety and
circulation plan that accommodates those with mobility disabilities, emergency
vehicles, and deliveries.

8. Underground Transportation Tunneling — October 3, 2023

The Stakeholders heard a presentation by The Boring Company (TBC), known for their
work on the Vegas Loop. The concept requires deep boring to create underground
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tunnels with a 12-foot radius. In Las Vegas, TBC operates an underground network of
electric vehicles with stations at destinations near the Vegas Convention Center. The
privately operated tunnel only allows their vehicles access, thereby bypassing the traffic
above ground and providing direct access to their destination.

Stakeholder Committee Recommendation:

¢ The Stakeholders recommend advancing conversations with TBC, or other
providers, to conduct a feasibility study regarding tunnels in mountain terrain with
a mining history. Ideally, TBC or another provider would fund the study.

e Advancing tunnel concepts should include the ability to move significant users
during peak seasons and special events. Other uses could be explored during
off-peak times.

e The Stakeholders recommend further exploration of funding strategies and noted
that TBC is not the only company constructing similar tunnels.

Conclusion

The Stakeholders recommended advancing several ideas that have the potential to
reduce traffic congestion and support a more sustainable transportation future for Park
City. Transportation Planning seeks further feedback from the City Council on the
Emerging Disruptors process prior to the final report, which is expected by the end of
the year.

Exhibits

A - Workshop Summaries
B - Workshop Discussion Notes
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Emerging Disruptors Workshop Summaries

Dedicated Bus/HOV Lanes - July 20, 2023

Some Stakeholders noted that removing buses from mixed-flow traffic would
significantly improve travel times for BRT thereby increasing ridership. The
Stakeholder Committee also considered whether the BRT line should extend directly to
each ski resort.

The Committee briefly discussed separate dedicated high-occupancy vehicle (HOV)
lanes and stated concerns with equity, enforcement, and potential negative impacts for
local residents.

One-Way Loop Concept — July 27, 2023

The Stakeholders supported the simplification of traffic signal phasing, adding
directional roadway capacity, and reducing congestion at the SR-224 and Kearns
Boulevard intersection. The concept could also accommodate dedicated transit without
right-of-way (ROW) expansions.

However, there was concern that the One-Way Loop would not provide significant
benefits year-round and that it would negatively impact businesses and residents.
Locals may not experience day-to-day benefits, while visitors would experience
decreased congestion into and out of Old Town and transit and bike prioritization.
There were also concerns about increased vehicle miles traveled despite reduced
congestion, access to Fresh Market, and increased travel times to the hospital. The
Stakeholders also acknowledged that the One-Way Loop would not likely decrease
the number of cars entering Park City and may result in many residents being in favor
and strongly opposed to such a major change.

The Committee noted the potential of gaining a dedicated transit lane in the loop was
very compelling. The improved level of service at congested intersections and
improved transit travel times to key destinations, especially during peak periods of
congestion, were attractive.

The Committee agreed that the One-Way Loop was disruptive and may change
regional traffic patterns, including diverting more traffic away from Kimball Junction
and towards US-40. Given the current efforts on the Bonanza Park Small Area Plan,
future studies of the One-Way Loop should consider potential land use and travel
pattern changes.

Aerial Gondolas — August 21, 2023

The Committee expressed a desire to eliminate, rather than shift, traffic in Park City and
expressed concern that the prior gondola network concepts would not sufficiently
disrupt traffic. The gondola systems often travel slower than vehicles, and to make it an
attractive alternative to a personal vehicle, gondolas would need to provide direct
access to major destinations rather than following existing roadways.
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The Committee also noted that the impacts on existing structures due to tight space
requirements and logistical constraints would present considerable challenges.
However, gondolas have the benefit of verticality that can allow for creative routing.

The Stakeholder Committee liked the positive environmental impacts that gondolas
have over automobiles and emphasized that gondolas will complement our transit
system. Gondolas may also be more attractive to out-of-town visitors than buses.
However, the City should consider whether investment in gondolas for in-town travel is
effective, given that in-town travel is not the primary traffic source.

Passenger Rail — August 30, 2023

The Stakeholders felt that an in-town rail concept should depend on the City’s growth-
trajectory and land-use goals. Often, investments in rail are facilitators of economic and
population growth. The Stakeholder Committee noted that rail stations must be strategic
and align with the City’s growth-oriented goals, which are often framed as growth-
reduction strategies. However, given the expected growth in Park City and Summit
County, investment in rail may provide additional advantages to prepare for the future.
The Committee was skeptical about a Park City internal-only rail system and saw more
benefit to connect to neighboring communities and existing rail systems, such as Utah
Transit Authority (UTA) routes.

Salt Lake City International Airport Connections — September 6, 2023

The Committee noted that many vehicles on our gateway corridors originate at the SLC
Airport, and visitors rent cars to journey from the airport to Park City. Other visitors
utilize hotel or private vehicles, which the Stakeholder Committee noted are not as
environmentally friendly as higher-capacity vehicles. A common theme emerged to
incentivize other forms of transportation; we require seamless and frictionless additional
transportation options.

The Stakeholder Committee proposed a high-capacity shuttle system from the SLC
Airport to a mobility hub in Park City. Once visitors arrived, hotel shuttles or PC Transit
would take guests to their destination. Stakeholders recommended frictionless vehicle
transfers, avoiding bag-handling, much like flight transfers. The Committee noted that
Park City locals would also find this system attractive as they would not need to park
their vehicle at the airport or pay costly private shuttle fees. A high-capacity shuttle
service would also be more equitable by providing a low-cost transportation option while
making Park City a more attractive destination.

Reversible Arterial Flex Lanes — September 12, 2023

The Stakeholder Committee discussed reversible flex lanes on Park City’s corridors to
help improve traffic flows in and out of town. Reversible lanes create more efficient
traffic patterns by increasing capacity in one direction while reducing it in the other,
depending on travel patterns at a given time. For example, these lanes might increase
capacity into town during morning peak hours and out of town during the evenings.
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Reversible flex lanes are used throughout the country, and the Stakeholder Committee
saw several examples, including Phoenix, AZ, and Roswell, GA. UDOT currently
maintains reversible lanes on 5400 S in Taylorsville, Utah, and utilizes overhead LED
signage to indicate the direction of travel. The Stakeholder Committee disliked the
visual impacts of the Taylorsville design. The Stakeholders discussed how reversible
lanes may confuse visitors and drivers unfamiliar with the traffic pattern but noted that
the lanes might work well given Park City’s highly directional and predictable travel
patterns. Reversible lanes may improve traffic flows and help the City achieve dedicated
transit lanes without significant ROW acquisition.

Vehicle-Free/Restricted Zones — September 18, 2023

In Park City, Main Street is often closed to vehicles for annual events such as Miners
Day, Halloween, Park Silly Sunday, and the Kimball Arts Festival. Closing Main Streets
for these events requires significant coordination and time from Park City Municipal, PC
Fire, and PC Police Department. With these considerations in mind, the Committee,
along with City staff, discussed significantly reducing or eliminating private vehicle
access on Main Street and other areas of Park City. By removing most cars and parking
on Main Street, the Stakeholder Committee noted that visitors and locals would have
more public space available while allowing businesses to expand onto the street and
appropriately staff this additional space. The Stakeholders remarked that the sidewalks
on Main Street are currently too narrow and present safety concerns when heavy with
pedestrians.

The Stakeholder Committee explored other alternatives, such as removing parking,
widening the sidewalks, and converting Main Street to a one-way street. The
Stakeholders were open to these concepts as long as the street prioritizes pedestrians.
Funding opportunities included utilizing parking revenues to pay for improvements. The
Committee felt that reducing parking on Park City streets would also help discourage
driving and shift people to alternative modes of transportation.

Underground Transportation Tunneling — October 3, 2023

To have a successful tunnel like the Vegas Loop in Park City, the Stakeholder
Committee proposes additional capture lots on the perimeter of the town and the
construction of above-ground or underground stations. The Stakeholder Committee was
excited about the idea, noting that express routes, especially those that deviate from the
above-ground right of way, may be more time-efficient than buses.

Additionally, as presented by TBC, tunnel construction could be relatively cost-effective,
at $12-$15M per mile, and currently takes approximately one month to bore one mile of
tunnel. The Committee was concerned about the funding strategies for Boring tunnels
as the project may not be eligible for the grants Park City typically receives and may be
perceived as a poor use of public funds. TBC proposed funding the construction of the
tunnels by their private investment, and station construction would be funded by
owners, either the municipality or private companies. The construction costs of the
privately owned and operated tunnels would be recouped through fares or fees priced
competitively with taxis and Lyft/Uber.
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There were some concerns with charging fares or fees given Park City’s free transit
system, as well as the practicality of putting riders underground, preventing them from
enjoying Park City’s views and patronizing local businesses. There were also concerns
with Park City’s soils, utilities, mine shafts, and the ability to bore through mountains
noted for its hard rock. The Stakeholders liked the environmental benefits of an all-
electric system and the potential to alleviate Park City's traffic issues without ROW
expansions.
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PARK CITY Emerging Disruptors

Stakeholder Workshop Notes

Workshop #1 Dedicated Bus Lanes/Transit ways

Date Held: Thursday, July 20, 2023

Attendees:

Hannah Pack, Park City Planning

Sarah Pearce, Deputy Park City Manager
Alex Roy, Park City Planning

Anna Maki, Park City Planning

Caroline Rodriguez, Stakeholder Committee
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn

Makena Gove, Kimley-Horn

Eric Sweat, Kimley-Horn

Tarra McDonald, Stakeholder Committee
Steven Yevoli, Stakeholder Committee
Herve Lavenant, Stakeholder Committee
Peter Tomai, Stakeholder Committee
Josh Finken, Stakeholder Committee
Casey Christ, Stakeholder Committee
Henry Sigg, Stakeholder Committee
Christine Hesse, Stakeholder Committee

Victoria Schlaepfer, Stakeholder Committee

What are the challenges that a BRT extension seeks to improve?

e Targeting the right constituencies and making sure that it is efficient and benefits multiple

user groups, not just the workforce users or visitors.

e Reducing friction on the roads, and potentially lowering VMT and decreasing road density.

e Transferring tourists from roadway travel into Park City, which is only adequate if there is

parking off the freeway.

o Capture lots are needed to broaden ridership.
o BRT needs to bypass traffic to be effective and reduce travel time.
Who does the BRT extension primarily benefit?

e The BRT would need to benefit more than just workforce commuters coming in and out of

Park City.
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PARK CITY Emerging Disruptors

e Would need to benefit visitors, residents, and workforce.
Is Bus Rapid Transit “sufficiently disruptive” to provide a mobility benefit to Park City residents
and visitors?
o |s sufficient if it disrupts local streets
e Needs to reduce friction and decrease road density (e.g., get people out of their SOV’s).
e Need to understand the resiliency of ridership.
o Market to those who are already in the city, those who are trying to get into the
city, and those trying to leave the city.
o Must understand the points of friction during the journey of being in, getting in,
and getting out.
e As a user, what would make you use the BRT?
o High frequency. Bus every 10 minutes?
o Parking options
=  Easy access to the park and ride locations
Keep transit stops short
If we had clear capture areas that were areas of interest (people are there
anyway)
o Needs to be efficient
o Cost and time are big motivators
e Delivering “at the door” is key and an attractor for a lot of people
o When considering travel time savings, we need to evaluate the entire trip (door
to door) instead of just vehicle travel time. Parking and getting to the resort
destination (or park and ride lot, commercial destinations, etc.) can take
significant time if the drop off location is a distance away.
Recognizing that a BRT system is planned to extend to Old Town Transit Center, what is the
appetite to extend the BRT to directly serve PCMR and Deer Valley?
e Travel time appears low for the Deer Valley segment.
e One potential route could be from Gordo, a dedicated bus lane with no or few stops to
Deer Valley.
Is there support for roadway widening for the BRT extension (add a lane to the existing
roadway)?
e No, the stakeholder committee does not support widening the road to accommodate the
BRT extension.
e Stakeholder committee would like to see existing travel lanes repurposed for BRT or
dedicated transit, if needed.
What is the appetite for a separate dedicated high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane, in addition to
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PARK CITY Emerging Disruptors

the transit-only lane?
e The stakeholder committee is okay with HOV so long as it is HOV 3+ (4+ is preferred).
e City needs to be diligent in monitoring equity.
e Regarding bus on shoulder allowance, instead of a lane:
o There are difficulties with merging/diverging into travel lanes and getting
into/out of mixed-flow. Also, an operational challenge with snow. (Currently,
UDOT has the responsibility to plow shoulders, but they are last on the priority
list.
o Also, a lot of driver error with vehicles pulling into the shoulder.
e If there is no alternative to driving, then this is inequitable.
e HOV requires a high level of enforcement. Need commitment from City and enforcing
agencies.
Is this something that we want to advocate is further considered by Park City?
e There is stakeholder committee support for dedicated transit lanes without intrusive
infrastructure changes such as widening or major curb or median improvements.
a. No appetite for this type of improvement if significant ROW acquisition is
required.
e Best case scenario: repurpose and existing lane and make it transit (or HOV) only.
e Consider transit only during peak times/congested times.
o Stakeholder committee feels this could be pursued further but stopping at significant
infrastructure or ROW requirements. Also, may be beneficial to get the currently planned
BRT operational before planning an extension.
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PARK CITY Emerging Disruptors

Workshop #2 - Dedicated Bus Lanes/Transit ways/HOV Lanes
Date Held: Thursday, July 27, 2023

Attendees:

e Hannah Pack, Park City Planning

e Sarah Pearce, Deputy Park City Manager
e Alex Roy, Park City Planning

e Anna Maki, Park City Planning

e Gabe Shields, Park City Engineering

e Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn

e Makena Gove, Kimley-Horn

e  Eric Sweat, Kimley-Horn

e Steven Yevoli, Stakeholder Committee

e Herve Lavenant, Stakeholder Committee
e Peter Tomai, Stakeholder Committee

e Josh Finken, Stakeholder Committee

e Casey Christ, Stakeholder Committee

Christine Hesse, Stakeholder Committee

What transportation problems in Park City would a One-Way Loop solve?

e Discussion on the benefit of eliminating traffic signals. While the loop does not necessarily
eliminate traffic signals, it does simplify the traffic signal phasing required at some locations
(less movements that need signalization). Traffic signal timings would change at the existing
traffic signals.

e Noted that Kearns Boulevard and Park Avenue (SR 224) intersection often experiences high
delay and long-queues.

e With a one-way loop, is there potential for a roundabout at the Deer Valley Drive and Park
Avenue intersection?

e |[f this helps with peak traffic, can it be seasonal? Temporary? Only during certain times of
day?

o Depends on whether physical improvements (adding/removing median, etc.) are
included.
o Would a one-way loop only be beneficial for a month or 3 months of the year?

Who does the One-Way Loop primarily benefit?

e The loop potentially does not benefit businesses and particularly business access along
Kearns Boulevard.
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PARK CITY Emerging Disruptors

Are the trade-offs worth it? Refer to Pros/Cons list below.

The impacts are felt more by locals. Benefits likely to visitors (decreasing time and
congestion into/out of downtown).

A potential con discussed included travel time, particularly for resorts. Will resorts still
support taking guests outside of Main Street if you force them to take a longer route? If they
discontinue or decrease the shuttle timing, then the number of rideshares would increase,
opposite the goal of reducing congestion and vehicles on the roadway.

Itis likely that locals will learn cut-throughs and “shortcuts.” Iron Horse Drive is set up to be

a potential cut-through to bypass the loop.

Safety is a considerable pro. Discussion on the left-turns into/leaving the Fresh Market area

on SR 224.

A con discussed was the potential increased travel time to the hospital, particularly for

those who live north of Kearns Boulevard.

Increased travel time. For those living in Park City and want access to Fresh Market, they
would have to traverse most of the loop to get there.

A potential con to consider — business accesses inside the loop. If the traffic signals are less
disruptive and are providing fewer (or shorter) gaps, how bad will the internal accesses get
delayed from those trying to leave and join the loop?

Discussion on this disruptor and the fact it may increase the vehicle miles travelled (VMT) in

the area.

Discussed the potential pro of having one of the lanes of the loop a dedicate bus or transit

lane. This is a possibility.

Pros

Cons

Provides for dedicated transit/BRT lane for
most of the loop (Deer Valley Drive/SR 224
would be general purpose/transit lane).

2nd eastbound lane on SR 248 required

Improvement of vehicle Level of Service
(LOS) at congested intersections

Increased travel time (Vehicle Miles
Traveled) for cars.

Improves safety at un-signalized
intersections by reducing cross-traffic
movements (Snow Creek/Holiday Village)

Addresses a seasonal condition in Winter
vs. greater impacts on typical Summer/off-
season travel times.

Improves PM travel times from PCMR &
Deer Valley resorts to SR 248

Impacts Business/Residential due to
changes in access patterns.

One-way streets may correlate with higher
speeds and decreased levels of driver
attention. Pedestrians prefer crossing two-
way streets since drivers tend to travel
more slowly on them, and vehicular
conflicts are more predictable
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e Two-way streets are less confusing for
downtown visitors than one-way streets.
Visitors driving in a two-way network can
approach their destination from either
direction.

Is there Stakeholder Committee interest and support to:

a. Increase capacity on SR 248 east of Bonanza Dr.
b. Acquire SR 248 from UDOT/nullify the 2019 Council resolution for widening

Further investigate a One-Way Loop

e Noted, the previous study by PC did not consider land use changes.

o Previous study recorded a letter grade LOS improvement in future
conditions. Improvements recorded in 2050, less so in the existing and near-
term.

e The group acknowledged the density of the uses inside the loop would change.

e Asmall area plan is currently underway in the area.

e Consensus that more items need to be studied further (land use changes, internal
cut-through, business access, how many people affected, how many people
experience more/less delay, impacts to other streets by rerouted traffic, etc.)

e What intersection improvements would be required to create the one-way loop?
Option to include roundabouts?

e Would like to put up a pilot test run

Is a One-Way Loop “sufficiently” disruptive to provide a mobility benefit to residents and visitors?

The loop has the potential to change travel patterns. Specifically looking at the larger
picture.
o People leaving PCMR and wanting to get back to Kimball Junction. If they can use SR
248 and the flyovers at US 40 and 1-80, do they now re-route that way instead of SR
224 back to Kimball Junction?
The concept of the one-way loop may not fall into the disruptive technology category since
it does not eliminate vehicles from the roadway, and it does not require new or a large
amount of technology to implement.
o However, this may be a concept that could be more easily implementable and not
take years to plan, design, and implement — particularly a pop-up pilot test.
The Stakeholder Committee wants to run a pilot or a test of this concept without a huge
capital expense. Potentially try a 10-day or two-week long test run to see how it is received
and what could be learned.
o Evaluate pre-and post-analyses to get an idea of how this concept works in the
actual setting.
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o How Park City communicates this to the community needs to be strategic because
they are likely to be upset and have questions. To run a concept there will need to
be education, advertisement, marketing, etc.

o Other considerations

=  Must coordinate closely with UDOT. Will they allow a pilot? And for how
long?

=  Without capital investment it would be restriping, temporary signage and
cones, officer control, etc.

o Stakeholder committee likes the pilot program, needs to try it out.

o Stakeholder committee is willing to try something within reach. Note, we only have
one shot, so it needs to be planned and set up well.

o Stakeholder committee all for a pilot program with minimal capital investment. Do it
for an identified period and set expectations for the community.

o Stakeholder committee likes a pilot program. Does not recommend trying this over
holidays.

o Stakeholder committee likes the concept, is efficient and moves vehicles. However,
five-lanes in one direction is troublesome from a safety standpoint.

o Will have internal meetings to understand the reality of pulling off a pilot program.

Workshop # 3 Aerial Gondola
Date Held: Thursday, August 21, 2023

Attendees:

e Hannah Pack, Park City Planning

e Sarah Pearce, Deputy Park City Manager
e Alex Roy, Park City Planning

e Caroline Rodriguez, Summit County

e Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn

e Makena Gove, Kimley-Horn

e  Eric Sweat, Kimley-Horn

e  Chris Cushing, SE Group

e Steven Yevoli, Stakeholder Committee

e Herve Lavenant, Stakeholder Committee
e Josh Finken, Stakeholder Committee

e Casey Christ, Stakeholder Committee

e Henry Sigg, Stakeholder Committee

e Victoria Schlaepfer, Stakeholder Committee
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Gondola Potential and Placement:

Longer gondola rides during non-congested times.

Desire to eliminate, rather than shift, traffic.

Consideration of a public/private partnership for a gondola route from Kimball Junction to
Deer Valley to ease visitor traffic.

Comparisons to European gondolas for directional flexibility. Certain gondolas in Europe
transition you from cable to cable and you can go different directions.

Exploration of potential routes, such as Old Town to Deer Valley, Kimball to Canyons, and
crossings over mountains in the area so the alignment is not following an existing road.
Gondola MUST bypass other forms of ROW. Like going up and over the mountain and going
straight to the destination.

Consideration of ride times and willingness to use gondolas for longer durations.

Common practice of over-designing for capacity expansion later.

Challenges of designing capacity, considering cabins, towers, etc.

Need for capture lots and catchment while reducing parking in town.

Gondola could decrease traffic on 224 by going over the mountain, there are also very few
homes in that area.

Group discussed gondola following a road would be less impactful vs there being no other
way to get there so you need to take the gondola. The gondola must efficient enough and
easy enough to get people off the road and out of their cars.

Gondola Logistics and Challenges:

Challenges of gondola placement in populated areas due to space requirements.
Corridor dimensions and angle stations for bends.

Being in a populated area makes it hard for a Gondola, no building can be within 35ft of a
residence without a variance.

Corridor of the gondola is 40ft wide and needs a lot of space.

Importance of having multiple loading points for guests.

Debate on gondola impact on following roads and traffic displacement.

Gondola to activate different access points and spaces on either end of the gondola.
Expansion of access points to make trips as short as possible.

Challenges related to building setbacks, corridor width, and angle stations.

Possibility of resorts having multiple loading points for gondola access.

Town is going to get more affluent, gondolas are sexy, try to meet expectations of those
people.

Gondola as Part of Transit Strategy:

Highlighting the value of multi-usage gondola systems for reducing pollution.
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Balancing the desire of resorts for visitors with the need for "capture lots" to facilitate
gondola access.

Emphasis on integrating gondola within a larger transit network and creating multiple access
points.

Gondola would not get people out of their cars; demand falls when there is no reason to use
it (when cars are a faster option).

Discussion around the value of a gondola with younger generations in mind. Is a gondola
considering the needs/wants of future generations? Are we being forward thinking enough
when considering this?

If gondola is going to be slow, the value proposition is less to younger and future
generations.

Challenges of maintaining demand for gondola rides.

Need for attractive destinations/nodes for gondola start/end stations.

Gondola and Funding:

Discussion about challenges associated with public funding for gondola projects.
Consideration of whether investment in gondolas for in-town travel is effective, given that
town traffic is not the main issue.

Gondola as Component of Larger Transit Ecosystem:

Need for a multi-modal transit transition, where gondolas are part of a larger
interconnected system.

Importance of having "capture lots" to make gondola travel feel like a destination.
Potential ideas for enhancing certain areas like Richardson Flats.

Gondolas as part of a distributed transit system from park and ride locations to resorts.
Gondola's role in inter-town traffic reduction through capture points.

Geographic Constraints and Solutions:

Debating whether Park City is significantly geographically constrained and how gondolas
could provide solutions.

Park City is not as geographically constrained as places like Telluride where a gondola makes
sense.

A gondola as the main transportation in and out of town is not the preferred choice. But if
we can work in gondolas with the rest of the transportation system then the stakeholder
group would consider this as a disruptive way to enhance Park City’s transportation
network.
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Workshop # 4 Passenger Rail
Date Held: Wednesday, August 30, 2023

Attendees:

Hannah Pack, Park City Planning
Alex Roy, Park City Planning

Caroline Rodriguez, Stakeholder Committee

Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn

Makena Gove, Kimley-Horn

Eric Sweat, Kimley-Horn

Tara Macdonold, Stakeholder Committee
Peter Tomai, Stakeholder Committee
Anna Maki, Park City Planning

Jeresun Atkin, University of Utah Student
Liz Scanlon, Kimley-Horn

Steven Yevoli, Stakeholder Committee
Herve Lavenant, Stakeholder Committee
Josh Finken, Stakeholder Committee
Casey Christ, Stakeholder Committee
Henry Sigg, Stakeholder Committee

Victoria Schlaepfer, Stakeholder Committee

Rail Impact and Configuration

e Rail is more expensive and disturbs more land/ground.
e Consideration of elevated rail vs. ground rail and its impact on land acquisition.
e Operations and maintenance differences between rail and BRT (Bus Rapid Transit).

Differentiating Factors in Rail

e Differences between which type of rail should go where is getting too semantic
e Recognition of differences between public and private passenger rails.

Alternatives and Feasibility

e Discussion of train solutions on a macro scale, potential limitations beyond Quinn's or
Kimball Junction, and the idea of a tram.

e Emphasis on the need for a transportation network beyond cars, including light rail, but
concerns about price and seamless connections.
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Consideration of public-private partnerships to achieve transportation goals.

Land Use Authority and Transition

Discussion of land use authority within a 1/3 mile transit zone and its implications.
Exploration of long-distance solutions outside of PC.

Lack of support for rail within city limits, and the possibility of transitioning from rail to BRT
or light rail.

Consideration of practicality and alternative solutions like BRT when multiple stops lead to
urbanization.

Debate over the scale of urbanization in the community and the role of capture lots without
land use authority.

Economic Viability and Regional Perspective:

Skepticism about economic viability and concerns about pushing traffic to the boundary if
kept local.
Rail has historically not been a reactionary design mode, been a facilitator for the growth of
cities
o Move people efficiently, drives business and economics
o Ifthereis resistance to growth, rail is the last thing we should be looking at
o Makes things efficient
Advocacy for a regional transportation plan over a local one.
Historical perspective on rail as a facilitator for city growth and efficiency.
The role of rail in fostering infrastructure growth and its advantages in navigating the city.
Consideration of the city's goals, future generations, and land use decisions in the face of
expected growth.
If the idea is to help build and foster infrastructure in Park City, then this is the FIRST thing
we should be doing to help foster a growing city
The ability to navigate in and out of the city is advantageous.
What is the goal of the city?
o Future generations are who is going to be using this
That is who this will impact
Must be prepared with the land use decisions that come with that
Growth is COMING, so why not plan for it properly?
Can we do buses now with an eye towards rail in the future?

O O O O

Final Discussions

This is outside of Park City’s control

The stakeholder group likes rail within Park City so long as it is also regional, otherwise it
does not make a ton of sense.

Long term, speed is going to equal accessibility and efficiency

11
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e |f Olympic funds are used, stakeholder support Park City should investment

e Modes can be scaled. New technologies could help.

e Rail as a standalone is impractical and the stakeholder committee does not support that

e The stakeholder committee feels that if a rail line is regional then it could benefit Park City,
but if it is just internal to Park City, there is not support

e The stakeholder committee would support a bigger/higher capacity train on the perimeter
of the metro area and a smaller train within the metro area for connectivity purposes.

Workshop #5 Salt Lake City Airport Connection
Date Held: Wednesday, September 6, 2023

Attendees:

e Hannah Pack, Park City Planning

e Alex Roy, Park City Planning

e Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn

e Makena Gove, Kimley-Horn

e  Eric Sweat, Kimley-Horn

e Andrew Scanlon, Kimley-Horn

e Tara Macdonold, Stakeholder Committee
e Peter Tomai, Stakeholder Committee

e Steven Yevoli, Stakeholder Committee

e Herve Lavenant, Stakeholder Committee
e Josh Finken, Stakeholder Committee

e Scott Burningham, Transit Director

e Carl Miller, Summit County Transportation Director
e (Casey Christ, Stakeholder Committee

e Henry Sigg, Stakeholder Committee

e Victoria Schlaepfer, Stakeholder Committee

We need nonstop transportation from the airport to PC
o Epicairport shuttle does point to point drop-offs
o People who are not familiar need to have a comfortable ride and making it easier
for them to understand
We need to make transportation as seamless as possible so there are not cars in Park City
e Incentivizing people from out of town to take other modes of transportation

Solving friction for people coming into town

12

Kimley» BQfdba of 539



PARK CITY Emerging Disruptors

o Shuttle buses need to come down to the transit centers to pick up people who are
taking transit to/from the airport
o Connectivity between resorts is imperative
o Make it hotels responsibility to take tourists where they want to go, resort to resort
e High traffic patterns are coming from the airport
o Get people to a distribution center in PC
o Then replace last mile with a shuttle
o Locals and tourists benefit from this
e Caveat to drop off at Kimball junction is for residents you need parking vouchers to stay long
term
e There are potential capacity issues for the final mile; Suburban’s are not the vehicles that
should be serving the last mile
e Majority of low occupancy vehicles are locals and regionals
e Other shuttle services (current services) are expensive, but they are reliable
e  “Maybe isn’t worth the investment because people are going to get here how they want to
get here.;” perhaps this is not an effective transportation solution?
e  Getting higher occupancy vehicles will benefit environmentally
e Skiing is already expensive, so having an equitable and economic way to get here can be
valuable
e  Might set Park City apart from other ski resorts
e There are interesting financing models about how to fund this and make it drive utilization
e Go to constituents, there are a lot of stakeholders that could be involved to make this a
viable option
e TSA systems over complicates things, we do not need to have the perfect service first try
with this... we just need something in place that is better then what is currently available...
which is not much.
e The idea of self-tagging bags could be of interest
o Alaska Airlines has been self-tagging bags for a long time
o Could have shuttle off load it that way the person does not have to deal with bag check-
ins, etc.
e |[f at the transit center there are delta agents to check your bag, they would just take the
bags off at the airport and you would not touch them again
e Delta has a handful of areas they are willing to partner with
e Anything delta can do to stand out they are willing to do
e Delta is struggling to take in bags and store them
o If there were enough support in the community to have free transport that would be game
changing, it would incentivize people to take transit
e What is the role of the ski resorts?
o They are not struggling for people... so what incentive would they have to be a part of
this?

13
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o Vail would like to expand their epic mountain express program; currently is in Colorado
only

o They would welcome the opportunity to work with Park City and expand their program

“The city and hotels and everyone involved could be working together instead of the city

doing an hourly bus for XXX amount of dollars?”

Hotels are only a portion of our visitors, so it would not be as effective

There are people that do not stay at hotels

Marketing tool is to sell park city

Need to make this as frictionless as possible

Maybe get the chamber involved?

o Inline with the Environmental Bureau tourist plan

O O O O O

If hotels are going to be a part of this, we need to have representatives of the hotels be a

part of this conversation

o They are critical to support this

o If people feel like they cannot get around it will ruin retail and the way people perceive
this town

- Note: hotel shuttles currently do not go to the airport

Final Discussions

This is doable

The investment to make this work is not significant

This is a win-win for all parties and participants involved

If we figure out a location for a park and ride this could be successful

Overnight parking is important

Capture area needs to be large

Just because we may not have the parking figured out, does not mean we should stop

moving forward with this idea.

This would be sufficiently disruptive; would this have an impact on reducing traffic?
o YES

Committee wants to recommend this idea to city council

Bounds and guidance of the stakeholder committee:

Must include strategic partners, cannot dump on the users for them to figure out
They have ability to fund
Need to have last mile transport
Challenge is knowing when people are going to show up
Make it not random
Low hanging fruit
o Marketing
o Outreach to the airports

14
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e Could start an important behavior change

e You want a predictable schedule; frequency may adjust for the congregation of flights
coming in at that time

e Minimum level of service, but enhance when you know there are lot of people

e This has legs, we should pursue it

e Even at the highest cost estimate, it is not a huge bar to set

Workshop #6 Arterial Reversible Flex Lanes
Date Held: Tuesday, September 12, 2023

Attendees:

e Hannah Pack, Park City Planning

Alex Roy, Park City Planning

e Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn

e Makena Gove, Kimley-Horn

e  Eric Sweat, Kimley-Horn

e Emily Moser, Kimley-Horn

e Tara Macdonold, Stakeholder Committee
e John Robertson, City Engineer

e Peter Tomai, Stakeholder Committee

e Steven Yevoli, Stakeholder Committee

e Herve Lavenant, Stakeholder Committee
e Josh Finken, Stakeholder Committee

e (Casey Christ, Stakeholder Committee

e Sarah Pearce, Deputy City Manager

Do we do physical barriers, or signage to guide the reverse lanes?

e Snow and ice would not work well for the zipper machine that other cities use
e Do not want to replicate what they did in Taylorsville, it is not aesthetically pleasing

What push back do we tend to see with reverse lanes?

e Side street considerations

e Making sure people know where to turn

e Do people understand it well?

e Are these in sections where there are the same day to day travelers?

e Could be confusing for tourists, might need explanatory signs and education around how to
use them

15
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e Overall potential confusion, and how to mitigate without over signing and cluttering
If we did flex lane on SR 248, where do they go when they get to 248-40?

e Gets clogged

e Could be another receiving lane

o There is certainly a congestion point when you go from more lanes to less

e Alot more issues when you have side streets trying to join the mainline.

e (City may have to eliminate lefts, and create more U-turns which will push more traffic
internal to the neighborhoods

Highways are successful because there are no entry and exit points

e Left turns would be hard, unless signalized

e Potentially eliminate lefts at Comstock St.

e City is already talking about not allowing left turns on Sidewinder St
e All these considerations might push a lot of U-Turns on 248

We are considering reversible lanes in an area where there would not be 4 lanes...

e Bonanza to Richardson Flat

e Or Comstock to Richardson Flat

e If there was another lane added at Kearns and Sidewinder, that could help the reverse flex
lane appeal

Could this be a daily peak hours arrangement?

e Yes, in the wintertime especially during school
e Let people get used to it

Does the stakeholder committee see reverse flex lanes on 224?

e Does get backed up on ski days, but nowhere close to like 248

e Already has 2 lanes into Kearns

e BRT s also going on there

e Great until you get to Park and Kearns

e  Only place that could make sense is from Canyons to the freeway

e Lots of avoiding getting on and off at Kimball by going extra miles through neighborhoods
and around Kimball junction

e People avoid exiting Kimball Junction and will use Old Ranch Road to cut off SR 224

e From Canyons to freeway would be GREAT for reverse flex lanes

e UDOT has plans to lower SR 224 and have cross streets overpass (grade separated)

Potential flex lanes on Deer Valley Drive

e Potentially do it on Bonanza as well
16
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e City wants a transit flex lane on Deer Valley Dr
What are some tradeoffs? Appetite in community for this?

e The state routes would require state design.
e Those outside the community may benefit though
o Does the community benefit? Meh, not really?
o If we can flush visitors off roadways in more efficient manners, then it benefits the
community
e Might make morning commutes easier
e We might end up creating choke points
o Roads are narrow and limited
o Could work with UDOT to change signal times...

How much ability does PC have to deal with Mayflower projects?

- We cannot incentivize Mayflower because its outside of the city jurisdiction
- Because Mayflower has their own parking, they do not think it will affect Deer Valley parking

Are the benefits of this worth exploring more? Or are there too many weird externalities?

e Managing visual impacts will be challenging

e Could be an everyday peak hour situation

e Least expensive

e Could recommend we model it and recommend this only works if all transportation ideas
could work together

e Take it from Deer Valley roundabout to Bonanza which would help buses and transit get
in/out of transit center

e Reality is there will be more cars on the road

e In America, cars represent freedom, and our systems are built around cars currently

e This could make transit safer and work better

e Make the most use out of the space we have

e The way we frame it to community... better utilization of asphalt we already have

e There IS merit in trying to figure out how to use the pavement better, flex lanes could solve
a lot of issues with limited infrastructural changes

e If this was recommended, we need to collaborate with community about ingress onto 248

e Alleviate through longer traffic signal phases or come out at Comstock?

e For people turning left who work at hospital or getting to SLC will be getting better

e Bottleneck is still a concern -- could happen at the roundabout on Deer Valley Dr

e Bringing 3 lanes into the single lane roundabout at Deer Valley will be a congestion pinch
point. You get people in there fast, but that will be trouble.

e Ingress will be a mess during peak ski time, but could help egress

e Having additional capacity north of roundabout could help flush capacity

17
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e Once Snowpark starts construction it will create tons of bottleneck
Final Discussion

e Model it and see if it works. Cannot just be reversible on 248, need the dual lefts at the
interchange as well. From Bonanza (or even Deer Valley roundabout) all the way to
Richardson Flat. Some 224 and 248. (not supported if traffic from PCMR is forced to turn left
on park and not go through and then turn left on Bonanza.

e Group is supportive so long as there is conversations with communities and how it would
function at turnaround points and roundabouts

e Supportive if has capacity without widening

e (City needs to identify how reverse flex lanes can improve transit options so that this idea is
not solely for the purpose of SOV’s

e Are we incentivizing people not to ride transit and improving capacity? We are not
increasing parking, so transit incentive may still be there.

Workshop #7 Vehicle Free Zones
Date Held: Monday, September 18, 2023

Attendees:

e Hannah Pack, Park City Planning

e Alex Roy, Park City Planning

e Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn

e Makena Gove, Kimley-Horn

e  Eric Sweat, Kimley-Horn

e Sam Zimbabwe, Kimley-Horn

e Jeresun Atkin, University of Utah Student

e Caroline Rodriguez, Stakeholder Committee
e Victoria Schlaepfer, Stakeholder Committee
e Peter Tomai, Stakeholder Committee

e Steven Yevoli, Stakeholder Committee

e Herve Lavenant, Stakeholder Committee

e Casey Christ, Stakeholder Committee

e Jonathan Wasden, Park City Parking Manager
e Jenny Diersen, Park City Special Events Coordinator

e Sarah Pearce, Deputy City Manager

Park Silly Sunday Market
18

Kimley» B of 539



PARK CITY Emerging Disruptors

e Silly Market has been going on for 17 years
e Been reduced at the request of the community

What parts of the community are less receptive to Silly Market?

e Business owners and residents

PC has event fatigue

e Business owners are concerned that if there are not parking spaces in front of their
businesses that there will be loss in sales

From the city’s standpoint, for vehicle free zones to be successful, there needs to be
programming, who manages it and who pays for it?

e Business owners feel like when there is an event like Silly Market (who bring their own
vendors) there is competition of business.

Vehicle free zones need to be separated from events

Car free zone may have success if you unbundle it from other events...
Challenges and things to consider with Main St as a vehicle free zone

e Wasted opportunity during the pandemic on creating vehicle free zones when people were
more accepting of an idea like that

e |sthere a way to change the balance between vehicles and pedestrians on Main St?

e On the other side, the capacity on Main Street vs the parking spaces is not significant

e There is not enough sidewalk room on Main St; needs to be flex space on the sidewalk/road

There is a disadvantage to doing vehicle free zones for a limited time...

e Cannot staff someone for 3 days a year type of thing
e Duration of vehicle free zones is important because if businesses can start to take advantage
of it... more days the vehicle free zone is in place, the better

Swede Alley has a lot of surface parking, and there could be discussion on that being a vehicle free
zone

e Winter could be a challenge for Swede Alley
e How would circulation happen and what would the management look like?

Vehicle free zones could be difficult to execute...

e Limited driving options in PC
e |f you force more cars through a small funnel, people may just not go to these vehicle free
zones

How do you get to the car free zones?

19
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Walk or bike from your house or hotel?
Or go to park and then enter the vehicle free zone
Prospector could be a place to try a pedestrian friendly/car free concept?

This concept could be implemented in the small area plan at Bonanza

Majority of businesses/residents did not want to continue car free Sundays

Majority voted not to continue car free Sunday. Challenge for businesses to get enough
employees to staff their existing store, let alone something outside.

But was this during COVID, or do these challenges still exist today?

City cut car free Sunday from 17 times to 11, due to push back from community. Push back
from mix of folks, business owners, residents, etc.

Did not have staff to staff people outside

Did not want the city to produce this event anymore, and it is the role of the business
association

These may be temporary things, not a permanent closure

Potential Ideas:

Do not close Main St but widen the sidewalks and get rid of parking; people can still drive
through, but not park on it and there would be widened sidewalks

Pedestrianizing a street and having vehicles on the street would need police sign off
Potentially making one way traffic flow might help

PC tried to hay bales to block off a “dining deck;” was a safety hazard and won’t work
Using other tools to get sidewalk space, instead of a special event permit

Is there a transportation benefit that vehicle free zones provides?

Infrastructure to get people around would need to be improved (what we have discussed in
other workshops)

There needs to be a network of transit and active transportation

Everyone has an electric bike now, people like to get around that way but,

Infrastructure around park city needs to improve first

Crossing over some main streets can be difficult

Mapping features allow people to know that the streets are closed, and it will redirect you
to where traffic flows. This can help drivers not be clogged right where the vehicle free
zones are

This may be a planning tool, not a transportation tool

These ideas all stem from an active transportation space rather than a transportation/city
wide mobility space

Still ok though, important to differentiate the two goals of what the city is wanting
Parking does not matter and can be better utilized (especially on Main Street)

20
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We need to be cautious though because anything that discourages employees to park will
backfire!

Figuring out ways to help businesses subsize parking for their employees

Should be free

Is there anything that prevents flagpole lot from going vertical?

Businesses/Staffing

The businesses paying rent are saying they are losing business if parking is taken away
Research shows this is not an accurate statement
Staffing for a vehicle free zone may be better year round. If this is temporary/random like
some special events are, it may be harder for business owners to plan for which may lead to
some frustration
There needs to be some certainty for business owners, residents, and visitors so people
have time to get used to this/know what to expect
There are certain times of the year where this truly makes sense (summertime?) and where
it may not make as much sense or will be more difficult to achieve (wintertime).
Would need to consider winter operations and snowplows... other cities make it work
We may not have the demand during the day (specifically weekdays) that we are trying to
solve for
o But does there need to be demand? Or can this just be the new normal and leaving
it a closed street like our case studies depicted?
o Sometimes those areas are busy, and sometimes they are not, but overall could be a
good thing for the community
Reducing parking for customers and further incentivizing other modes

How is this funded?

China bridge comes from transportation funds not the general fund

China bridge is profitable

Main street is 80% of daily revenue

If we increase parking costs, we could use those funds as a subsidy for permanent
activations and closures on Main Street or use it for a parking garage which could make a lot
of sense

If parking costs are high there is an incentive to take other modes of transit

There have been recent comments made that Park City has cheap parking!

City could make parking free certain times of year (down times) to get people back on Main
Street

Community will naturally benefit if a vehicle free zone(s) is permanent

People want consistency
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e Communication about it also needs to be consistent
e If Main Street becomes more communal/there is a place to gather, you will drive a lot more
people there

Final Discussion

e Do this permanently

e There will be consistency and businesses on board

e Raise parking fees to use those funds to create activation on Main Street and to subsize
other forms of parking facilities

e Account for daily deliveries

e  Would incentivize to not limit vehicle free zones to Main Street and create other areas to do
it with the same purpose in mind

e Do Main Street, but also consider other areas.

e |sit practical that there will be a delivery period?

e Not closed, but pedestrian oriented for a certain time, currently it is 3am-noon

e There would need to be authorized or emergency vehicle access

e Do not expand special event type closures

e This could leave a positive impact on the community

e Not everyone will see it initially, but it will pay off

e There will be complicated processes to go through, but it is worth the time and energy to try
and solve this and make it happen

Workshop #8 Tunnels
Date Held: Tuesday, October 3, 2023

Attendees:
e Hannah Pack, Park City Planning
e Alex Roy, Park City Planning
e Victoria Schlaepfer, Stakeholder Committee

e Steven Yevoli, Stakeholder Committee

e Josh Finken, Stakeholder Committee
e Sarah Pearce, Deputy City Manager
e Henry Sigg, Stakeholder Committee
e Tarra McDonald, Stakeholder Committee
e Casey Christ, Stakeholder Committee
e Herve Lavenant, Stakeholder Committee
e Hunter Brauer, The Boring Company
e Jim Fitzgerald, The Boring Company
e Makena Gove, Kimley-Horn
22
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e  Eric Sweat, Kimley-Horn

The Boring Company Presentation
Company wanted to be more efficient in tunneling speed and decrease tunnelling cost (512-$15M per
mile)

Speed goals:

e Currently they are doing 1 mile/per month
e 1 mile/week short term
e 7 miles/day medium term

Primary constraint for moving freight is the size of the tunnel and economic viability in how much it will
cost.

To what degree can you make a radium curve?
e 600 ft turn radius
e Space constraint comes at the stations themselves
e Currently want the drivers to turn around and go the other way depending on load and
demand

High Occupancy Vehicles
e 4400 passengers per hour
e 80-85 vehicles are run in the city at peak times (Las Vegas)
o Offering express rides from station 1 through to 5 is more efficient, then doing something
like a train or bus where with stops at stations 1,2,3,4 and 5.
e Continuous flow
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TBC Goal #1 - Increase Tunneling Speed

Prufrock, TBC's third generation Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) is designed completely in-house
and built in the United States. A typical TBM mines a mile in 8-12 weeks, while Prufrock’s short-
term goal is 1 mile per week. While there is no “silver bullet” for increasing speed, selected design
modifications include:

Surface Launch and “Porpoising” - Eliminates need for TBC GOALS

expensive launch shafts. TBM is mining within days of arrival !
2 = & 1 Mile / Week

onsite. Short Term

Simultaneous Mining and Installation of Reinforcement

7 Miles / Day
Medium Term

{110 of Human Walking Speed)

Segments - Eliminates need for machine to stop

Double the Thrust and Triple the Power of a Standard TBM -

Assists TBM in particularly difficult mining scenarios

Elimination of Rail and All Rail-Associated Systems —

Simplifies logistics

Current operations:
e Averages less than 30 second turn over. Note, with ski gear will be a longer time
loading/unloading.
e Currently at a 40mph speed limit
e Pricing between $5-$7 per ride

The longer the tunnel, the higher the ridership needs to be to justify.

Autonomy of the vehicles are not a technological constraint, rather a regulations constraint (claims they
are 18 months away from that regulation being cleared for them?)

Franchise rights:

e Boring company funds the tunnels
e Owners (municipalities, private developers etc.,) fund the stops
e Recoups their costs through a fair policy

Las Vegas Loop:
o They claim they are over 1.3 million rides given
e They implement safety through their command center

Proposed ideas:
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* PARKCITY LOOP - CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
Park City Loop =

Gordo Park-and-Ridejll}

Clark’s Ranch
Park-and-Ride

Option 1: Gordo Park-and-Ride to Resorts and Town Lift

\ AR
Option 2: Gordo Park-and-Ride to Old Town Transit Center - L
) /S : O Deer Valley
alley ¥

Loading and unloading:

e What to do if gets backed up?
o There are queuing entry points where cars are on call
o There is human intervention

What is the turnaround time of community saying yes, to them (TBC) having the capabilities to do it?
e Producing boring machines at a rate of 1 per quarter (every 3-4 months)
e lLegal agreements and permitting are the timeline constraints, not machine availability.

Committee Discussion

e Thisis a no brainer, most environmentally friendly and cost-effective option we have
discussed thus far.

e Cheaper than burying power in the Bonanza District!

o Noted that the costs seem low. Would like to vet those costs.

e Cannot see tunnels fitting in with the vibe of the City. In LV, you want to be inside, in the
dark. Here in PC, you want to be outside. Want to enjoy nature

o The arrival experience becomes the park and ride. It is a great option to create a new entry
point to the City. It moves traffic to somewhere else (and it should be something away from
a currently congested point).
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regardless of permitting. Who pays for the feasibility investigation? The Boring Company? If
they pay for it, why wouldn’t we do that?

Is it even possible to drill through the mountain? Typically, they are only 50 ft underground.
What if you want to go from Mayflower to Park City? Possible?

What about eventual freight and other stuff? Next step beyond Tesla’s?

How is this different than just adding capacity to existing roadways?

You are not adding any more traffic or cars at all. Cars will not make it into town.

We are shifting capacity away. And this capacity will get backfilled. Creating capacity that is
quasi invisible.

This needs to be paired with reduced parking in town.

Need to consider UDOT roadways. You will create congestion to those touch point loading
lots outside of town. What are you doing to our roads?

Could be a good selling point, that you do not need drivers! (Since drivers are hard to come
by right now).

We want to place people where they are today. Why follow existing system? Just hit the
entry/exit points. You do not need a loop to serve the entire city. Just go through the
mountain directly and get people to their end points. This reduces overall needed mileage
from 10+ to like around 5.

Need to talk with Las Vegas on lessons learned, hurdles, etc.?

Frequency and how to manage loading/unloading.

How do you control the backlog at the loading points? It is not an efficient process.

In the tunnels everything is controlled (headways, etc.). Cars can be “on-call.” Can manage
capacity from the command center.

How is this different then adding capacity to existing roadways?

We are not reducing capacity, we are just shifting it

Mitigating traffic for a period

We are not expanding ROW or roadways

Shifting capacity onto federal and UDOT roads because parking will then be on their roads
Boring Company have not been successful using federal funds, so what funding mechanisms
would be in place?

Municipal bonds?

Olympics?

Recommendation:

Recommendation: This has some validity. Gets away from ROW constraints. Opens new
access points. Concerns with feasibility given landscape and environment. Concerns on how
to leverage partnerships, uses, etc. on how to pay for it.

How would we leverage partnership to make it a financially viable project
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City Council 1884
Staff Report

Subject: Childcare Needs-Based Scholarship Program

Author: Michelle Downard, Resident Advocate

Haley Swenson, Procurement Manager
Sarah Mangano, Human Resources Director

Department: Executive, Budget, Human Resources
Date: November 16, 2023

Type: Work Session

Summary

Pursuant to the City Council's direction during the FY24 Budget process, review and
consider additional programmatic and qualifying details to help administer the 2023/24
PCMC Childcare Needs-Based Scholarship Program.

Background

After considerable City Council and public deliberation (November 17, 2022, May 11,
2023, May 25, 2023, June 1, 2023,) based on the lack of affordable and available
childcare in Park City combined with an impending reduction in Federal funding, Council
made a one-time $1,000,000 allocation (June 22, 2023) as part of the FY24 Budget.
However, the Council clarified that no funds would be distributed until a transparent and
accountable administrative criteria and process was established.

Accordingly, a Working Group was created to help design a program reflective of
Council input and using the assessment submitted by the Early Childhood Alliance.
After several meetings, the Working Group recommended:
e Prioritizing lower-income Park City households and residents with young
children;
e Encouraging short- and long-term capacity-building in Park City’s existing and
newly regulated childcare facilities; and
e Increasing the use of the Department of Workforce Services (DWS) Childcare
Assistance in Park City (currently underutilized).

On July 27, 2023, and August 22, 2023, the Working Group submitted a childcare
progress report and presented administrative recommendations to the City Council.
Importantly, the Council also discussed a potential PCMC employee benefit program
funded from within the $1M allocation. In addition, the Council also discussed a desire
to identify metrics to measure success, expressed a desire to start distributing funds,
discussed the AMI rates for scholarship eligibility, and supported immediate advertising
to procure a qualified Childcare Funding Administrator.

On October 26, 2023, the City Council held additional discussions on the proposed
Childcare Scholarship Funding Criteria, how it would work with the DWS Childcare
Assistance program, and a maximum scholarship amount. The City Council also
approved the Childcare Funding Administrator contract with Upwards but was clear that
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no funds would be distributed until the scholarship criteria returned to Council for further
discussion, and solidified their intent that the initial PCMC employee benefit program
source funding from within the $1M. The PCMC employee program is addressed in a
separate staff report.

Fortunately, the contract approved by Council with Upwards has been executed so they
can begin mobilizing their software and begin designing marketing materials. Upwards
is waiting for the program criteria approved by Council.

Analysis

Since the last work session and as requested, Upwards provided EXHIBIT A outlining
best practices for childcare subsidy programs and a marketing plan for PCMCs
Childcare Scholarship Program. Upwards also reviewed the proposed program eligibility
criteria and provided the following feedback:

e Support the simplicity and the consistent application of 10% household income,
which makes it easier for the public to understand and forecast;

e Support a monthly maximum childcare scholarship amount;

e Support and commits to ensure that scholarships are not provided for childcare
expenses that are potentially eligible for other programs, including DWS and
other federal funding, unless the household can provide proof of application and
denial. If denied, the PCMC scholarship will be available.

e Support the recommended AMI rates in order to capture families who are
currently not receiving any childcare support from the DWS Childcare Assistance
Program;

e Regarding fraud or abuse, the most common scenario where childcare funds are
requested incorrectly is when a child unenrolls in childcare and the scholarship
administrator is not notified. Upwards is confident they can prevent this through
their ongoing enroliment verification program;

e Support not earmarking funding for specific scholarship allocations, but providing
scholarships to all eligible and qualifying households until the funding is
exhausted; and

e Recommends eliminating or reducing the incentive for childcare providers who
provide care to children who receive DWS Childcare Assistance and provide all
funding directly to households.

Exhibit B outlines answers to Council’s questions received following the October 26,
2023, work session including additional background information such as when AMI
rates are updated and how often eligibility criteria are verified by Upwards. In addition,
the Council raised questions regarding the program which the Council may discuss and
consider.

The current program eligibility criteria are outlined in detail in Exhibit C which includes
adjustments as a result of the Council’s October 26, 2023 discussion and includes three
components:

1. Childcare Needs-Based Tuition Scholarships;

2. Infant & Toddler Childcare Tuition Scholarships; and
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3. Regulated Childcare Provide Incentives to Serve Children Enrolled in DWS
Childcare Assistance.

Ongoing reporting will be provided by Upwards and a comprehensive program review
will occur in a City Council work session.

Finally, the Scholarship Program is a one-time allocation and cannot sustainably build
long-term capacity and industry support. As such, the Working Group recommends
establishing a joint task force involving additional stakeholders, such as Summit County,
PC Chamber, PC Community Foundation, PC School District, childcare providers,
parents, and other stakeholders.

EXHIBITS

A- General Best Practices for Childcare Subsidy Programs and Marketing Plan from
Upwards

B- Questions following the October 26, 2023 Meeting

C- Childcare Needs-Based Scholarship Program Criteria
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EXHIBIT A

Marketing Plan: Announcement of Programming
Step 1 Market Research and Analysis
Needs, Preferences, Challenges of the target audience, and the competitive
landscape.
Step 2 Define Target Audience and Objectives

Park City / Summit County

- Primary Target: Designated families per AMI in need of child care support.
- Secondary Target: State Employees and local Child care providers

Step 3 Messaging and Positioning
Reasoning:
Craft compelling and relatable messaging that resonates with the target
audience.
- Core Message:
- Positioning: Present the subsidy program as a solution that provides access
to high-quality child care, supports working parents, and contributes to
children's development.

Step 4 Marketing Channels and Creatives

Utilize a mix of online and offline channels to reach a broad audience
effectively.

- Online: Create a dedicated website, social media accounts, and email
campaigns. Develop engaging videos showcasing success stories,
testimonials, and interactive graphics.
- Offline: Collaborate with local agencies to distribute brochures, posters, and
flyers: host community events and information sessions, as applicable

Step 5 Partnerships and Collaborations
- Collaborate with local Family Child Care, Center facilities, etc. to promote the
program through their existing channels.

Step 6 Incentives and Promotions ( State DWS Focus)

Reasoning:
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Offer incentives to motivate participation.
- Introduce a referral program for current recipients to refer eligible families.
- Provide exclusive benefits for early applicants.
Step 7 Data Collection and Feedback
- Implement online forms and surveys to gather feedback from parents,
providers, and partners.
- Analyze data regularly and adjust the marketing strategy based on insights.
Step 8 Monitor and Evaluate
Reasoning:
Regularly assess the effectiveness of the marketing campaign and make

necessary adjustments.

- Use metrics like website traffic, social media engagement, application rates,
and event attendance to evaluate the campaign's success.

Step 9 Reporting and Transparency
Reasoning:
Share the results of the marketing campaign to maintain transparency and
accountability.
- Create reports and share them with municipalities, stakeholders, and the
public to show the program's impact and reach.
Step 10 Continuous Improvement
Reasoning:
Use the data and insights collected to refine the marketing plan for future

campaigns.

- Continuously improve the marketing strategy by addressing any challenges
and seizing opportunities identified during the campaign.
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Upwards

Child Care Subsidy Potential
Eligibility Criteria

These criteria are just a starting point and can be adapted to meet the
specific needs of your program. Additionally, ensure that the
application process is user-friendly and that applicants are provided
with adequate support to navigate the eligibility determination
process.

Residency Requirement

Applicants must reside within the approved geographic area served or
have base stipulations for the seasonal migrant worker population.

Income Limits

Household income should fall below a certain threshold, typically
expressed as a percentage of the Area Median Income (AMI). Specify
the exact percentage based on your program's funding and local cost
of living.

Work or Education
Requirements

Parents or guardians must be working, attending school, or
participating in a job training or vocational program. Provide evidence
of current employment, enrollment, or program participation.

Family Composition

Scholarships may be available for families with children aged 0-3 or as
per the program's defined age group.

Legal Guardianship

Parents or legal guardians must provide documentation of legal
guardianship for the child or children in need of childcare services.

Certification Date to Date

Define the duration of scholarship support, whether it covers a set
period, an academic year, or another timeframe.

Time Requirements

Specify the minimum weekly hours parents or guardians must work or
attend education/training programs to qualify for the subsidy.

Co-Payment

The program may require parents' co-payments, calculated based on
their income and family size.

Priority Categories

Establish priority categories, such as families experiencing
homelessness, families with children with disabilities, or other
vulnerable populations.

Verification Documents

Applicants must provide relevant documentation to verify their
income, employment, and household size. This can include pay stubs,
tax returns, proof of enrollment in an educational program, and birth
certificates.

Recertification:

Outline the conditions and deadlines for scholarship renewal, including
documentation requirements for continued eligibility.

Fraud Prevention Measures

Clearly state that providing false information or attempting to defraud
the program can result in disqualification and legal action.
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Appeals Process

Establish a straightforward procedure for parents to appeal a decision if
their application is denied.

Clear Requirements

Communicate all eligibility criteria and requirements to potential
applicants through program materials and outreach efforts.

Provider Requirements (Baseline)

Licensing

Childcare providers should be licensed and regulated by the
appropriate state or local authorities.

Criminal Background Checks

Require background checks for all staff and individuals residing in the
home or facility, including fingerprinting, to ensure that no one with a
history of child abuse or violent offenses is involved in child care.

Health and Safety Standards

Providers must meet specific health and safety standards, including
proper sanitation, childproofing, first aid and CPR certification, and
adherence to state-recommended health practices.

Child-to-Provider Ratios

Mandate appropriate child-to-provider ratios to ensure each child
receives individualized care and supervision, with lower ratios for
infants and toddlers.

Best Practices

Issue official notice of action that outlines certified care service dates, hours awarded, location
awareness, the amount being awarded, and the appeal process (if not outlined in the application).

Issue a certificate of enroliment that outlines a brief of care services and fees but omits personal
identifying information listed by parents/guardians on the application or notice of action.

Establish a withdrawal policy for parents and providers.

Self-certification statement forms for families under presumptive requirements, signed under penalty of

perjury.

Families that do not meet the presumptive requirements after 60 days will adhere to the notice of
withdrawal. Providers will be paid for two weeks of care following the withdrawal date.

Providers and parents complete attendance sheets to monitor active participation.

Establish a comprehensive rate chart to confirm income eligibility.

Clear differentiation for full-time and part-time care hours and how subsidy amount will be reflected.

Providers are paid a percentage more for children with diagnosed special needs.
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Providers are paid based on child enrollment and not attendance.

Providers are paid for pre-disclosed amounts of sick days and vacation days per regulations.

Providers are paid for federal holidays.

Resource and Referral listing for families with alternative needs and providers supporting families with
alternative care needs.

The agency can create a payment platform for co-payments to simplify the process. The agency is not
responsible for unpaid co-payments if allowable within program criteria and requirements.

State-based written policies in handbooks, postings, webpages, or other written materials to support the
program

Provide a clear plan for ending the program if funding is not renewed or create a plan for expanding
program efforts.

Surveys: The collected data helps identify trends, areas of concern, and potential opportunities for
improvement.

Self-Evaluation: Develop mechanisms to monitor and evaluate the impact and effectiveness of the
scholarship program
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(PARK CITY
) 1834 4

City Council Childcare Scholarship Questions

Nov 16, 2023

On October 26, 2023, during the City Council meeting work session, Council discussed the Childcare
Scholarship Program and provided outstanding questions which are listed below.

1. When do you start taking money from one bucket for another bucket? What's the trigger point or
timeline?

e There is no identified or recommended trigger. The buckets are non-exclusive. Meaning, all
awarded scholarships will pull from the S1M until the full amount is exhausted. The forecasted
amounts were a guess for how the total funds will be distributed which the Working Group
referenced when identifying the recommended scholarship amounts. Council can make an
adjustment to the program at any time based on how it is being distributed or ask staff to come
back for council discussion when certain increments are reached.

e The administrator can keep the funds separate and only allow certain amounts to be awarded
within the different buckets if Council provides direction.

2. When do we decide we have a high enough percentage of participation in each bucket that we would
now give money to another bucket?

e See the answer to question #1 above.

3. Did the Council direct for residents to have a higher priority than the workforce?

e The previous language about prioritizing residents was included within the draft contract in an
effort to identify performance measurements for the administrator. However, since the
administrator cannot control how the funds are distributed and this was also questioned by
Council, it has been removed from the contract.

1. Maximum cost of care to use?

e for the purposes of the scholarship program design and the example, we referred the Park City
Childcare Needs Assessment provided by the Early Childhood Alliance. On page 22 and 23, they
list Park City center-based childcare monthly fees and the 51,700 monthly childcare costs for
Ages 5 and younger and a 7% max household income.

e Given the recommended adjustment from 7% to 10% max household income (as recommended
by the Working Group) and the incremental increases in Park City childcare costs, the
recommendation is to implement a scholarship based on a max of 51,700 cost for care.

2. AMI at 150% for the $200 workforce under 3 years old scholarship... why wouldn’t this just be
factored in the cost of care calculations since the cost of care is higher the younger they are and each
place is going to be a little bit different? My initial answer to myself is that item 1 refers to residents
only, and item 2 is broader in referring to workforce as well. In which case, why not factor into 1 if
they’re a resident, and if they aren’t a resident yet are using a Summit County licensed daycare they
receive the $200 scholarship only if their income * expected contribution is less than the actual cost of
care, and treat the math the same. For example, make 100k/year and participate year-round, 10k/year
to childcare, $833/month. Tuition is $1,233. They are workforce, not a resident (so it’s not double
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EXHIBIT C

dipped), then gap is $S400, they get the full $200 under 3 kid bonus. If the tuition were $1,000/month,
the difference is only $167, so they only get a $167 scholarship. Then it makes the AMI irrelevant, the
family contribution capacity and actual cost drives eligibility. It protects against price inflation a bit that
way too.

e Correct, the two scholarships apply to residents vs workforce. The 5200 scholarship was
recommended to address the higher average cost of care for children under 36 months and
support the workforce. It was not recommended to require 10% household contribution prior to
receiving a scholarship. However, Council may provide direction.

3. Tier the max family contribution instead of a flat 10% to 100% AMI and 12% up to 120% AMI... under
a certain AMI (maybe 70% to hit our WFW around 60%) 1 kid = 8%, 2+ kids = 11%, 70% to 100% - 1 kid =
10%, 2+ kids = 13%... over 100%... 1 kid = 12%, 2 kids = 15%... point of this is to increase scholarships for
those who need it most, plus to increase treat everyone a little more fairly so if you have 2 kids or more
you are expected to contribute a little more than someone with 1 kid.

e The recommendation of 10% considered that the household contribution amount would adjust
comparatively based on the total household income. However, Council may provide direction.

e Upwards recommends 10% for all residents to make the program easy for applicants to
understand.

4. Clarify presumptive eligibility required for DWS funds recipients, the idea sounds great

e OnlJuly 11, 2023, President Biden released a statement on strengthening the care economy. On
that same day, the US Department of Health and Human Services announced a new proposed
rule for the Child Care and Development Fund, the main source of assistance for families with
low incomes. Among other things, it encouraged states to consider children ‘presumptively
eligible’. Delaware, Montana, Wyoming, and Monroe County, NY are among the states that
have already implemented this philosophy. While Utah has adopted presumptive eligibility to
allow for temporary medical assistance through Medicaid, the DWS Childcare Assistance
Program has not. Therefore, households do not receive DWS childcare assistance funds until an
application is reviewed and approved. However, for the purposes of PCMC’s Childcare
Scholarship Program, we would treat the DWS Childcare Assistance Program as if they applied
presumptive eligibility for all applicants who meet the DWS Childcare Assistance income
threshold. Therefore, PCMC would not distribute PCMC funds for the amount potentially covered
by the DWS Childcare Assistance Program. When approved by DWS, the household would
receive the remainder of the eligible childcare assistance funds. However, if a household is not
approved for the State due to ineligibility (based on the State criteria, which are different than
PCMC’s), the household can provide that documentation to PCMC’s Childcare Scholarship
Administrator to receive the remainder of the eligible scholarship amount. Note: DWS
applications that are denied because they are incomplete will not be covered by PCMC’s
Childcare Scholarship.

5. When do annual AMI adjustments take place and apply to the scholarship calculations?

e AMl is updated by HUD each year. Generally, this is published in April or May. PCMC will share
the updated AMI with the Administrator and adjust scholarships accordingly within 2 weeks of
HUD'’s publishing date.

6. Employee benefit through June 2024 is funded from the $1M, FY25 and forwards will be built into the
budget

e The employee program includes the recommendation to utilize the S1M during the current fiscal
year and the operations budget thereafter. See the November 26, 2023 staff report from Sarah
Mangano with additional benefit details.
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https://www.hhs.gov/about/news/2023/07/11/new-rule-proposed-improve-child-care-access-affordability-stability.html
https://www.hhs.gov/about/news/2023/07/11/new-rule-proposed-improve-child-care-access-affordability-stability.html
https://click.everyaction.com/k/66403319/416217116/356329443?nvep=ew0KICAiVGVuYW50VXJpIjogIm5ncHZhbjovL3Zhbi9FQS9FQTAwNS8xLzc5MjQwIiwNCiAgIkRpc3RyaWJ1dGlvblVuaXF1ZUlkIjogImM4NmI2ZTFjLWYzMjAtZWUxMS1hOWJiLTAwMjI0ODMyZWI3MyIsDQogICJFbWFpbEFkZHJlc3MiOiAic3NjaG1pdEBjbGFzcC5vcmciDQp9&hmac=V_3NNMQgj6hE14b7wliE3v1wgiZxb6ejs1Gg9oe6Pos=&emci=5ee08716-cd20-ee11-a9bb-00224832eb73&emdi=c86b6e1c-f320-ee11-a9bb-00224832eb73&ceid=2835262
https://click.everyaction.com/k/66403320/416217117/-1453831534?nvep=ew0KICAiVGVuYW50VXJpIjogIm5ncHZhbjovL3Zhbi9FQS9FQTAwNS8xLzc5MjQwIiwNCiAgIkRpc3RyaWJ1dGlvblVuaXF1ZUlkIjogImM4NmI2ZTFjLWYzMjAtZWUxMS1hOWJiLTAwMjI0ODMyZWI3MyIsDQogICJFbWFpbEFkZHJlc3MiOiAic3NjaG1pdEBjbGFzcC5vcmciDQp9&hmac=V_3NNMQgj6hE14b7wliE3v1wgiZxb6ejs1Gg9oe6Pos=&emci=5ee08716-cd20-ee11-a9bb-00224832eb73&emdi=c86b6e1c-f320-ee11-a9bb-00224832eb73&ceid=2835262
https://click.everyaction.com/k/66403321/416217118/1630562501?nvep=ew0KICAiVGVuYW50VXJpIjogIm5ncHZhbjovL3Zhbi9FQS9FQTAwNS8xLzc5MjQwIiwNCiAgIkRpc3RyaWJ1dGlvblVuaXF1ZUlkIjogImM4NmI2ZTFjLWYzMjAtZWUxMS1hOWJiLTAwMjI0ODMyZWI3MyIsDQogICJFbWFpbEFkZHJlc3MiOiAic3NjaG1pdEBjbGFzcC5vcmciDQp9&hmac=V_3NNMQgj6hE14b7wliE3v1wgiZxb6ejs1Gg9oe6Pos=&emci=5ee08716-cd20-ee11-a9bb-00224832eb73&emdi=c86b6e1c-f320-ee11-a9bb-00224832eb73&ceid=2835262
https://click.everyaction.com/k/66403322/416217119/2139422615?nvep=ew0KICAiVGVuYW50VXJpIjogIm5ncHZhbjovL3Zhbi9FQS9FQTAwNS8xLzc5MjQwIiwNCiAgIkRpc3RyaWJ1dGlvblVuaXF1ZUlkIjogImM4NmI2ZTFjLWYzMjAtZWUxMS1hOWJiLTAwMjI0ODMyZWI3MyIsDQogICJFbWFpbEFkZHJlc3MiOiAic3NjaG1pdEBjbGFzcC5vcmciDQp9&hmac=V_3NNMQgj6hE14b7wliE3v1wgiZxb6ejs1Gg9oe6Pos=&emci=5ee08716-cd20-ee11-a9bb-00224832eb73&emdi=c86b6e1c-f320-ee11-a9bb-00224832eb73&ceid=2835262

EXHIBIT C

7. How often is residency and employment validated? If either condition is unmet does the program
adjust that month?

e The administrator will follow industry best practices including verifying eligibility requirements
for the application period. Typically, this is 60 days before re-verification is required.

8. How do we calculate family contribution for folks who don’t use childcare every month or when the
summer months are significantly less than the academic year because they take a camp approach or
leverage unlicensed providers (like high school kids not in school) instead of a facility? If they only use
childcare 9 out of 12 months (guessing that’s academic year?) and make 100k/year, shouldn’t their
contribution be 100k * 10% / 9 (not divided by 12)? So $1,111 rather than $833? How is that all
managed? If we always use the lower number they’ll be receiving a scholarship a few hundred bucks
higher than the math would result in. | could support an answer of monthly is how it’s handled,
period. | wouldn’t want to calculate benefits yearly and then only have actual costs for 9 out of 12
months because then we’d essentially be subsidizing way more than we’re letting on.

e The recommendation is to implement a 51,700 max monthly childcare cost for scholarship
consideration. Also see question #1 from above for additional details about the S1,700.

e Upwards recommends calculating 10% household contributions and a childcare cost on a
monthly basis to make the program easy for applicants to understand.

9. Do we have a maximum scholarship amount per family? I’'m thinking 2 or 3k so we don’t end up with
a single family with 3 kids going to Montessori schools sucking up all the funds getting a 4 or 5k/month
scholarship. Some examples in the spreadsheet.

e There is no maximum scholarship amount of recommended funds for the number of children
covered per household. There is a recommended maximum amount of monthly childcare costs
per child per month. For reference, the Department of Workforce Services has no maximum
number of children. However, Council may provide direction.

Seems for our AMIs DWS only applies up to 55 or 60% which if true would be important to note as well.
Correct. The exact percentage will vary with AMI adjustments. The way I’'m thinking about it is DWS
subsidies count towards scholarship amounts we issue, however, the DWS “bonus” we have outlined to
providers to handle administration of DWS subsidies would not count towards the scholarship amount
we offer. That really is a bonus to the provider for doing the paperwork. Yes- Correct.
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EXHIBIT C

Childcare Needs-Based Scholarship Program Criteria
1. Childcare Needs-Based Tuition Scholarship
Park City resident children up to 60 months;
A household income of less than 100% AMI;
Enrolled with a regulated childcare provider located within Summit County;
Households contribute 10% of the household income to childcare per
month;
e. PCMC scholarship will cover the remaining childcare expenses up to
$1,700 monthly tuition per child per month, however,

i. Households who are identified as potentially eligible (as identified
by the administrator) must apply for DWS Childcare Assistance;
and

ii. The scholarships will not be provided for childcare expenses that
are potentially eligible for other programs, including DWS and other
federal funding unless the household can provide proof of
application and denial. If denied, the PCMC scholarship will be
available.

2. Infant & Toddler Childcare Tuition Scholarship
a. Park City residents and/or Park City workforce children up to 36 months;
b. A household income of less than 150% AMI;
c. $200 scholarship per child per month; and
d. A regulated childcare provider located within Summit County.
3. Regulated Childcare Provider Incentive to Serve Children Enrolled in DWS
Childcare Assistance
a. $300 per month per Park City resident or workforce child enrolled in DWS
Childcare Assistance; and
b. A regulated childcare provider located within Summit County.

Qo oo

e Scholarships and childcare-provider funding incentives are available first come,
first serve each month and provided directly to regulated Summit County
childcare providers.

e Funding amounts for each program component are not mutually exclusive.

o For example, if funding for the infant & toddler childcare (up to 36 months)
tuition scholarship component is exhausted early, that program can
continue to draw upon the total allocation until City Council desires
otherwise.
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PARK CITY

City Council Staff Communication Report
Subject: Procurement Update

Author: Haley Swenson, Lisa Roadfuss, Cate Brabson
Department: Budget, Attorney’s Office

Date: November 2, 2023

Type of Item: Informational

The following report provides an update on the implementation of Park City Municipal’s
recently revised procurement policy and processes.

On March 9, 2023, after several years of incremental changes, the City Council
approved an overhaul of its Procurement Rules, which included:

e Designating the City Manager as the official Procurement Official with authority to
delegate to selected individuals from each department. The Procurement Official
oversees all purchases and contract management, including selection of
procurement methods, administration of contracts, and resolution of
controversies related to procedure and contract disputes;

e Expanding and clarifying Definitions from 9 to 42 defined terms;

e Updating the Competitive Bidding Provisions that reflect a more comprehensive
process for Invitation for Bids, Request for Proposals (RFP), and Request for
Statement of Qualifications (RSOQ), and use of Approved Vendor Lists, as well
as Exemptions, Exceptions, and Waivers;

e Adding Emergency Contracts, Trial Use Contracts, and Protests and Appeals
provisions; and

e Increasing the City Manager’s approval threshold from $25,000 to $100,000 to
reflect the growth and scope of public services offered by PCMC.

At the same time, several new internal processes were established to improve overall
accountability and clarify processes, including:

¢ Creation of the One Stop Shop/Procurement file accessible to all PCMC staff,
which provides resources about training materials, Certificates of Insurance,
contract and RFP checklists and flowcharts, Conflict of Interest and
Confidentiality Statements, Procurement Official Authority, Procurement Policies
and Rules, templates for RSOQs, RFPs (non-bid), Amendments, Construction
Agreements, Professional Services Agreements, and Design Professional
Services Agreements.

e Implementation and training for managers on the new Procurement Rules,
internal process workflow clarifications, and elevation of the State of Utah’s
Procurement Website, or Utah Public Procurement Place (U3P).

e Publishing a monthly contract tracking document on the City’s website outlining
all contracts within the City Manager’s authority. The contract tracking sheet
proactively centralizes individual contract details, ensuring Council oversight.
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Procurement Manager

Through the FY24 budget process, the City Council approved a Procurement Manager
position to lead Park City's procurement administration, processes, and strategies.
Working closely with the City Attorney’s Office, the Procurement Manager actively
supports staff in acquiring a diverse range of goods and services, including but not limited
to equipment and supplies, professional engineering and architectural services,
construction projects, information technology solutions, and various commaodities.

The Procurement Manager:

e Works to identify cost-saving opportunities, streamline processes, and enhance
the overall value to the City of goods and services procured;

e Ensures strict adherence to the organization's procurement policies and
procedures, fostering transparency and integrity throughout the procurement
process; and,

e Regularly reviews and updates policies to reflect best practices, increase
efficiency, and ensure compliance with evolving State and Federal regulations.

Current Status

Since adopting the Rules and rolling out the Basic and Advanced training modules, the
Attorney’s Office has updated the RFP template and created new and improved contract
templates for Professional Services Agreements, Amendments, and State Cooperative
Contracts End User Agreements. More templates are planned, including Design
Professional Services Agreements and RSOQ/Task Orders. The addition of the
Procurement Manager has greatly assisted the Attorney’s Office to keep its work focused
on legal review rather than time-consuming process or policy assistance.

The rollout of the new checklists and flowcharts has been relatively smooth, and the
transition was assisted by regular email reminders to a newly formed group of Project
Managers. The Procurement Manager has also helped identify areas not addressed by
current policy or where policy could be created or amended to be more efficient. Specific
examples we are considering include:

1. IT Policy and Processes: We are exploring potential updates to our IT policies
and processes to enhance cybersecurity measures, streamline software
deployment, and improve data management.

2. Purchasing Policy: We are looking into expanding our purchasing policies to
foster cost-efficiency, vendor diversity, and sustainability practices.

3. RFP Flowchart: Our goal is to create a more user-friendly and comprehensive
Request for Proposal (RFP) flowchart to guide the procurement process, making
it easier for both our team and potential vendors.

4. FAQ Processes: We are developing more efficient processes to address

frequently asked questions (FAQs) from our customers, aiming to provide quicker
and more accurate responses while reducing workload on our support team.
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Long Term Goals

1. Digital Transformation: Develop and execute an integrated strategy to
revolutionize procurement by harnessing technology and automation. The
ultimate goal is to establish a fully automated and eco-friendly procurement
system that optimizes cost, time, accountability, transparency, and environmental
impact.

2. Streamlined Auditing: Develop and implement a standardized system for file
management and record-keeping to ensure rigorous adherence to documented
protocols. The primary emphasis is on individual staff members strictly following
established document protocols to maintain consistent record-keeping and file
pathways, ensuring easy retrieval, and sharing of information when necessary
(I.LE., GRAMA requests).

3. Fostering a Unified Culture: Cultivate a culture within PCMC that encourages all

staff and stakeholders to embrace and collaboratively navigate procurement
policies and procedures to elevate operations, efficiency, and impact.
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PARK CITY

Staff Communication

Subject: Sales Tax, Budget Monitoring, and Operating
Insights

Author: Budget Team

Department: Budget

Date: November 16, 2023

Type of Item: Informational

August Sales Tax Update

Park City’s economy modestly slowed in August as the City’s sales taxes, excluding
Transit and Transient Room taxes, were down -2.9% from August FY23. On the
lodging front, Transient Room taxes also exhibited a small August reduction, down
-3.6% from FY23. Transit sales taxes posted a minor decrease of -3.0% from last
August.

In the City’s General Fund, this resulted in a similarly sized -2.9% reduction in sales
tax revenues from the previous August. Despite this, General Fund sales tax
revenues were +18.5% above the City’s cumulative year-to-date budget. Fortunately,
the August numbers are a relatively small sales month compared to winter months,
hopefully indicating minor fluctuations are common without a large overall impact.

Trends in the City’s Capital and Transportation funds, which also receive sales tax
revenues, broadly mirrored the trends seen in the General Fund.

Overall, we remain confident yet on high alert heading into this year’s winter season
and will regularly assess various leading indicators in collaboration with the PC
Chamber of Commerce.

August State Compliance Monthly Budget Reporting
The attachments to this report show monthly revenue and expenditure reports detailed

by fund and major object type. There may be discrepancies in YTD actuals vs.
estimated budget in some cases due to program seasonality, the timing of payments,
capital projects, and bond transactions.

Notable Observations:

Revenues

e Due to state sales tax reporting timing, August sales tax journal entries
were not recorded at the time of this report. The first entry for FY24 will
be September 30, 2023.

¢ Year-to-date Planning, Building, and Engineering fees are tracking slightly
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under budget but above FY23 due to the pace of the construction industry.

¢ Golf revenue continues to track above budget and previous years, yet
overall rounds are down mainly due to weather.

Expenditures
e Personnel budgets are tracking under, as expected, due to vacancies and

attrition in FY24 and our budgeting methodology of using maximum
position range and benefits.

o Utility budgets will true-up as the year progresses.

e Typical variances are shown in Materials, Supplies, and Contract Services,
only two months into the fiscal year.

e Variances in Capital expenditures in various funds due to project timelines,
invoicing, completion dates, and carry-forward amounts.

Exhibit A: Revenue Summary by Object and Type
Exhibit B: Expense Summary by Object and Type
Exhibit C: FY24 August Sales Tax
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Variance YTD

YTD Revenue - Aug 2023 YTD Actuals YTD Monthly Actual vs Monthly AL A G Original Budget
Budget Estm Estm $ vs Monthly Estm %
- 011 GENERAL FUND

Property Taxes $ 13,109,914
Sales Tax $ 18,759,861
Franchise Tax $ 116,477 ' $ 109,356 | $ 147,451  $ 117,022 ' $ 30,429 26%| $ 3,591,845
Licenses $ 27,616 | $ 48,824 | $ 36,554 | $ 25,118 | $ 11,436 46% $ 412,920
Planning Building & Engineering Fees $ 1,090,469 | $ 765,910 | $ 916,272 | $ 985,712 | $ (69,440) 7% $ 4,137,954
Special Event Fees $ 8,000 $ 14,263 | $ 7,996  $ 10,479 | $ (2,483) -24%| $ 322,924
Federal Revenue $ - $ 48,362
State Revenue $ (195) $ 195 -100% $ 68,086
County/SP District Revenue $ 15,000 $ 8,185 | $ (8,185) -100%| $ 21,827
Cemetery Charges for Services $ 2,589  $ 5,062  $ 10,581 ' $ 60,179 | $ (49,598) -82%| $ 228,269
Recreation $ 466,980  $ 450,806 | $ 462,097  $ 491,611 | $ (29,515) -6%| $ 2,715,675
Other Service Revenue $ 5434 § 14 $ 8,208 $ 3222 $ 4,986 155% $ 56,768
Library Fees $ 4,067 | $ 3,062 $ 3,636 $ 3,636

Misc. Revenues $ 28,775 | $ 19,947 | $ 9,127 | $ 7,282 | $ 1,845 25%| $ 686,242
Interfund Transactions (Admin) $ 372,550 | $ 443,334 | $ 493,268 ' $ 474,606 | $ 18,662 4% $ 4,011,403
Special Revenues & Resources $ 515,283 ' $ 505,029 $ -

Total 011 GENERAL FUND $ 2,638,239 $ 2,380,607 $ 2,095,190 $ 2,183,225 $ (88,035) 4% $ 48,172,050

- 012 QUINNS RECREATION COMPLEX

Recreation $ 143 ' $ 294 | $ 704 $ 447 | $ 257 58%| $ 4,806
Ice $ 71,749 $ 117,518  $ 159,980 $ 113,893 $ 46,087 40% $ 716,838
Misc. Revenues $ 90  $ 4% (4) $ (4) $ 1,212
Total 012 QUINNS RECREATION COMPLEX $ 71,981 $ 117,817  $ 160,681 $ 114,340 $ 46,341 1% $ 722,856

- 022 DRUG CONFISCATIONS

- 024 MAIN STREET RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND
Property Taxes

State Revenue $ 2,356 $ -
Total 022 DRUG CONFISCATIONS $ 2,356 $ =
- 023 LOWER PARK AVE RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND
Property Taxes $ 8,667 | $ (8,667) -100% $ 4,252,000
Total 023 LOWER PARK AVE RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND $ 8,667 $ (8,667) -100% $ 4,252,000

11,319

Total 024 MAIN STREET RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND
- 031 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND

©»
'

11,319

Sales Tax $ - $ 16,329,673
Planning Building & Engineering Fees $ 106,472 $ 44,346 $ 66,436  $ 100,526 = $ (34,090) -34%| $ 419,695
Federal Revenue $ 4913 | $ (4,913) -100% $ 29,478
State Revenue $ 215 | § (215) -100% $ 62,171
County/SP District Revenue $ 35,000 $ 9,024 | $ (9,024) -100% $ 50,000
Misc. Revenues $ 11,787 ' $ 23,216 | $ 54,672 $ 49,839  $ 4,833 10% $ 3,503,219
Special Revenues & Resources $ 1,682  $ 75,698 | $ 938 $ 938

Bond Proceeds $ 5,000,000 | $ (5,000,000) -100% $ 30,000,000
Total 031 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND $ 119,940 $ 178,260 $ 122,046 $ 5,164,518 $ (5,042,472) -98% $ 50,394,236

- 033 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-LOWER PRK
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YTD Revenue - Aug 2023

YTD Actuals

YTD Monthly
Budget Estm

Variance YTD

Variance YTD Actual

Actual vs Monthly
Estm $

vs Monthly Estm %

Original Budget

Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt)

515,422

515,422

$

515,422

$ 465,154

$ 50,268

1%

$

3,092,532

Total 033 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-LOWER PRK
- 034 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-MAIN ST
Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt)

515,422

116,666

515,422

116,666

515,422

$ 465,154

$ 50,268

-
'

1%

3,092,532

Total 034 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-MAIN ST
- 038 EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT CIP
Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt)

116,666

264,266

116,666

264,266

314,266

L2

307,768

©»
'

©»

6,498

2%

L2

1,885,600

Total 038 EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT CIP
- 051 WATER FUND

264,266

264,266

314,266

©»

307,768

©»

6,498

2%

©»

1,885,600

- 052 STORM WATER FUND

Planning Building & Engineering Fees $ 366,422 | $ 236,300 | $ 265,332 | $ 199,340  $ 65,992 33%| $ 750,000
Water Charges for Services $ 2,710,425 | $ 2,646,408 @ $ 2,873,221 | $ 2,822,144 | $ 51,077 2% $ 22,487,920
Misc. Revenues $ 7,165 | $ 88,073 | $ 127,988  $ 24,491 | $ 103,497 423%| $ 388,887
Bond Proceeds $ 2,079,561 | $ (2,079,561) -100% $ 12,477,367
Total 051 WATER FUND $ 3,084,012 $ 2,970,781 $ 3,266,541 $ 5,125,537 $ (1,858,995) -36% $ 36,104,174

- 057 TRANSPORTATION & PARKING FUND

Water Charges for Services $ 145,665  $ 150,580 | $ 154,215 $ 157,002 | $ (2,787) -2%| $ 2,000,000
Total 052 STORM WATER FUND $ 145,665 $ 150,580 $ 154,215 $ 157,002 $ (2,787) 2% $ 2,000,000
Recreation $ 844,104 | $ 878,496 | $ 963,291 | $ 648,271 | $ 315,019 49% $ 1,406,143
Misc. Revenues $ 18§ 13 8 2 $ 2 $ 40,128
Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt) $ 4,166  $ 4,166 | $ 4,166  $ 4,166 @ $ - 0% $ 25,000
Total 055 GOLF COURSE FUND $ 848,288 $ 882,675 $ 967,458 $ 652,437 $ 315,021 48% $ 1,471,271

Sales Tax $ - $ 15,425,176
Licenses $ 41,426 | $ 66,495 | $ 32,960  $ 29,400 | $ 3,560 12% $ 981,896
Federal Revenue $ (2,148) $ (1,042) $ 1,042 -100% $ 21,713,819
County/SP District Revenue $ 171,419 $ 171,419

Transit Charges for Services $ 1,100 $ 368 $ 9,445 | $ (9,077) -96% $ 85,740
Misc. Revenues $ 13,155 $ 13,566 @ $ (13,566) -100% $ 270,552
Special Revenues & Resources $ - $ 216,418
Total 057 TRANSPORTATION & PARKING FUND $ 53,533 $ 66,495  $ 204,748 $ 51,369  $ 153,379 299% $ 38,693,601
Fines & Forfeitures $ 587,982 | $ 604,615 | $ 751,600  $ 679,729 | $ 71,871 1% $ 2,995,080
Total 058 PARKING FUND $ 587,982 $ 604,615 $ 751,600 $ 679,729 $ 71,871 1% $ 2,995,080
Interfund Transactions (Admin) $ 396,800 ' $ 457,570 | $ 559,002 | $ 527,637 | $ 31,365 6% $ 3,354,000
Total 062 FLEET SERVICES FUND $ 396,800 $ 457,570 $ 559,002 $ 527,637 31,365 6% $ 3,354,000
Misc. Revenues $ 45,834 | § 58,334 | $ 75,000 66,924 8,076 12% $ 450,000
Interfund Transactions (Admin) $ 263,910 ' $ 282,330  $ 307,908  $ 307,760 | $ 148 0% $ 1,847,445
Total 064 SELF INSURANCE FUND $ 309,744 $ 340,664  $ 382,908 $ 374,684  $ 8,224 2% $ 2,297,445

- 070 SALES TAX REV BOND - DEBT SVS FUND
Misc. Revenues $ 16,335  $ 62,196 | $ 231,818 $ 231,818
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YTD Revenue - Aug 2023

YTD Actuals

YTD Monthly

Budget Estm

Variance YTD
Actual vs Monthly
Estm $

Variance YTD Actual
vs Monthly Estm %

Original Budget

Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt)

$

1,160,370  $

1,161,466  $

1,160,886

$

1,142,328

$ 18,558

2%

$

6,965,316

- Grand Total
TOTAL

Total without Bond Transactions and Debt Service

10,331,665 | $
9,154,895 | $

10,271,038 | $
9,046,416 | $

10,888,840
9,494,077

16,954,394
8,732,505

(6,065,554)
761,571

-36%
9%

$
$

Total 070 SALES TAX REV BOND - DEBT SVS FUND $ 1,176,705 $ 1,223,662 $ 1,392,704 $ 1,142,328 $ 250,377 22% $ 6,965,316
Property Taxes $ - $ 9,478,438
Misc. Revenues $ 66 $ 960 | $ 2,059 $ 2,059

Total 071 DEBT SERVICE FUND $ 66 $ 960 $ 2,059 $ 2,059 $ 9,478,438

211,889,918
152,968,797

Page 58 of 539




YTD Expenses - Aug 2023

- 011 GENERAL FUND

YTD Actuals

YTD Monthly Budget Variance YTD Actual Variance YTD Actual
vs Monthly Estm $

Estimate

vs Monthly Estm %

Original Budget

PERSONNEL SERVICES $ 3,220,050 | $ 3,950,506 @ $ 4,140,729 $ 5,160,378  $ (1,019,649) 20% $ 33,994,582
MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 171,886  $ 131,869  $ 278,338 $ 257,410  $ 20,929 8% $ 1,544,459
UTILITIES $ 19,454 | $ 39,883  $ 61,467 | $ 320,952 | $ (259,485) -81% $ 1,925,714
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 657,589 | $ 678,705  $ 761,256 @ $ 996,210 | $ (234,954) -24% $ 5,977,261
PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $ 142,596 @ $ 154,609  $ 227,239 | $ 310,242 | $ (83,004) 27% $ 1,861,453
SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES $ 244,540 | $ 38,427  $ 259,304 $ 350,350 | $ (91,046) -26% $ 2,102,100
CAPITAL OUTLAY $ 24,663 | $ 19,562  $ 198,430  $ 130,887 @ $ 67,543 52% $ 785,322
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 514,130 | $ 573,298  $ 697,364  $ 697,360  $ 5] 0% $ 4,184,157
Total 011 GENERAL FUND $ 4,994,909 $ 5,586,859 $ 6,624,127 $ 8,223,789 $ (1,599,662) 19% $ 52,375,048
PERSONNEL SERVICES $ 120,819 ' $ 137,111 $ 145,923 | $ 188,898  $ (42,976) 23% $ 1,244,390
MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 1,103 | $ 13,984  $ 3,661 $ 11,490 $ (7,829) -68% $ 68,940
UTILITIES $ 3,125 ' $ 7,487 '$ 5782 $ 24,503 | $ (18,721) -76% $ 147,017
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 12,629 ' $ 11,905  $ 27,818 | $ 20,068  $ 7,750 39% $ 120,410
PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $ 4,950 | $ 9439  $ 12,446 | $ 9,503  $ 2,943 31% $ 57,020
SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES $ 3,075 $ 3,462  $ 4,000 | $ 3,833 $ 167 4% $ 23,000
CAPITAL OUTLAY $ 167 ' $ (167) -100% $ 1,000
Total 012 QUINNS RECREATION COMPLEX $ 145,701 $ 183,388 $ 199,630 $ 258,463 $ (58,833) -23% $ 1,661,777

- 024 MAIN STREET RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND

MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 3,643 $ 1,667 | $ (1,667) -100% $ 10,000
UTILITIES $ 223 | $ 95 $ 224 | $ 1,518 | $ (1,295) -85% $ 9,109
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 180 $ 11,667 $ (11,667) -100% $ 70,000
SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES $ 94,667 % (94,667) -100% $ 568,000
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 515422 | $ 515,422 $ 515422 | $ 515,422 $ - 0% $ 3,092,532
Total 023 LOWER PARK AVE RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FL $ 519,468 $ 515,517 $ 515,646 $ 624,940 $ (109,295) -17% $ 3,749,641

H
'

- 034 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-MAIN ST
CAPITAL OUTLAY

25,000

(25,000)

-100%

CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 4,800 $ 8,333 $ (8,333) -100% $ 50,000
SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES $ 67,500  $ (67,500) -100% $ 405,000
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 116,666 @ $ 116,666 $ -

Total 024 MAIN STREET RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND  $ 116,666 $ 121,466 $ 75,833 $ (75,833) -100% $ 455,000
PERSONNEL SERVICES $ 3,636 $ 2,253 | $ 1,873 $ 1,873

CAPITAL OUTLAY $ 577,478 | $ 745,682  $ 1,604,515 $ 8,112,562  $ (6,508,047) -80% $ 48,675,370
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 695,772 | $ 696,180 @ $ 695,746 @ $ 695,746 $ - 0% $ 4,174,476
Total 031 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND $ 1,276,886 $ 1,444,115 $ 2,302,134 $ 8,808,308 $ (6,506,173) 74% $ 52,849,846
CAPITAL OUTLAY $ 6,776 | $ 76 $ 74,167 | $ (74,091) -100% $ 445,000
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 464,598 ' $ 465,286  $ 465,140 @ $ 465,140  $ o 0% $ 2,790,840
Total 033 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-LOWER PRK $ 464,598 $ 472,062 $ 465,216 $ 539,307 $ (74,091) 14% $ 3,235,840

H
'

150,000

Total 034 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-MAIN ST

25,000

©®» &N

(25,000)

-100%

$

150,000
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YTD Expenses - Aug 2023

YTD Actuals

Estimate

YTD Monthly Budget Variance YTD Actual Variance YTD Actual
vs Monthly Estm $

vs Monthly Estm %

Original Budget

- 038 EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT CIP

CAPITAL OUTLAY

H
'

- 051 WATER FUND

Total 038 EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT CIP

©»

59,793
59,793

©»

$ 204,466
$ 204,466

$
$

234,599
234,599

$ 327,433
$ 327,433

$
$ (92,834)
$ (92,834)

-28%
-28%

$ 1,964,600
$ 1,964,600

PERSONNEL SERVICES $ 439,358 | $ 563,130 @ $ 739,868 | $ 748,993 | $ (9,125) 1% $ 4,934,076
MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 48,157 | $ 112,435  $ 117,868 @ $ 94,170 $ 23,698 25% $ 565,020
UTILITIES $ 7,788 ' $ 8,794  $ 18,414 | $ 235,620  $ (217,206) -92% $ 1,413,719
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 149,259 | $ 217,806 $ 325,403 | $ 329,534 | $ (4,131) 1% $ 1,977,206
PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $ 157,203 | $ 164,889  $ 287,258 | $ 245925  $ 41,333 17% $ 1,475,550
SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES $ 23,798 | $ 32,879 $ 44270 | $ 30,533 | $ 13,737 45% $ 183,200
CAPITAL OUTLAY $ 3,722,114 | $ (2,987,768) $ 668,613 | $ 1,696,301  $ (1,027,688) -61% $ 10,177,805
DEBT SERVICE $ (20,666) $ (124,730) $ (209,740) $ 1,567,311 | $ (1,777,051) -13% $ 9,403,863
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 182,072 | $ 223,708 ' $ 256,140 | $ 431,442 $ (175,302) -41% $ 2,588,649
Total 051 WATER FUND $ 4,709,082 $ (1,788,855) $ 2,248,095 $ 5,379,828 $ (3,131,733) -58% $ 32,719,089
PERSONNEL SERVICES $ 89,696  $ 128,578  $ 60,232 | $ 100,590  $ (40,359) -40% $ 662,651
MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 2,838 $ 3,011 $ 1,554 $ 10,500  $ (8,946) -85% $ 63,000
UTILITIES $ 2,255 | $ 1,533 $ 2,707 | $ 7,270 | $ (4,563) -63% $ 43,621
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 10,765 ' $ 10,604  $ 36,180 | $ 24938  $ 11,243 45% $ 149,625
PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $ 4,301 | $ 600  $ 5,696  $ 6,901  $ (1,205) 17% $ 41,406
CAPITAL OUTLAY $ (98,573) $ 2,874 | $ 210,250 | $ (207,376) -99% $ 1,261,500
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 22,576 | $ 26,230  $ 28,984 | $ 28,984  $ 0 0% $ 173,903
Total 052 STORM WATER FUND $ 132,431 $ 71,982 $ 138,227 $ 389,433 $ (251,206) -65% $ 2,395,706
PERSONNEL SERVICES $ 167,762 | $ 167,197  $ 192,965  $ 168,623  $ 24,341 14% $ 1,110,825
MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 9,609 $ 7,087 $ 14,400  $ 12,283 $ 2,116 17% $ 73,700
UTILITIES $ 19,102 ' $ 16,673  $ 188  $ 22,553 | $ (22,365) -99% $ 135,320
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 24170 | $ 20,410  $ 31,347 | $ 16,638  $ 14,709 88% $ 99,825
PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $ 58,916 | $ 86,112 | $ 82,821 | $ 55,800  $ 27,021 48% $ 334,800
SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES $ 16,248 ' $ 15,639  $ 18,541 | $ 7,250  $ 11,291 156% $ 43,500
CAPITAL OUTLAY $ 3,155 $ 47,155 | $ (47,155) -100% $ 282,928
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 23,730 | $ 28,016 $ 29,992 | $ 29,991 $ 1 0% $ 179,945
Total 055 GOLF COURSE FUND $ 319,537 ' $ 344289 $ 370,254 $ 360,293 $ 9,961 3% $ 2,260,843

H
'

- 057 TRANSPORTATION & PARKING FUND

PERSONNEL SERVICES $ 937,179 | § 1,089,837 | $ 1,367,866 | $ 1,782,334 | § (414,468) -23% $ 11,741,329
MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 36,232 | $ 27,404 $ 15,821 | $ 55,404 | $ (39,583) -71% $ 332,422
UTILITIES $ 4,189 | $ 10,650 | $ 14,643 | $ 68,220  $ (53,577) -79% $ 409,320
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 62,026  $ 118,394 § 101,253 | § 476,160 = $ (374,907) -79% $ 2,856,960
PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $ 2512 | § 5420  $ 1228 | § 6,167  § (4,939) -80% $ 37,000
SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES $ 651 | § 1,071 | $ 2413 | $ 2,750  $ (337) -12% $ 16,500
CAPITAL OUTLAY $ 164,963 | $ 88,984 | $ 1,388,937 | $ 2,995,639  $ (1,606,702) -54% $ 17,973,836
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 551,084 | $ 598,790 @ $ 645,470 | $ 645,472 | $ (2) 0% $ 3,872,831
Total 057 TRANSPORTATION & PARKING FUND $ 1,758,835 | § 1,940,550 $ 3,537,631 § 6,032,145 $ (2,494,514) -41% $ 37,240,198
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YTD Expenses - Aug 2023

YTD Actuals

YTD Monthly Budget Variance YTD Actual Variance YTD Actual

Estimate

vs Monthly Estm $

vs Monthly Estm %

Original Budget

- 058 PARKING FUND $
PERSONNEL SERVICES $ 100,607 | $ 126,499  $ 150,607 @ $ 193,126  $ (42,519) 22% $ 1,272,238
MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 36,674 | $ 11,948  $ 3,260 $ 78,750 | $ (75,490) -96% $ 472,500
UTILITIES $ 298 | $ 1,112 $ 2411 $ 1,667  $ 744 45% $ 10,000
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 168  $ 436 $ 174 | $ 24,667  $ (24,493) -99% $ 148,000
PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $ 298 | $ 1,175 $ 9,500  $ (9,500) -100% $ 57,000
SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES $ 26,751 | $ 18,065 $ 23278 | $ 10,833  $ 12,444 115% $ 65,000
CAPITAL OUTLAY $ 63,333 | $ (63,333) -100% $ 380,000
INTERFUND TRANSFER $ 2,750 | $ 1,624  $ 20,660 | $ 20,661 $ (1) 0% $ 123,963
Total 058 PARKING FUND $ 167,546 $ 160,858 $ 200,389 $ 402,536 $ (202,147) -50% $ 2,528,701
PERSONNEL SERVICES $ 138,352 | $ 151,117 $ 174,490 @ $ 197,794 $ (23,304) 12% $ 1,302,988
MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 6,494  $ 9,714 $ 3,200 $ 10,658  $ (7,459) -70% $ 63,950
UTILITIES $ 121,798  $ 120,843 $ 132,628  $ 167,150  $ (34,522) 21% $ 1,002,900
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 453 $ 470 $ 853  $ 1,333 $ (480) -36% $ 8,000
PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $ 50,692 @ $ 107,253 $ 112,272 1 $ 128,367 $ (16,095) -13% $ 770,200
CAPITAL OUTLAY $ 1,034 $ (1,034) -100% $ 6,205
Total 062 FLEET SERVICES FUND $ 317,788  $ 389,398 $ 423,442 $ 506,336 $ (82,894) -16% $ 3,154,243
MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES $ 700  $ 11,000 @ $ 26,632 | $ 8417 ' $ 18,215 216% $ 50,500
CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC $ 68,226 | $ 20,661  $ 67,504 | $ 174,638  $ (107,134) -61% $ 1,047,829
SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES $ 34,099  $ 35,066  $ 40,820 | $ 179,250  $ (138,430) T7% $ 1,075,500
Total 064 SELF INSURANCE FUND $ 103,026 $ 66,727 $ 134,957 $ 362,305 $ (227,348) -63% $ 2,173,829

- 070 SALES TAX REV BOND - DEBT SVS FUND
DEBT SERVICE

2,100

L2

1,162,553

(1,160,453)

-100%

©»

$

6,975,316

Total 070 SALES TAX REV BOND - DEBT SVS FUND
- 071 DEBT SERVICE FUND
DEBT SERVICE

©»

1,358,250

R=2

©*»

1,248,625

©»

2,100

1,133,875

©*»

R=2

1,162,553

1,579,740

©®» &N

(1,160,453)

(445,865)

-28%

©»

©»

6,975,316

H
'

9,478,438

Total 071 DEBT SERVICE FUND
- Grand Total
TOTAL

Total without Bond Transactions and Debt Service and
Capital

©»

1,358,250 $

16,444,516 | $

10,557,921 | $

1,248,625 $

10,961,447 | $

11,855,268 | $

1,133,875

18,530,321

13,506,042

©»

1,579,740

35,058,241

17,064,711

(445,865)

$ (16,527,920)

e

$ (3,558,669)

-47%

-21%

$

$
$

9,478,438

215,368,114

107,406,931
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Sales Tax Revenues through August

Q
c

]
% 50
$ 46
$ 42
$ 38
$34
$30
$26
$ 22
$18 =

$ 14 \ /
$10

$6

$2

W e & o

A\
@O“ 000 )‘3‘\ er Q %‘0‘\ }Q‘\ Q’b‘; )\)‘\0

5 Year Average FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 ——FY2024
*Does not Include TRT or Transit Tax

» Sales Taxes excluding TRT and Transit Sales Tax -2.9% vs. August FY23

* Transit Sales Tax -2.8% vs. August FY23

* TRT -3.3% vs. August FY23

Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023. Note: Transit Sales Taxes exclude sales tax revenues received from Sumﬁ’]ﬁ@cﬁﬂw@f 539




General Fund




Sales Tax Summary — General Fund

General Fund - Sales Tax Summary - Monthl
Month | FY21 Actual FY22 Actual FY23 Actual FY24 Original Budget FY24 Actual

July $767,523 $1,047,907 $1,046,685 $971,817 $1,135,933
August $777,490 $1,171,593 $1,252,313 $1,013,045 $1,216,619
September $991,597 $1,132,767 $1,274,432 $1,066,812

October $735,086 $934,102 $1,034,396 $809,402

November $995,487 $1,328,051 $1,195,669 $1,043,620

December $1,709,314 $2,326,666 $2,535,657 $2,227,177

January $1,587,251 $2,346,656 $2,748,907 $2,392,043

February $1,915,684 $2,798,863 $2,919,371 $2,544,716

March $2,175,133 $2,790,344 $2,915,972 $2,476,444

April $792,166 $1,086,870 $1,065,644 $784,718

May $742,106 $708,047 $594,965 $653,679

June $1,186,465 $1,228,941 $1,195,291 $1,042,477

Total $14,375,301 $18,900,806 $19,779,302 $17,025,949 $2,352,552

Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023. Page 66 of 539



Sales Tax Summary — General Fund

m FY22 Actual vs. FY21 FY23 Actual vs. FY21 FY24 Actual vs. FY22 FY24 Actual vs. FY23 FY24 Actual vs. FY24
Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget

July $280,384 $279,162 $88,025 $89,247 $164,116

August $394,102 $80,720 $45,026 ($35,694) $203,574

September $141,170 $141,665

October $199,016 $100,294

November $332,565 ($132,382)

December $617,352 $208,991

January $759,405 $402,251

February $883,179 $120,508

March $615,211 $125,629

April $294,704 ($21,226)

May ($34,059) ($113,082)

June $42.476 ($33,650)

Total $4,525,505 $1,158,880

General Fund - Sales Tax Summary - % Change

FY22 Actual vs. FY21 FY23 Actual vs. FY21 FY24 Actual vs. FY22 FY24 Actual vs. FY23 FY24 Actual vs. FY24
Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget

July 37% 0% 8% 9% 17%
August 51% 7% 4% -3% 20%
September 14% 13%

October 27% 11%

November 33% -10%

December 36% 9%

January 48% 17%

February 46% 4%

March 28% 5%

April 37% -2%

May -5% -16%

June 4% -3%

Total 31% 5%

Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023. Page 67 of 539



Sales Tax Summary — General Fund

Geneéral Fund
Historical Sales Tax Revenues & Budgets Over Time by
Month

FY21 Actual FY22 Actual FY23 Actual EFY24 Original Budget BFY24 Actual
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Sales Tax Summary — General Fund

General Fund - FY24 Cumulative Annual Sales Tax Revenues
Through Different Lenses

FY21 Actual FY22 Actual FY23 Actual —— FY24 Original Budget ——FY24 Actual
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Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023. Page 69 of 539



Sales Tax Summary — General Fund

General Fund
FY24 Sales Tax % Change from Previous Fiscal Years

B FY?24 Actual vs. FY22 Actual B FY24 Actual vs. FY23 Actual
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Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023. Page 70 of 539



Sales Tax Summary — General Fund

General Fund
FY24 $ Change from Previous Fiscal Years

B FY24 Actual vs. FY22 Actual B FY24 Actual vs. FY23 Actual
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Sales Tax Summary — Capital Fund

Capital Fund - Sales Tax Summary - Monthl
Month = | FY21 Actual FY22 Actual FY23 Actual FY24 Original Budget FY24 Actual

July $522,650 $780,132 $780,699 $834,054 $829,228
August $529,137 $854,877 $912,107 $869,437 $885,320
September $666,174 $828,758 $908,236 $915,583

October $502,670 $693,809 $783,041 $694,663

November $760,386 $1,064,856 $889,591 $895,678

December $1,313,631 $1,995,653 $2,081,595 $1,911,456

January $1,246,723 $2,008,220 $2,450,667 $2,052,951

February $1,601,025 $2,442,328 $2,523,954 $2,183,981

March $1,775,065 $2,402,513 $2,522,172 $2,125,387

April $535,486 $861,517 $746,618 $673,478

May $485,197 $458,703 $418,774 $561,014

June $852,122 $874,417 $823,502 $894,697

Total $10,790,265 $15,265,782 $15,840,956 $14,612,379 $1,714,548

Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023.
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Sales Tax Summary — Capital Fund

Capital Fund
Historical Sales Tax Revenues & Budgets Over Time by Month

FY21 Actual FY22 Actual FY23 Actual B FY?24 Original Budget HFY24 Actual
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Sales Tax Summary — Transient Room Tax

Transient Room Tax

0,
Monthly FY21 Realized FY22 Realized FY23 Realized FY24 Realized FYZ;‘, v [P 4 [P v, [P,
ariance Varlance

July $114,918 $201,780 $207,936 $199,624 ($8,312) -4.00%
August $112,872 $206,192 $219,874 $212,683 ($7,191) -3.27%
September $125,348 $200,321 $203,178

October $104,921 $179,897 $217,406

November $210,795 $315,172 $229,493

December $336,374 $650,240 $611,583

January $328,467 $630,062 $823,076

February $479,315 $778,153 $793,379

March $509,063 $767,199 $811,367

April $116,391 $270,230 $154,497

May $94,854 $87,896 $50,265

June $208,432 $203,021 $172,713

Total $2,741,751 $4,490,163 $4,494,766

Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023. Page 75 of 539
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Sales Tax Summary — Transient Room Tax

Transient Room Tax
Historical Revenues Over Time by Month
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Sales Tax Summary — Transient Room Tax

Transient Room Tax
% Change from Previous Fiscal Years

BFY24 vs. FY22, % Variance BFY24 vs. FY23, % Variance
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Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023. Page 77 of 539
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Sales Tax Summary — Transient Room Tax

Transient Room Tax
$ Change from Previous Fiscal Years

MFY24 vs. FY22, $ Variance BFY24 vs. FY23, $ Variance
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Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023. Page 78 of 539
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Sales Tax Summary — Transportation Fund

Transportation Fund - Sales Tax Summary - Monthl
Month | FY21 Actual FY22 Actual FY23 Actual FY24 Original Budget FY24 Actual

July $431,048 $608,068 $603,893 $594,922 $662,986
August $441,580 $686,058 $727,289 $620,160 $706,563
September $570,321 $659,950 $746,659 $653,075 $0
October $419,670 $544,337 $599,108 $495,495 $0
November $583,067 $790,856 $699,150 $638,878 $0
December $1,019,746 $1,401,122 $1,538,157 $1,363,421 $0
January $955,215 $1,431,732 $1,688,798 $1,464,348 $0
February $1,164,026 $1,726,996 $1,793,757 $1,557,810 $0
March $1,316,569 $1,698,476 $1,777,654 $1,516,016 $0
April $446,180 $627,698 $625,351 $480,384 $0
May $416,661 $398,841 $388,804 $400,165 $0
June $684,361 $710,502 $667,530 $638,178 $0
Total $8,448,444 $11,284,636 $11,856,151 $10,422,853 $1,369,549

Source: Park City Municipal Corporation. As of October 2023. Note: Transit Sales Taxes exclude sales tax revenues received from Sumﬁ’]ﬁ@cﬁ%@f 539
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Sales Tax Summary — Transportation Fund

Transportation Fund
Historical Sales Tax Revenues & Budgets Over Time by Month
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General Sales
Tax

Resort Tax

Additional
Resort Tax

Transient
Room Tax

Transportation
Sales Tax

Where Do Our Sales Taxes Go?

100% General Fund

57% General Fund

18% Capital Fund

100% Capital Fund

100% Capital Fund

25% Transportation Fund

100% Transportation Fund

Transportation
Fund
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PARK CITY |

City Council
Staff Communications Report

Subject: 2024 Sundance Film Festival Transportation Plan
Author: Jenny Diersen

Department: Special Events

Date: November 16, 2023

Summary

This is an update regarding outreach, traffic circulation, parking, and transit plans for the
2024 Sundance Film Festival (Festival). While final approval will be part of the
Supplemental Plan approval scheduled for December 14, 2023, it is essential to
understand Council feedback based on the traffic and congestion that occur during the
Festival timeframe.

Since July, we have evaluated all transportation plan options to ensure we continue to
prioritize public safety, protect residential areas, prioritize transit, reduce congestion,
and create a positive resident and guest experience. We anticipate this year’s Festival
to be busier than 2023 in terms of attendance for several reasons:
1. We are excited to celebrate the 40" anniversary of the Festival;
2. Many events have returned to “normal attendance” after downward trends
from 2021 to 2023 due to the Covid-19 pandemic; and
3. The Festival will be in person (no hybrid or online option) the first week
(Thursday, 1/18 to Wednesday, 1/24) and hybrid from Thursday, 1/25
onward.

Initial outreach has been conducted among internal departments (Special Events,
Police, Engineering, Parking, Transit, Park City Fire, Building, Streets, Traffic
Management, and Community Engagement), the Historic Park City Alliance (HPCA),
and Sundance Institute — all are supportive of our proposed plans. They understand our
goals (as outlined above) and that we experience extreme congestion the first weekend
of the Festival.

In early December, we will go door to door in Old Town and Main Street with information
(Exhibit A) and distribute 2024 Special Event Access Passes. In January, we have
robust outreach planned (Exhibit B), including spots on local media, social media
posts, and a digital Community Guide (also available in Spanish).

Annual plan adjustments were recommended based on experience from the
departments consulted above. We seek feedback from the City Council before finalizing
our plans. While many aspects of the Sundance Transportation Plan will remain the
same (2023 analysis p. 2), we suggest several changes, which include:
e Traffic Circulation:
o Park Avenue: We recommend keeping one-way traffic circulation on Park
Avenue (north). Emergency Services, Public Works, Transit, and residents
with Access Passes will be allowed to travel south on Park Avenue.
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o Main Street and Swede Alley: Data showed that a one-way circulation on

Swede Alley and Main Street was less beneficial in ‘moving traffic” than we
had hoped. Additionally, the one-way plan required additional staffing, which
created additional challenges in filling shifts. Police, PC Fire, Engineering,
and Transportation recommend returning to two-way traffic circulation on
Swede Alley and Main Street. We will continue to remove all parking on Main
Street and surrounding surface streets to ensure public safety access. While
returning to standard traffic patterns, we anticipate extreme congestion in Old
Town during the first half of the Festival, especially between the hours of
noon and midnight.

Parking:
o Main Street: Parking will be removed from Main Street starting Tuesday,

January 17. Typically, paid parking is returned to Main Street on the final
Sunday of the event. However, this year recommend returning paid parking
on Wednesday, January 24. Main Street venues will be required to obtain
Special Use of Parking permits throughout the Festival for crowd
management and unloading/loading.

China Bridge: We adjusted the Special Event paid parking rates to return to
typical Peak Winter rates on Wednesday of the Festival in alignment with data
trends. We hope these changes encourage locals to return to Main Street to
enjoy the second half of the Festival and support merchants.

Resort Parking Lots: In 2023, the ski resort parking lots filled during the
Sundance Film Festival during the day. We believe this was mainly due to the
incredible winter season. Sundance confirmed that parking is allowed at Deer
Valley Lots 5 and 6 after 4:00 p.m. until 1:00 a.m. to encourage anyone skiing
to take transit to evening events. Per the Deer Valley MPD, Special Events do
not count towards the allotted 10% overflow days. Sundance and the City are
coordinating with Park City Mountain (PCM) to understand parking plans after
4:00 p.m.

Transit:
o Richardson Flat: Transit frequency will increase from Richardson Flat during

the Festival from 6:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m. This will be the primary park and ride
option we promote for locals and Festival attendees.

Future Options (2025 and beyond):

Our biggest transportation challenge is the first half of the Festival (Thursday to
Monday). But for these first few days, the rest of the Festival’s impacts are manageable,
relatively contained, and appropriately utilize our existing array of infrastructure without
overwhelming resources. The first weekend, however, particularly in our Main Street
and downtown core, our system can be temporarily overwhelmed by vehicles
circulating, dropping off and picking up, and searching for parking spaces.

In the future, we will continue to analyze the possibility of creating a vehicle-free Main
Street for the Festival's first several days. However, this evaluation will take time and
fundamentally differs from other events such as the Park City Kimball Arts Festival, Park
Silly Sunday Market, or Savor the Summit.
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To be fair, closing Main Street is a controversial approach, and one that we would only
approach out of an abundance of caution after working with Sundance, the Chief’s of
Police and Fire, the PC Emergency Manager, PC and HVT Transit, Public Works, and
Special Events. The HPCA has not been consulted, and we plan to visit with both the
HPCA and Sundance in the future after the 2024 Festival. It is not feasible to close Main
Street this year.

Funding

FY24 cost estimates of City Service Fees and hard costs will be included in the
Supplemental Plan in December. These costs were proactively budgeted within existing
departmental budgets.

Exhibits
A Old Town Sundance Notice
B Sundance Outreach Schedule
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SPECIAL EVENT NOTICE

Sundance Film Festival
January 18-28, 2024

PARKING & TRANSPORTATION

Main Street patrons and employees are encouraged to ride the bus to reduce parking challenges and congestion.
During the Festival, the last bus leaves the Main Street Transit Center at 2:00 a.m. Public parking in the Old Town

area will be by permit or pay only. Standard parking rates return Wednesday, January 24. Standard Transit
schedules return Sunday, January 28.

PARKING CLOSURES

* January 7-26: Bob Wells Plaza

January 16-23: West Side of Main Street

January 17: Park Avenue (from Heber to 9th Street)

January 17-28: North Marsac Parking Lot, partial closure

January 18-23: All of Main Street, Heber Avenue, Swede Alley Surface Parking Brew Pub Parking Lot (spaces
available for ADA), West Side of Park Avenue (restricted to resident parking only), Flagpole Lot (Employee
Permit Only), Galleria Lot (ADA parking only)

FREE PARKING & TRANSIT

¢ Richardson Flat Park-and-Ride: transit to and from Old Town, 5:30 a.m.-2:00 a.m.
* Deer Valley Resort: parking after ski day, 5:00 p.m.-1:00 a.m. in Lots 5 and 6 only. Daytime parking prohibited.

TEMPORARY STREET CHANGES

To reduce residential impacts, increase transit priority and ensure public safety, the traffic flow on the following
streets will be adjusted. Please follow all posted signs*:

e Park Avenue - one-way north (downhill)
* Hillside Avenue - resident access only

DROP & LOAD AREAS

General Drop/Load Zones (Taxis, Shuttles, Public, Rideshares):
e South Marsac Lot

Swede Alley behind Park City Museum

9th Street Trolley Turnaround

Heber Avenue (near Courchevel/Main and Sky

Brew Pub Lot

*Access Passes required for residents in Old Town. Passes will be distributed
in December. Contact Jenny Diersen (info below) to obtain a pass.

oot SUPPORT OUR COMMUNITY'S CRITICAL PRIORITY OF TRANSPORTATION. CARPOOL, TAKE THE BUS,
e=J BIKE, OR WALK, PLAN AHEAD TO HELP REDUCE CONGESTION!

/A\h SLOW DOWN AND WATCH FOR PEDESTRIANS.

@ HELP KEEP PARK CITY SAFE! SEE SOMETHING. SAY SOMETHING.
0 TEXT "FILMFEST" TO 888777 TO GET REAL-TIME EMERGENCY AND TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION.

QUESTIONS? Contact:

Impact Map and Community Guide available at parkcity.org

City Main Line: 435.615.5000 (Monday-Friday 8:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m.)
Si necesita ayuda en espanol, por favor llame a Stephanie Valdez a 435.615.5201
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AVISO DE EVENTO ESPECIAL

Festival de Cine de Sundance
18-28 de Enero de 2024

ESTACIONAMIENTO Y TRANSPORTE

Se anima a los clientes y empleados de Main Street a viajar en autobuis para reducir los problemas de estacionamiento y
la congestion. Durante el Festival, el ultimo autobus sale del Main Street Transit Center a las 2:00 a. m. El
estacionamiento publico en el drea del casco antiguo sera solo con permiso o de pago. Las tarifas de estacionamiento
estandar regresan el miércoles 24 de enero. Los horarios de transito estandar regresan el domingo 28 de enero.

CIERRES DE ESTACIONAMIENTO

e 7-26 de enero: Plaza Bob Wells
16-23 de enero: Lado oeste de la calle principal
17 de enero: Park Avenue (desde Heber hasta la calle 9)
17-28 de enero: Estacionamiento Norte de Marsac, cierre parcial
18-23 de enero: Todo Main Street, Heber Avenue, Swede Alley Estacionamiento en superficie Estacionamiento de
cerveceria (espacios disponibles para ADA), lado oeste de Park Avenue (estacionamiento restringido solo para
residentes), Flagpole Lot (solo con permiso de empleado), Galleria Lot (solo estacionamiento para ADA)

ESTACIONAMIENTO Y TRANSITO GRATUITOS

e Parque y paseo Richardson Flat: transito hacia y desde el casco antiguo, de 5:30 a.m. a 2:00 a.m.
e Complejo turistico de Deer Valley: estacionamiento después del dia de esqui, de 5:00 p. m. a 1:00 a. m. solo en los
lotes 5y 6. Prohibido el estacionamiento durante el dia

CAMBIOS TEMPORALES DE CALLES

Para reducir los impactos residenciales, aumentar la prioridad del transito y garantizar la seguridad publica, se ajustara
el flujo de trdnsito en las siguientes calles. Siga todas las sefiales publicadas*:

e Park Avenue: sentido Unico hacia el norte (cuesta abajo)

e Hillside Avenue: acceso solo para residentes

AREAS DE DESCARGA Y CARGA

Zonas generales de entrega/carga (taxis, lanzaderas, publicas, viajes compartidos):
e Lote sur de Marsac

Swede Alley detras del Museo de Park City

Cambio del tranvia de la calle 9

Avenida Heber (cerca de Courchevel/Main y Sky

Lote de Brew Pub

*Se requieren pases de acceso para residentes en el casco antiguo. Los
pases se distribuiran en diciembre. Comuniquese con Jenny Diersen
(informacidén a continuacion) para obtener un pase.

= APOYE LA PRIORIDAD CRITICA DE TRANSPORTE DE NUESTRA COMUNIDAD. COMPARTA EL CARRO, TOME
4% EL AUTOBUS, LA BICICLETA O CAMINE, PLANIFIQUE CON ANTICIPACION PARA AYUDAR A REDUCIR LA
CONGESTION.

/R‘h DISMINUYA LA VELOCIDAD Y TENGA CUIDADO CON LOS PEATONES.

@ iAYUDE A MANTENER LA SEGURIDAD DE PARK CITY! VES ALGO. DI ALGO

EXT "FILMFEST" AL 888777 PARA OBTENER INFORMACION DE EMERGENCIA Y TRANSPORTE EN
TIEMPO REAL.

QUESTIONS" Contact:

Impact Map and Communlty Gu1de avallable at parkcﬂy&g_

City Main Line: 435.615.5000 (Monday-Friday 8:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m.)
Si necesita ayuda en espanol, por favor Ilame a Stephanie Valdez a 435.615.5201




Goals

PARK CTTY

Sundance 2024 Communications Plan

Proactively provide area residents, businesses, and visitors with information on event-related transportation

access and safety impacts.

Promote the use of public transportation.

Address public questions and concerns in a proactive manner.

Keep the information simple, straightforward, and in an easy-to-read format.
Share information on a variety of platforms and in English/Spanish.

Stakeholder Groups

Park City residents

Historic Park City Alliance/ Main Street Merchants
Park City Restaurant Association

Park City Lodging Association

Park City Chamber/Bureau

Prospector Square

Delivery companies

Taxi/Transportation companies
Businesses/residents adjacent to venues and/or sub-events (1st Amendment, etc.)
Media

Park City Municipal Staff

Collateral and Deadlines

e 11/08/23: Mayors Letter Emma/Clayton/Jenny
e 11/10/23 Collateral production (impact notices, map) Emma
e 11/10/23: Translation coordination Stephanie
e 12/07-08/23: Boots on the ground scheduling/staffing Jenny
o 12/14/23: Community Guide Jenny (content), Emma (production)
o Week of 12/18/23: Stakeholder communications
- E-blasts Emma/Tanzi
- Social Media Emma/Tanzi
- Newsletter Clayton
- Website Emma/Jenny
- Text Alerts On-call comms
- KPCW call-ins (as needed) Linda/Clayton, Sgt. Randall?
o ASAP (before 12/15/23): Access passes Emma/Jenny
e Media Outreach/scheduling Jenny ( KPCW 01/11/23)
e 01/02/24: 1700 Alert Radio Clayton/ Mike McComb
e 01/02/24: VMS Boards & UDOT Coordination Jenny and Andrew
e TBD: Postcard? Emma
Debrief

During all outreach activities, staff will keep notes of stakeholder feedback/concerns to be shared in the Sundance

debrief

Draft outreach debriefs will be due to Jenny by 2/16 and will provide feedback on the outreach plan/process,

efficiencies, stakeholder feedback, and other items for consideration for the 2025 plan.
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Staff Communications Report
Subject: Community Engagement Quarterly Update

Authors: Linda Jager, Tanzi Propst, Emma Prysunka, Clayton Scrivner
Department: Community Engagement

Date: November 16, 2023

Type of Item: Informational

Executive Summary

The third quarter of 2023 was filled with notable Community Engagement initiatives and
focused on the ongoing mission to "foster communication and connection between the
community and Park City Municipal.” This Report offers a comprehensive summary of

many of the activities from July to September 2023, which were record setting in many
areas.

We welcome feedback from the Council and public to help enhance our performance
and our mission.

Progress Overview and Highlights
Digital Content and Strategy

Our Team utilizes a variety of digital communication tools and social media platforms -
including Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and Nextdoor — to keep our residents and
community stakeholders informed and engaged. We also send a Municipal Newsletter
every three weeks, execute e-mail marketing outreach, utilize the Engage Park City
platform, and regularly update the City’s website to inform and engage with residents
and stakeholders.

A comprehensive overview of our social ’edia efforts is captured in our most recent
report in Exhibit A.

Highlights of note include:

e Video views — 46,195 — are up 32% when compared to Q3 2022

e A 16.8% increase in our social media audience — 15,799 — from Q3 2022

e 22,622 engagements across all social media platforms — up 18.5% from Q3
2022

e« PCMC Newsletter and e-mail open rate (51.81%) continues to exceed local
government industry standard (19.4%)

Page 90 of 539



Strategic Communications

Our Team continues to place a strong emphasis on media relations and coordination.

We consistently engage with local and regional media outlets, fostering positive and

cooperative relationships through proactive outreach and timely handling of inquiries.

Here are some of the highlights from our Q3 strategic communication efforts:

Eight City Briefs;

Five KPCW interviews;

Five PSAs;

Four City Newsletters;

Seven City Council preview videos, agenda ads, radio previews/recaps, and
recap social posts;

Seven press releases;

Two Planning Commission recap social posts; and

Welcomed and met with the new Park Record editor.

Stakeholder Outreach

We are committed to fostering meaningful communication with all stakeholders. To
achieve this, we work closely with each department to ensure the design and
implementation of professional and effective stakeholder engagement campaigns.
These efforts include Citywide mailings, open houses, surveys, Engage Park City
projects, and awareness campaigns. Our goal is to keep our stakeholders informed,
invite feedback, and measure community sentiment around various issues.

Highlights of Q3 stakeholder engagement and outreach include:

Bonanza Park Small Area Plan and 5-Acre Feasibility Study
Community Noxious Weed Pull
Homestake Water Line Replacement Project
Housing and Active Transportation Land Management Code Amendments
Leadership Park City Class 30 Recruitment
McPolin Barn Tours
Microtransit Expanded Service
National Preparedness Month
Neighborhoods First Streets and Appeal Panel Recruitments
Park City Fire Ban
Park City Public Art Program
Park City Recreation General Obligation Bond
Request-a-Rack program
Special Event Impact Outreach:
o Park Silly Sunday Market
o Fourth of July
o Extreme Soccer

Page 91 of 539


https://lab2.future-iq.com/park-city-bonanza-park/about-the-small-area-plan/
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https://www.facebook.com/ParkCityGovt/videos/229444649760683
https://www.parkcity.org/departments/engineering-division/neighborhoods-first
https://www.parkcity.org/government/boards-commissions/planning-commission/park-city-appeal-panel
https://www.parkcity.org/Home/Components/News/News/42339/23?fbclid=IwAR3eA4hybcHGyzuzNhq2b4PD9omtBVHW5XPGpxPj00EI8-MWSVK_veuDzgg
https://www.facebook.com/ParkCityGovt/videos/546541044281484
https://engageparkcity.org/pcrecreation
https://www.parkcity.org/departments/transportation-planning/transportation-demand-management-programs/request-a-rack-program?fbclid=IwAR13LZ2_L8AJj4IO1SKh2ttA6xp8e5DbJ2jcdelKsfddpx7a2-D2ZtNG5ok
https://www.parkcity.org/home/showpublisheddocument/73575/638197859360600000

o Park City Kimball Arts Festival

o Miners Day
SR224 Repaving Project
SR248 Corridor Improvement Project
Summer Pavement Program
Three Kings Water Treatment Plant
Transit to Trails
Upper Main Street Improvement Project
Walk, Roll, Transit Week
Wildfire Mitigation Program

Community Events

During Q3, we supported various community events through collaborative efforts with
the Resident Advocate, the Mayor's Office, and department liaisons. Our Team led or
assisted with the planning, promotion, and staffing of the following:

4th of July Parade "Salute to our Snow Removal Crews" Float

Bike Back to School Day

Mayor & Council in the Neighborhood: Old Town and Thaynes Canyon
Meet Up with the Mayor series

Prospector Park Playground Ribbon Cutting

Looking Forward
As we continually strive to elevate our level of service, we will focus on planning and
implementing the following programs and initiatives over the next few months:

e Mayor & Council in the Neighborhood Community Dinner - Aspen Villas, Holiday
Village, Ironhorse, and Silver Meadows

e Meet up with the Mayor series

e State of Park City event and community gathering (3.5.24)

e 1.2.24 Councilmember Swearing-In Ceremony

Exhibits
Exhibit A: Park City Municipal Quarterly Social Media Report
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Insights

Metrics are up across the board from
Q3 2022.

HUGE link click numbers — up nearly
500 clicks from Q3 2022.

NextDoor metrics are looking good:

o 30 more posts this
quarter than Q3 2022!

o Our content was
displayed to users
17,904 more times in Q3
2023 than in Q3 2022.

Hot topics perform well on our social
media channels (e-bikes, Bonanza
District, etc.).

Challenges

* Twitter is still not reporting
demographics information.

¥* Decrease of 8 subscribers to our
newsletter communications.

* ParkCity.org website stats still in
limbo.

Key Takeaways /

Opportunities

Our audience will click on the links
we provide them with. Let’s keep
directing traffic to our website and
project pages.

NextDoor appears to be gaining a
little traction. Let’s try fluffing up our
content there a bit and see if we
can’'t get any more engagement
from the community.

Let’s brainstorm a way to expand our
hot topics and post more often about
them to boost our metrics and better
inform our audience.

We are hearing some feedback that
our email marketing messages are
too frequent. Do we need to revisit
our cadence? Or our triggers for
sending an e-blast? Or do we need
to reevaluate our subscriber lists?
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Progress Snhapshot (July-September)

15,799

An increase of 16.8% from
July-September 2022.

742

Compared to 739 posts

2022.

-

throughout July-September

22,662

Up 18.5% from
July-September 2022.

PUBLISHED

46,195

An increase of 32.5% from
July-September 2022.

Oq 8
0 ® &
688 )L O\ Zeo® L 638

620,836

An increase of 20.1% from
July-September 2022.

J
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Top Performing Posts

HIGHEST ENGAGEMENT

et City Government of Park City, Utah &
Published by Sprout Social @ - August 24 - @

During their scheduled meeting on Tuesday, August 29, the City Council will revisit, discuss, and
hold a public hearing on ordinances and policies regarding e-bikes in Park City.

This initial discussion will review the current regulations in place for both the use of e-bikes on
multi-use pathways, as well as e-mountain bikes on natural surface trails. Although no Council
action is scheduled for this time, your feedback on the topic is crucial to this process.

For more information about this agenda item, please visit:
https://granicus_production_attachments.s3.amazonaws.com/...

Users engaged with this post 2,776 times on
Facebook alone.

L)

b

W

HIGHEST REACH

A certified U.S. Figure Skating and Professional Skaters Association Master Rated coach, Erikais
charged with running all skating programs, camps, and clinics. She also coaches “just about
everyone at all levels from beginner through national competitors, and all ages from two through
84l

Originally from the Chicago area, Erika moved to Park City after completing graduate school. She
Jjoined Park City Municipal just before the lce Arena openad in 2006.

Whilz coaching (especizlly preschoolers!) can be 3 wild ride, Erika says her joy, humor, and
positivity goes a long way toward success in the workplace. “Every day can't be great, but you can
do something great every day. | remind our participants that ice skating is hard, so very hard, but
that they can do hard things! Lifs lessons happen on ice!”

Erika lives in Silver Springs with her husband and two children. In her spare time she enjoys
hiking. ice skating, skate skiing, paddis-boarding, and biking.

Thank you, Erika, for sharing your life’s passion with the community.
| S B ALY . B

',,,‘ e : ‘-\3‘

r(1
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~

This post reached 12,756 unique accounts
on Facebook alone.

MOST VIDEO VIEWS

I'm Cami Richardson, a
proud graduate of P :1

o parkeitygovt

Cami Ricl

rdson (Class 28).invites you to ...

5,052 views (on Instagram alone) on

k a 1 minute, 13 second Reel. /
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Audience Demographics

FACEBOOK INSTAGRAM

udience by Age

25-34

45-54

55-64

65+

13-17 | 0.2%
18-24 || 2.4%
25-34 | 17.2%
35-44 | 37.7%
45-54 22.3%
55-64 = 12.8%
65+ | ] 7.4%
® Men 29.2%
@ women 56.3%
. Nonbinary/Unspecified 14.5%

Mostly women, ages 35-44.

e

35-44 e
7
I
=

0.5%

4.6%

22.9%

30.8%

23.3%

12.8%

5.1%

Audience by Gender

B ven
@ women

. Nonbinary/Unspecified

30.3%

47.8%

21.9%

J

Mostly women, ages 35-44.
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Quarterly Performance Breakdown

CHANNEL | co\ioWeRs | PUBLISHED |ENGAGEMENTS | ciicie | views
(Prsit.e,qf ::::s) (7,56245 '?otcl) (161 gt%fries) R 471 AL
Facebook (5,882;?“0') 212 15,935 1,267 4,933
Twitter (23 4gsjcotal) 206 958 267 1257
TOTAL 15,799 903 22,662 2,005 46,195
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Quarterly Performance Breakdown — Nextdoor

Search Nextdoor

City of Park City

A former silver mining town, Park City is now home to ~8,500 residents, two
world-class ski resorts, and many special and cultural events. Park City is a proud
alpine host for the 2002 Olympic Winter Games. PCMC Social Media Commenting
See more...

Edit page description £ Share

o= 7 Post 2 Poll A\ Alert
Viewing posts from your agency. Filter -
City of Park City ®

Digital Communications Coordinator Tanzi Propst * 2 days ago

High five to our snow plow crews! () to our plow drivers working around the clock to
keep the City's streets cleared! https://townlift.com/2022/12/weathering-the-storm-
winters-daily-challenges-for-park-city-snow-plow-crews/

Weathering the storm: winter's daily challenges for park city s...
townlift.com

Posted to Subscribers of City of Park City

@38 355 Impressions Qllike () Comment > Share

- Add a comment...

City of Park City @

Digital Communications Coordinator Tanzi Propst * 5 days ago

HOLIDAY HOURS

City of Park City

4,005 members Invite
2,613 claimed households

35 neighborhoods \_

(@ mapbox] @ @

L QO & =

Jeremy Kanch

JordanelleState

Details Edit

City of Park City
445 Marsac Ave
Park City, UT 84060
Get directions
(435) 615-5000

media@parkcity.org

parkcity.org
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Quarterly Performance Breakdown — EngageParkCity.org

TOTAL VISITS

1,841

INFORMED VISITORS

124

- NG J
TOP PAGE

2 4 participants

Community Wildfire Risk
Assessment

Let's talk, Park City!

Welcome to Engage Park Ctty, a space for Parkites to share ideas, discuss Important
topics, and provide feedback on City projects and initatives. For more information
about what Park Gity Municipal s working on and to stay up to date on current
projects, please visit our website, follow us on social media (@parkcitygovt), or sign
up for enotifications.
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Upper Main Lower Park
Street Avenue

P
Improvement Project
Project Lower Park Avenue

12.8.22 Update

City Council has
supported moving
forward with a two-

Survey Results
Thank you to all those
who participated in our
survey about..

December 1, 2022

Park City’s
Planned Bus
Stop
Improvements

Overview

Park City has secured
series of federal, state,
and county grants to
improve ..
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Quarterly Performance Breakdown — MyEmma

\_

51.81%

14,681 opens.

Industry standard for local
governments is 19.4%.

AN

2.18%

1,057 clicks.

Industry standard for local
governments is 2.8%.

OPEN RATE CLICK RATE CAMPAIGNS SENT RECIPIENTS

11

J

A 26.67% decrease from
July-September 2022.

6,3/8

A net decrease of 8
subscribers.
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Contact iInformation

Tanzi Propst

Need to know more?

Cell: (385) 266-3728
Email: tanzi.propst@parkcity.org

Want to provide feedback?

Seeking clarification?

1884
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Glossary of Metrics

METRICS

CAMPAIGN

CLICK RATE

CLICK-THROUGH RATE (CTR)

ENGAGEMENT RATE

IMPRESSIONS

INFORMED VISITORS

KPI

REACH

SESSION DURATION

DEFINITION

An email/eblast that we shared with our
subscribers.

How many times users clicked on a link.

The percentage of users who see our post
and also click on it.

The amount of interaction — likes, shares,
comments, saves — a piece of content
receives.

How many times our post has been shown to
users (not unique).

Users that have taken some sort of action on
our project page(s).

Key Performance Indicator(s). A quantifiable
measure of performance over time for a
specific objective.

How many users have seen our post(s)
(unique).

Time a user spends on a webpage.

SIGNIFICANCE

Tells us how many email messages we sent.

Tells us how many users are clicking on the links we
provided.

Tells us how engaging users find our content.

Tells us how engaging users find our content.

Tells us how often users are seeing our content.

Tells us what users might be interested in and what
topics they are concerned with.

Provides targets for us to shoot for, milestones to
gauge our progress and insights that help us make
better social media strategy decisions.

Helps us understand how large our audience is and
measures our progress toward spreading brand
awareness.

Tells us how long users are spending on a page and
what pages are of importance to them.
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PARK CITY

PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT
445 MARSAC AVENUE
PARK CITY, UTAH 84060

October 26, 2023

The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting on October 26,
2023, at 2:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers.

Council Member Dickey moved to close the meeting to discuss property and litigation at
2:30 p.m. Council Member Doilney seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

CLOSED SESSION

Council Member Doilney moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting at 4:45 p.m. Council
Member Dickey seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

WORK SESSION

Park City Seniors Update:

Cheryl Soshnik and Francie McNally, Senior Citizen representatives, reviewed a three-
way memorandum of understanding was signed between the seniors, Summit County,
and Park City. She stated there were many isolated seniors with the onset of COVID,
which was a factor to increased suicide, and she advocated for senior centers to help
seniors socialize. McNally displayed a chart with the growth of seniors in the area. She
reported a membership of 496 and noted their facility was cramped. They received a
special service contract from the City and they hired an activities director to help
improve and increase activities and programs at the center.

Soshnik reviewed the activities for seniors and related the different partnerships they
had with local and national organizations. She announced they received a grant which
helped them establish a website. McNally stated the seniors were excited for the new
senior center the City was in the process of building and noted the project would include
senior housing. She also asserted they had plans for expanding programs soon.
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Mayor Worel stated the Senior Center had really progressed in recent years and she
was excited for the new building. Council Member Toly indicated she was excited to
work with this group and looked forward to the new building as well.

Discuss Childcare Needs-Based Scholarship Program:

Michelle Downard, Resident Advocate, and Haley Swenson, Procurement Manager,
presented this item. Downard reviewed Council supported an RFP for an administrative
position to ensure the allocated childcare funds were distributed fairly. She displayed
the outline for the scholarship program, which would include the following:

1.) Childcare needs-based tuition scholarships for Park City residents with an income
less than 100% AMI. She anticipated that the largest portion of the funds would go to
this category and indicated no more than 10% of household income would go to
childcare per month. The City would subsidize the tuition beyond that point. The family
would be required to use a provider located in Summit County.

2.) The scholarships for infants and toddlers up to 36 months required the applicants to
be children from residents and/or the Park City workforce. The income limit would be
less than 150% AMI and they would receive a $200 per child per month allowance. She
noted PCMC employees were part of the workforce and could apply for this program.
Sarah Mangano, Human Resources Manager, would come to Council soon to speak of
a proposed employee childcare benefit.

3) The regulated childcare provider incentive would serve children enrolled in the
Division of Workforce Services (DWS) Childcare Assistance Program. This would give
the facility $300 per month per child enrolled in DWS childcare assistance and they
would be required to operate in Summit County. Downard estimated 72 families were in
need and would use one of these options, and 69 could also receive DWS funding.

Swenson gave an example of how the scholarship program would work and the
financial contributions from families versus the City. Council Member Gerber clarified
the families would get money from DWS, then use their own funds, and the City would
make up the remainder. Downard stated the administrator would notify the families who
were qualified for DWS funds so they could pursue those if they were eligible.

Council Member Rubell asked if the $200 scholarship for the workforce would come out
of the $1 million but the employee benefit would not come from those funds. Downard
indicated the employee benefit would come back to Council and funding mechanisms
could be discussed at that time. Currently, if PCMC employees met the eligibility
requirements, they would not be excluded from being considered for the scholarship.
Council Member Rubell stated Council had requested this part of the program would
come from the $1 million. Downard stated there would be another conversation with
Council on the employee benefits, and funding it from the $1 million was an option.
Council Member Gerber stated anyone working for PCMC should be eligible for the
scholarship and they should have that benefit until everything was worked out. Council

Park City Page 2 October 26, 2023

Page 107 of 539



—
QWO ~NOOOAPRLWN-=-

AR BROWOWWWWWWWWNDNNDNDNDNNNNN_222 A aaaaaaaa
A WON_2O0DO0COONOOAPRWON_LPOOCOOONOOOAPRLRWN_AO0ODO0C0ONOOOARWLON -

PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING - DRAFT
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

October 26, 2023

Pagel|3

Member Rubell preferred to stick with the original direction given at the August 22
meeting. He referred to the DWS funds and noted only 11% of eligible families were
using it. He wanted to see a way to help families apply. Downard stated the application
was an online portal. The administrator would help guide them through that process.
They could ask for proof of application if Council desired. Council Member Gerber
stated the goal was to have them get the DWS funds first, and then the City funds would
fill the gap. Council Member Rubell expressed concern that this was not reflected in the
terms and was uncomfortable approving this. Council Member Gerber noted the DWS
funding was not an easy process, but they were moving forward and they would be
gathering data on how many families qualified. Downard explained presumptive
eligibility and indicated they would refer families to the DWS application, and would
distribute funding immediately if the families met the income criteria, whether or not
DWS had approved the families’ applications.

Matt Dias asked if Council was interested in presumptive eligibility. Downard indicated
she could build that into the terms. Kristen Schulz, Early Childhood Alliance Director,
indicated the administrator was knowledgeable in helping families get through the
process of applying for the federal funds. Council Member Rubell asked about the cost
of care. Downard stated data from the Early Childcare Alliance showed the average
cost of care was $1,700 per month per child. Council Member Rubell asked if the cost of
care was based on an average number. Downard indicated the money would be
calculated based on household income and cost of care. Council Member Gerber
thought they talked about implementing a cap of $1,700 per month. Council Member
Rubell wondered how they knew $1,700 was the right number for the cap. He hoped to
make the scholarship parameters tighter before it was implemented.

Council Member Gerber wanted to start the program now and continue working on the
details. Council Member Rubell stated they could start the program and get people
started on the DWS application process, and then work out the other details while the
families went through the federal process. Council Member Toly asked for this item to
come back for further discussion. Council Member Doilney stated the intent was to help
as many people as possible. He supported moving forward now and then continuing to
work on details. Council Member Dickey supported hiring the administrator and asked to
discuss this again in two weeks. Council Member Toly asked staff to explain the
scholarship options in more detail. Council Member Rubell suggested sending
questions for Downard to address.

Dias reviewed this program would continue to be refined. The administrator would be
approved tonight and would begin working on this. He and Downard would review the
questions asked tonight and those that would be sent to him, and then create a report
for November 16t". He thanked Downard for taking on this heavy task and becoming an
expert on the childcare issue.

Park City Kimball Art Festival Debrief:

Park City Page 3 October 26, 2023
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Jenny Diersen, Special Events Manager, Aldy Milliken, Kimball Art Center (KAC)
Executive Director, and Hilary Gilson, Arts Festival Director, presented this item.
Diersen stated the staff report should be corrected to show the total fees were
$118,233. Gilson reviewed 29,000 people attended the festival over three days. There
were 198 artists who exhibited on Main Street, including artists from the Wasatch Back
and Utah. There were 65 first-time artists.

Milliken indicated Lighthouse Research and Development was the third-party business
that performed the economic impact study. There was $181,000 in direct tax revenue
that was divided between the state, county, and Park City. Gilson discussed their
sustainable efforts and indicated signage was printed that could be used over multiple
years. There was a bike valet as well. She summarized all the programs KAC offered
because of the money raised from the arts festival. Milliken and Gilson expressed
appreciation for the collaboration between KAC and the City.

Council Member Rubell stated KAC did a great job getting to this point. He was grateful
they used public funds wisely. Council Member Toly asked if the Saturday concert could
be marketed to bring out more people. She asked for more partnerships with
restaurants on Main Street to provide food for the vendors. She wanted to look at the
dining deck issue again, to which Diersen stated that would come to Council on
November 30. Council Member Doilney stated the festival had changed over time and
this year there was an effort to bring in more diversity and provide a local flair. He
thanked them for moving Park City forward. Mayor Worel thanked KAC for their
partnership with the City.

REGULAR MEETING

l. ROLL CALL

Attendee Name Status
Mayor Nann Worel

Council Member Ryan Dickey
Council Member Max Doilney
Council Member Becca Gerber
Council Member Jeremy Rubell Present
Council Member Tana Toly
Matt Dias, City Manager
Margaret Plane, City Attorney
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

None Excused

Il RECOGNITION
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1. Honoring Chief Wade K. Carpenter- International Association of Chiefs of
Police (IACP) President 2023-2024:

Captain Rob McKinney stated IACP was established in 1851 and had 33,000 members
representing 173 countries. The mission of IACP was to create policy to help police
departments. He noted this was the first time this post was filled by someone from Utah.
He reviewed the swearing in ceremony in San Diego, which was attended by many
federal and world leaders. Captain Darwin Little indicated Chief Carpenter spoke at the
swearing in and announced the year’s theme of Riding for the Brand. Captain Little
stated Chief Carpenter had clear expectations and that was why officers wanted to work
for Park City. Over the next year, the IACP would work with Interpol and hold meetings
on global warming.

Chief Carpenter stated his officers were his family and he was very blessed. He also
paid tribute to his wife, Stacy. Mayor Worel indicated the Council and City were proud of
Chief Carpenter.

M. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

Council Questions and Comments:

Council Member Gerber stated she and Council Members Rubell and Dickey went to
Mountain Towns 2030 Conference and the theme was to have hope. There were
climate disasters and international conflicts, so hope was more important than ever.
Park City had an important role in the conference, and everyone realized the progress
the City was making in sustainable efforts. She hoped to set waste diversion goals and
partner with other community members to move the goals forward.

Mayor Worel indicated Summit Land Conservancy awarded the City a plaque for the
Iron Mountain Conservation easement.

Staff Communications Report:

1. July 2023 Budget Monitoring and Sales Tax Report:
Council Member Rubell stated revenues were up, but the town hadn’t felt the impact of
additional tourists. He praised City staff for mitigating the effects.

V. PUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON
THE AGENDA)

Mayor Worel opened the meeting for any who wished to speak or submit comments on
items not on the agenda.

Megan McKenna, Housing Advocate for Mountainlands Community Housing Trust,
thanked the City departments for all their work. She attended the ballet at the library
yesterday and thought it was beautiful. She hoped the workforce could live in Park City
affordable housing. She also attended the Mountain Towns 2030 Conference and noted
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the big challenges confronting us as well as the efforts being made by the City and
community partners.

Bill Humbert, 84060, thanked the Council and staff for all they did.

Michael Kaplan, 84060, thanked Council Members Gerber and Doilney for their service
on the Council. He indicated some time ago, there was an ordinance prohibiting clubs
on Main Street, but there were some opening on Main Street and he hoped that could
be addressed. He also noted he got a parking ticket for $200 for parking in front of the
post office. He thought ticketing was not well thought out and would take away from the
tourist experience and aggravate the residents.

Brendan Weinstein eComment: “I'd be attending in person, but my wife is giving birth
this evening. | sent an email to each member of the council and the mayor with a
proposed resolution to show blue and white banners on Main St in solidarity with the
victims of the October 7 terrorist attack. Antisemitic hate crimes are on the rise in the
United States and it would mean a lot for the Jewish community and Jewish visitors to
Park City to see Park City reaffirm that Park City is a safe and welcome place for Jews
and that we stand in solidarity with victims of the October 7 attack. What | mentioned to
Mayor Worel in my email is that several folks encouraged me to change my son's last
name to obscure Jewish roots in response to the October 7 attack. No one -- Muslim,
Jew, or Christian -- should be encouraged to change their name for fear of what hatred
lurks in their community. | received swift feedback from the mayor that this resolution
will not be introduced. Park City commissioned a Black Lives Matter mural. We show
pride flags every year for the month of May. By not doing a small gesture for the Jewish
community, Park City sends the message that the city can stand by black and gay
people in their time of need, but not Jews. Additionally, the mayor's statement failed to
refer to what happened on October 7 as terrorism. The only other statement I've read
from a political leader who failed to call the act terrorism is the statement made by
Vladimir Putin. Mayor Worel's inability to refer to the attack, which involved families
being burnt alive and mass rape, as terrorism is shameful.”

Mayor Worel closed the public input portion of the meeting.
V. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES

1. Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from September
14, 19, 21, and 28, and October 5, 2023:

Council Member Gerber moved to approve the City Council meeting minutes from
September 14, 19, 21, and 28, and October 5, 2023. Council Member Doilney seconded
the motion.
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RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

VI. CONSENT AGENDA

1. Request to Approve Resolution 18-2023, a Resolution Declaring November 1,
2023, as "Extra Mile Day" in Park City, Utah:

2. Request to Approve the Execution of a Childcare Administrative Funding
Contract in a Form Approved by the City Attorney’s Office with WeeCare, Inc.
DBA Upwards for $150,000 to Administer the Childcare Needs-Based Scholarship

Program:

Council Member Rubell moved to remove Item Two from the Consent Agenda. Council
Member Dickey seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

Council Member Doilney moved to approve Consent Agenda Item One. Council
Member Gerber seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

2. Request to Approve the Execution of a Childcare Administrative Funding
Contract in a Form Approved by the City Attorney’s Office with WeeCare, Inc.
DBA Upwards for $150,000 to Administer the Childcare Needs-Based Scholarship
Program:

Council Member Rubell stated Council wanted the administrator to get started, but there
were specific program terms that would be discussed on November 16t. He asked if the
program terms should be eliminated for now. Council Member Dickey proposed noting
in the contract that specific contract guidelines would be subject to change. Haley
Swenson stated the contract had several amendments since it was put in the packet,
including a payment schedule, lower auto insurance, staff approval for marketing
outreach initiatives, provisional language for Council to make modifications, and
biweekly meetings.

Council Member Rubell asked to add that Upwards was not allowed to disperse funds
until Council had addressed the concerns on November 16t and gave direction to do
so. The Council members agreed to that addition. Council Member Rubell stated the
other part in flux was the amount based on employee funding. He requested adding
language that the $1 million in funding could change. Michelle Downard thought the
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amendments were reasonable. Margaret Plane, City Attorney, clarified that if the
amount increased, the administrative fee would change, but if the funding decreased
the fee would remain the same.

Council Member Toly referred to paragraph | (Page 17), and didn’t remember a
conversation on that. Council Member Gerber stated the workforce was not eligible for
scholarships, but it was only for residents. Downard stated Upwards recommended that
section be removed. She also indicated 100% of the funding for this contract was
provided by the Community Foundation.

Lily Alexander, Upwards Business Development Specialist, introduced herself. Mayor
Worel asked if this was all administered virtually, to which Alexander affirmed. Mayor
Worel asked how low level readers or those who didn’t navigate computers could get
through the system. Alexander explained they had care specialists who offered one on
one assistance. Mayor Worel asked if they could help people navigate the DWS system,
to which Alexander affirmed.

Plane clarified the agreement would say Council had ultimate authority to change
criteria. The direction was that no funds would be expended until this came back to
Council no later than the November 16™. She also reviewed the payment schedule
amendment.

Council Member Rubell moved to approve the execution of a childcare administrative
funding contract in a form approved by the City Attorney’s Office with WeeCare, Inc.
DBA Upwards for $150,000 to administer the childcare needs-based scholarship
program as amended. Council Member Toly seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

VIl. OLD BUSINESS

1. Public Meeting to Hear Arguments For and Against a $30,000,000 Recreational
Facility General Obligation Bond:

Abby McNulty read the pro-bond statement and Megan McKenna read her rebuttal to
the pro-bond statement. She then read her con statement, to which McNulty read her
rebuttal to the con statement.

Mayor Worel opened the public hearing.

Holland Lincoln, 84060, via Zoom supported the GO Bond because recreation builds
and strengthens the community. Public recreation opportunities were of a high caliber
so there was no need for private clubs. This ensured people of all income levels could
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participate together. Mental health was an important consideration as well. Technology
isolated people and the investment of recreation would bring a lot of offerings to people.

Joe Plomin, Park City Pickleball Club President, gave 10 reasons to vote yes on the GO
Recreation bond, including recreation builds community, recreation facilities are social
hubs, the City was a recreation leader, the bond would fulfill recreation needs, a healthy
community was stable, the cost for the facilities was less than a cup of coffee per day,
the bond was a community outreach effort, the facilities would give the young
generation an outlet to develop and grow, the Pickleball Club would not bother the
Recreation Manager about court time in the bubble, and the facilities would contribute to
Park City being a great place to live.

Jody Whitesides, 84060, supported the GO bond. Previous bonds for trails did not
support other recreation facilities that this bond would cover.

Michael Kaplan stated he was on the committee that helped plan the Ice Arena. He
stated the facility was over programmed and a new rink would be welcomed.

Ed Parigian via Zoom thanked McKenna and McNulty for their statements. He indicated
recreation was mental therapy and allowed him to escape everyday issues. He
supported the bond, but wanted to allocate funds to other areas as well.

Sherie Harding, 84060, did not support the GO Bond. The facilities were used by
patrons from other communities and Park City residents were paying for other people
using them. She thought the pay scale should be restructured. She noted the ice arena
was used mostly by non-residents. She also stated trails were widely used and many
went on them for socialization.

Mayor Worel closed the public hearing.

2. Consideration to Approve a Five-Year Agreement with Park Silly Sunday Market
(PSSM) in a Form Approved by the City Attorney:

Jenny Diersen, Special Events Manager, and Kate McChesney, PSSM Executive
Director, presented this item. McChesney stated 2023 was an amazing season with
183,255 attendees. They had a big sustainability push, with 83% diversion rate, 1,529
bikes at the bike valet, 59,308 transit riders, and 93 free booth spaces. She requested a
long-term contract with the same number of days in the season. Diersen reviewed
extensive outreach was performed over the last 18 months. The Historic Park City
Alliance (HPCA) was supportive of the market continuing in its current form. Although it
was hard to please everyone, mitigation efforts were working and there were no
complaints this year. She didn’t see anything that would impact Lower Main if the
market continued in that area. The new contract would continue to require an annual
debrief.

Mayor Worel opened the public hearing.
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Monty Coates, HPCA Chair, stated PSSM was a controversial issue. It was a well-run

event. There were significant impacts to some of the businesses on Main Street. He
noted HPCA conducted two surveys among the businesses. In 2022, the majority did
not want PSSM to continue. In 2023, over 60% of businesses supported the market in
some way.

Chelsea Oldham, 84010, stated she was a vendor at the market for 13 years and it was

40% of her annual income. She thought it was important to the vendors and the
community to keep the market going.

John Greenfield, 84060, read a statement that reviewed the history of the Council’s

consideration of this item. He indicated he used to be a vendor at PSSM and he thought
the market should continue.

Stephanie Abram 84060 stated there were many positives about having PSSM on Main

Street. She felt it brought the community together and she wanted it to continue.

Carissa Devenport, a Main Street restaurant owner, stated the revenue generated

during PSSM helped them keep their doors open year-round.

David McChesney thought PSSM was well-run and he hoped it would continue.

Mayor Worel closed the public hearing.

Council Member Gerber favored a five-year agreement with a three-year renewal and
with the 2024 market dates. Council Member Dickey favored a three-year agreement
with a two-year auto renewal. He supported the 2024 dates. Council Member Doilney
supported a longer-term contract of five years and the 2024 dates, and suggested
adding in July 7 as another market date. He praised PSSM for their sustainable efforts
and stated there was a butterfly effect in getting people to change behavior. Council
Member Rubell stated this process was collaborative and it took many people to make it
happen. This event was a revenue generator and was good for the community. He
asked what term PSSM wanted, to which McChesney stated a five-year term would be
best and it would give them consistency. Council Member Toly stated the businesses
voiced their support and she supported PSSM. She agreed a three-year contract might
be best. She didn’'t know how people felt about moving the farmer’s market to 5 Street.
She approved the 2024 dates. Council Member Rubell supported a four-year contract
term so future Councils wouldn’t be boxed out.

Council Member Doilney stated PSSM could manage their business and the Council
shouldn’t be getting into the details. It was asking a lot to make them come back to
Council all the time. Council Member Rubell thought it was prudent to let the future
Council weigh in on PSSM because Bonanza Park would be developed in the next few
years. Council Member Gerber stated PSSM needed at least five years to run their
business. They would come to Council annually for a supplemental plan approval, a
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mid-season debrief, and an end of season debrief. There would be many opportunities
to talk about any issues that would arise. Council Member Dickey offered to make a
four-year contract with a two-year auto renewal. McChesney stated a four-year
agreement with a three-year renewal would work. The Council agreed to a four-year
agreement with a three-year renewal.

Council Member Gerber moved to approve a four-year agreement with a three-year
auto-renewal with Park Silly Sunday Market in a form approved by the City Attorney.
Council Member Rubell seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

VIII. NEW BUSINESS

1. Consideration to Continue an Ordinance Approving the Bald Eagle Club at Deer
Valley Unit 55 Third Amended Located at 7875 Bald Eagle Drive, Park City, Utah to
November 30, 2023:

Spencer Cawley stated this would return on November 30 for discussion and approval.

Mayor Worel opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Worel closed
the public hearing.

Council Member Doilney moved to continue an ordinance approving the Bald Eagle
Club at Deer Valley Unit 55 Third Amended located at 7875 Bald Eagle Drive, Park City,
Utah to November 30, 2023. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

2. Consideration of 1415 Lowell Avenue Condominium Plat Amendment Located
at 1415 Lowell Avenue, Park City, Utah:
It was indicated the application for this item had been withdrawn.

3. Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2023-49, an Ordinance Amending the
Land Management Code to Shift Final Action for Plats from the City Council to the
Planning Commission, to Require Planning Commission Review for All Steep
Slope Conditional Use Permits, and to Update Public Notice Requirements to
Align with Senate Bill 43:

Jack Niedermeyer and Rebecca Ward, Planning Department, presented this item.
Niedermeyer explained the final action authority for condo plats and steep slope CUPs
would be shifted from Council to Planning Commission with this code amendment.

Park City Page 11 October 26, 2023
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Council Member Gerber asked if it would take longer than the required 14 days if the
Planning Commission didn’t meet within that 14 days. Ward explained the Steep Slope
CUP would be required prior to submitting the building permit. The completed building
permit application triggered the 14 day action requirement. It was not about a faster
review, but a consistent review process. Council Member Dickey asked who could
appeal a plat. Ward stated the criteria applied to all land use applications, but
individuals could appeal. Council Member Toly asked how often the Planning
Commission recommendations had a split vote. Ward stated the majority of the plats
had a unanimous recommendation.

Niedermeyer addressed the public noticing amendment and noted the state code
changed this year and this amendment would align with state code.

Mayor Worel opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Worel closed
the public hearing.

Council Member Toly did not support publishing notices in The Park Record as a
courtesy. Council Member Gerber stated the online Park Record did not have that
section. Council Member Rubell did not think it was necessary. Council Member Dickey
was fine putting it in the Park Record. Mayor Worel stated this was another level of
transparency.

Council Member Rubell asked about the delegation of authority. Ward stated a plat was
approved by ordinance and the applicant had one year from the passage of the
ordinance to go through the steps to get the plat recorded. If they could not meet the
deadline, they would have to go to Council to get an extension. With this ordinance the
extension request would go to the Planning Director. If there were changes to the code
or the original approval, they would have to resubmit an application and go through the
process again. Council Member Rubell asked if the exceptions to code, like a setback or
something mitigated in a different way, would be decided by the Planning Commission
or if that would go to Council. Ward stated variances to code would go to the Board of
Adjustment.

Council Member Dickey moved to approve Ordinance No. 2023-49, an ordinance
amending the Land Management Code to shift final action for plats from the City
Council to the Planning Commission, to require Planning Commission review for all
Steep Slope Conditional Use Permits, and to update public notice requirements to align
with Senate Bill 43. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

4. Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2023-50, an Ordinance Amending the
Land Management Code to Establish a Maximum Lot Size for the Historic
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Residential Low - Density, Historic Residential - 1, Historic Residential - 2, and
Historic Residential Medium Zoning Districts:

Spencer Cawley and Rebecca Ward, Planning Department, presented this item. Cawley
stated the historic districts had smaller lots. Throughout the years, changes were made
to the lots and some were meets and bounds. The amendment would establish a
maximum lot size in a development so there would be consistency in mass and scale in
the district. He reviewed the outreach efforts and public hearings on this issue. He noted
there were exemptions to maximum lot sizes, including Historic Sites that exceeded the
maximum lot size, lots that were already created through a plat amendment prior to
October 1, 2023, and structures constructed on unplatted parcels that did not conform
with maximum lot sizes.

Cawley indicated the Low-Density District had substandard streets so the density was
reduced. The maximum combination was three lots. In Historic Residential 1 and 2
Districts, the single family home maximum would be two lots and the duplex maximum
would be four lots. In the Historic Residential Medium Density zones, the single family
home maximum would be two lots, the duplex maximum would be four lots, and triplex
or multi-unit dwellings maximum would be six to eight lots, with CUP discretion.

Ward stated the Planning Commission considered allowing larger lots for accessory
apartments onsite. They were not in consensus but supported incentive programs for
accessory apartment construction City-wide.

Council Member Toly stated there were one-third and two-thirds lots, and asked how
would those be addressed. Ward stated two and a half lots had come to Planning
Commission and the recommendation was to create two lots. She received feedback
that lots were unique, so the requirement would be to reduce the lot size. There were
paths for unusual lots and applicants could apply for a variance. Noncomplying lots
were exempt from the code.

Council Member Doilney asked if the Planning Commission wanted Council to consider
accessory units on larger lots. Ward explained the Planning Commission wanted
accessory units to be incentivized in areas other than Old Town.

Mayor Worel opened the public hearing.
Angela Moschetta, 84060, praised the Planning Commission for their work on this code

amendment and she thought this gave clarity to lot sizes. This would force a scale in
developments. She supported this amendment.

Deb Rentfrow, 84060, echoed the previous comment and applauded Ward and her
department for addressing the Planning Commission’s concerns and prioritizing them.
She supported this amendment.

Mayor Worel closed the public hearing.
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Council Member Gerber favored this amendment and noted a lot of the scale had been
lost in the Historic District. Council Member Rubell stated this was awesome work and it
would improve the City. Council Member Gerber asked if a maximum lot size could be
implemented in other neighborhoods. Ward stated there was a pending ordinance for
transitional areas. Council Member Dickey indicated these amendments were proof of
good work done by Planning.

Council Member Dickey moved to approve Ordinance No. 2023-50, an ordinance
amending the Land Management Code to establish a maximum lot size for the Historic
Residential Low - Density, Historic Residential - 1, Historic Residential - 2, and Historic
Residential Medium Zoning Districts. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, Rubell and Toly

Mayor Worel asked if there was support for staff to work on incentives for accessory
dwellings, to which Council affirmed. Council Member Gerber asked if there was a way
to evaluate the employee generation impact created by large homes and a way to offset
the employee creation, to which Ward affirmed.

IX. ADJOURNMENT

With no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder
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City Council

Staff Report

Subject: FY23 Employee Childcare Benefit
Authors: Sarah Mangano

Department: Human Resources

Date: November 16, 2023

Type of Item: Legislative

Summary Recommendation

Review, discuss, and consider a new qualifying childcare benefit for all full-time Park City

Municipal employees.

Background and Analysis

In June 2023, the City Council suggested we create a new childcare benefit for full-time
and qualifying City employees. If the City Council approves of the proposal, the City
Manager will implement the policy administratively.

As you may know, our current employee benefits package offers several benefits to
support our employees’ families and children, including:

e Paid Parental Leave (9 weeks);

e FSA Dependent Care ($5000 pre-tax savings account);

e Discounts at PC Recreation camps and clinics — ~20% (ages 5-14); and

¢ Flexible and remote work options, depending upon the position.

Human Resources recently conducted two employee surveys to help inform a new
Childcare Benefit policy. The first survey, launched on August 15, 2023, sought to
understand City employees' needs for children under six. Thirty-eight (38) employees
responded. Survey questions asked about primary caretakers, where childcare was
located, and whether parents would be interested in enrolling their children in a Park City
childcare facility. Some of the highlights:

e 45% utilize a daycare facility;

e 31% relied on a parent or family member to provide childcare; and

e 77% stated they would transition their childcare to a location in Park City (84060)

for subsidized childcare.

The second survey, launched on August 28, 2023, narrowed the scope to employees
utilizing childcare centers. Twenty-five (25) employees responded. Our employees pay
anywhere from $750/month to more than $2,000/month for licensed and regulated
childcare.

Monthly Childcare Cost
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Twenty percent (20%) of responding employees have their children enrolled in a Park
City childcare center. Twenty-eight percent (28%) of responding employees enroll their
children at another Summit County childcare center. The remaining respondents’ children
are in childcare in other counties.

After further discussion, fewer employees wished to transition care to a Park City provider
due to the disruption in their family lives. Some individual interviews were also conducted
after the second survey, and the continuity of care, location close to home, and flexibility
were reasons to stay with their current childcare provider.

Almost seventy percent (70%) of responding employees stated that cost was their number
one criterion for evaluating childcare, followed by availability and location. Staffing and
teacher retention was a distance last place. We also learned that income and childcare
costs showed a nominal correlation. The Economic Development Director analyzed our
limited data and ascertained that employees opt for available childcare, and then manage
cost, regardless of family income ranges.

Example Policies

Recently, Summit County evaluated an employee childcare benefit program. The
proposal offers employees a dollar-for-dollar match into a County FSA up to a maximum
of $2,500 per calendar year. These funds can be utilized towards any Dependent Care
FSA-eligible expenses. The PCMC cost of utilizing the same program would potentially
double the program's cost to $200,000 per year, by expanding the population of
employees utilizing this benefit.

Salt Lake County also offers an employee childcare subsidy but does not provide flexibility
for facility choice. Instead of subsidies or scholarships, qualifying employees must use
their on-site center.

Another option would be to follow the current housing allowance policy and offer qualifying
employees a flat childcare allowance. While this option provides easy administration, it
does not focus on income-based support. Also, the allowance is a taxable benefit, so it
has a slightly diminished net value for the employee.

Proposed Policy

Based on the employee surveys, we propose our eligible full-time employees follow the
City Childcare Needs-Based Scholarship Program requirements. We also recommend
expanding the network that PCMC employees use for childcare to extend beyond Summit
County. Requiring PCMC employees to use a Summit County provider will strain our
already taxed childcare system and cause unnecessary hardships for families.

Funding

The subsidy's annual cost is approximately $90,000 per year based on the potential of 30
participants. With a January 2024 start date, the estimated cost is $45,000 in FY24. As
requested by Council, we would source the resources, this year, from the Childcare
Scholarship program authorized in FY24. Going forward, we will include a new budget
request.
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Staff Report

Subject: State Lobbyist Services Contract with
Consult-LEC, LLC
Author: Michelle Downard, Haley Swenson, Marissa Marleau
Department: Executive, Budget
Date: November 16, 2023
Type: Administrative — Consent
Summary

Review and consider approving a new three-year contract for State of Utah lobbying
services, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with Consult-LEC, LLC for $100,800
per year through December 31, 2025.

Background

Each year, Park City relies heavily upon the expertise and resources of outside lobbying
services to protect and preserve Park City’s unique characteristics before the Utah
Legislature and Executive Branch.

These services are necessary for several reasons:

1. Ensures Representation: provides a means for PCMC to have its voice heard
in the Utah legislative and policymaking process. PCMC’s concerns are often
unique, and lobbying services ensure they are considered when shaping public
policy.

2. Information and Expertise: provides in-depth knowledge of specific legislation,
pressing issues, or areas of legislative concern. PCMC obtains and provides
valuable information and expertise to Utah lawmakers, because of lobbying
services, helping us make more informed local decisions.

3. Balancing Power: provides a counterbalance to the influence of powerful
interests, ensuring that new public policies reflect a broader set of values and
PCMC'’s priorities.

4. Access to Government Officials: provides additional means of communication
between Utah representatives and government agencies, making it easier for
PCMC to express its concerns and ideas in a constructive and cooperative
manner.

Analysis

The City first contracted with for specialized state lobbying service in February 2009.
Since that time, this relationship has been critical to our success. PCMC Procurement
Rule 5-1 (H) exempts contracts for governmental relations consulting and lobbyist
services from the standard procurement process. The proposed contract reflects a 12%
market rate adjustment from the 2020 annual contract amount.

Specifically, the contract scope of services includes:
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1. Assist Park City in maintaining local control and supporting revenue, transit
programs, and various projects as needed through key relationships at the Utah
State Legislature.

2. Represent Park City before the Governor's Office, the Utah Legislature, and
relevant state and local regulatory bodies.

3. Provide strategic guidance and information for both the annual legislative session
and interim sessions leading up to it.

4. Cultivate advantageous relationships with Utah state and local governments in
alignment with Park City's interests.

5. Be accessible during normal business hours via phone, email, and text
messages while actively pursuing client-identified interests.

6. Offer increased availability during annual legislative sessions, including when the
Legislature is in session.

7. Provide assistance, including scheduling, reservations, and talking points, for
legislative receptions and meet-and-greet opportunities with legislators and
Executive Branch representatives.

8. Coordinate meetings between City officials and legislators or other lobbyists as
required.

9. Proactively safeguard Park City's unique community values and City Council
goals, preserving its diverse interests.

This representation significantly increases the City’s influence at the Legislature and the
City’s ability to protect existing revenue sources and maintain our proactive posture on a
range of complex legislative issues (economic development, environmental, quality of
life, etc.).
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Staff Report

Subject: Federal Lobbyist Services Contract with
Barker Leavitt
Author: Michelle Downard, Haley Swenson, Marissa Marleau
Department: Executive, Budget
Date: November 16, 2023
Type: Administrative- Consent
Summary

Review and consider a Federal lobbying services contract, in a form approved by the
City Attorney, with Barker Leavitt for $109,478 per year through November 1, 2026. The
City will also retain $5,000 to reimburse for travel and similar expenses when and if
necessary.

Background

Each year, Park City relies heavily upon the expertise and resources of outside lobbying
services to protect and preserve Park City’s unique characteristics before the Federal
Government, Executive Branch, and Utah’s Federal Delegation.

These services are necessary for several reasons:

1. Ensures Representation: provides a means for PCMC to have its voice heard
in the Federal legislative and policymaking process. PCMC’s concerns are often
unique in Utah, and strategic lobbying services ensure they are considered when
shaping public policy. Members of our Federal Delegation often seek PCMC’s
input.

2. Information and Expertise: provides in-depth knowledge of specific legislation,
pressing issues, or areas of legislative concern. PCMC obtains and provides
valuable information and expertise to Federal lawmakers, helping us make more
informed local decisions.

3. Balancing Power: provides a counterbalance to the influence of powerful
interests, ensuring that new public policies reflect a broader set of values and
PCMC'’s priorities.

4. Access to Government Officials: provides additional means of communication
between Federal representatives and government agencies, making it easier for
PCMC to express its concerns, obtain grants and other funding, and provide
ideas in a constructive and cooperative manner.

Analysis

The City’s relationship with Barker Leavitt has been incredibly beneficial over the last 18
years. The proposed contract amount reflects a 12% market rate adjustment from the
2016 annual contract amount. PCMC Procurement Rule 5-1 (H) exempts contracts for
governmental relations consulting and lobbyist services from the standard procurement
process.
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Specifically, the contract scope of services includes:
1. Develop a comprehensive legislative and/or administrative strategy to obtain
federal authorization and federal appropriations.
2. Coordinate, direct, track, and implement legislative actions and project
appropriations/grants.
3. Prepare draft legislation, report language, and/or Congressional testimony as
may be required.
Represent and coordinate PCMC in meetings with federal officials.
Develop relationships in Washington, DC which are beneficial to PCMC’s policy
interests.
6. As desired by PCMC, assist in Utah state and local government activities.

o~
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City Council
Staff Report

Subject: Small Business Saturday
Author: Michelle Kellogg
Department: Executive

Date: November 16, 2023

Type of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendation

Pursuant to a request by the Small Business Saturday Coalition and the consent from
three or more City Council members, consider approving a resolution proclaiming
November 25, 2023, as “Small Business Saturday” in Park City, Utah.

Background

Small businesses are the lifeblood of our city, and we salute small business owners,
entrepreneurs, and employees for enhancing our community and expanding
opportunities for all the residents of Park City and the surrounding communities. The
hard work and ingenuity of our small business owners are helping to sustain our
economic strength, vitality and authenticity. Small Business Saturday recognizes and
celebrates our many outstanding small business owners and employees for their unique
contributions to the Park City economy and for their entrepreneurial spirit. Park City has
approximately 1,326 active business licenses.

Though this event is not affiliated with a corporation, the original campaign was
conceived by American Express, and first observed in 2010. Small businesses employ
46.8% of the working population in the United States. Seventy nine percent of
consumers in the United States agree that it is important for people to support small
businesses in their community.

By proclaiming Saturday, November 25, 2023, Small Business Saturday, Park City will
be joining in a nationwide effort to steer shoppers toward local independently-owned
businesses during the holiday season and urge the residents of our community and
communities across the country to support small businesses and merchants throughout
the year.

Funding Source
There are no commitments associated with this resolution.

Exhibit
A: Small Business Saturday Resolution
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Resolution No. 20-2023

RESOLUTION DECLARING NOVEMBER 25, 2023, AS “SMALL BUSINESS SATURDAY”
IN PARK CITY, UTAH

Whereas, the government of Park City, Utah, celebrates our local small businesses and the
contributions they make to our local economy and community.

Whereas, according to the United States Small Business Administration, there are 33.2
million small businesses in the United States. Small businesses represent 99.7% of firms with
paid employees. They are also responsible for 62.7% of net new jobs created since 1995.
Small businesses employ 46.4% of the employees in the private sector in the United States;
and

Whereas, Park City has approximately 1,326 businesses; and

Whereas, 68 cents of every dollar spent at a small business in the United States stays in the
local community and every dollar spent at small businesses creates an additional 48 cents in
local business activity as a result of employees and local businesses purchasing local goods
and services; and

Whereas, 72% of consumers reported that Small Business Saturday 2022 made them want
to shop and dine at small, independently-owned retailers and restaurants all year long; and

Whereas, Park City, Utah, supports our local businesses that create jobs, boost our local
economy and preserve our communities; and

Whereas, advocacy groups as well as public and private organizations across the country
have endorsed the Saturday after Thanksgiving as Small Business Saturday,

Now, Therefore, the Mayor and City Council of Park City, Utah, do hereby proclaim
November 25, 2023, as SMALL BUSINESS SATURDAY and urge the residents of our
community, and communities across the country, to support small businesses and merchants
on Small Business Saturday and throughout the year.

Passed and adopted this 161" day of November, 2023.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Nann Worel, Mayor
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ATTEST:

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney’s Office
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City Council

Staff Report m
Subject: Deer Valley Right-of-Way Vacation Petition

to Support the Redevelopment of the Snow
Park Village Base Area
Authors: Alexandra Ananth, Senior Planner

John Robertson, City Engineer
Jennifer McGrath, Deputy City Manager
Date: November 16, 2023
Type of Item: Public Hearing — Petition to Vacate Public Right-of-Way

Recommendation

The Applicant, Deer Valley Resort Company, LLC. (DVRC) and Alterra Mountain
Company Real Estate Development Inc., are requesting the City consider the vacation
of portions of public Right-of-Way (ROW) (Exhibit A) to expand DVRC’s development
parcel at the Snow Park Village base area. A new circulation pattern that reroutes traffic
from Deer Valley Drive to Doe Pass Road is proposed instead.

Staff recommends the City Council (I) open a public hearing, and (II) consider action, or
continue the public hearing to November 30, 2023.

Description
Applicant: Deer Valley Resort Company, LLC. (DVRC), and Alterra
Mountain Company Real Estate Development Inc.,
Location: 2250 Deer Valley Drive
Zoning District: Residential Development within the Deer Valley
Master Planned Development (RD-MPD)
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential, Resort, Open Space
Reason for Review: Vacation of public Right-Of-Way requires City Engineer
recommendation and City Council action?!
Exhibits

Exhibit A: Applicant’'s ROW Vacation Petition

Exhibit B: Summary of the Amendments to the DVD MPD

Exhibit C:  Applicant’s final Transportation Analysis — SML Alternative
Exhibit D: ~ WCG’s Third Party Transportation Analysis Review

1LMC § 15-7-7, Park City Resolution 8-98, and Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5.
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DENVER
LAS VEGAS

Snell & Wilmer

L:L.P: ORANGE COUNTY

LAW OFFICES PHOENIX

PORTLAND

15 West South Temple RENO

Suite 1200 SALT LAKE CITY

Gateway Tower West TUCSON

Salt Lake City, UT 84101

801.257.1900

801.257.1800 (Fax)

www.swlaw.com

Wade R. Budge, P.C.
wbudge@swlaw.com January 31, 2022

\

VIA EMAIL AND US MAIL D v E LD

Matt Dias ! FEB G & 2022 ‘ }
City Manager UL ‘

Park City Municipal Corporation ' Park Cm/ Municioal Corp
445 Marsac Avenue L .

Park City, UT 84060

Re:  Right of Way Vacation Petition - Revised Vacation Descriptions
Dear: Mr. Dias

On behalf of the Deer Valley Resort Company, LL.C and Alterra Mountain Company
Real Estate Development Inc., the property owners of parcels - PC-745-11, PC-900-4, and PC-
900-3,we would like to submit the attached revised legal descriptions to supplement the petition

for vacation we submitted to Park City on September 30, 2021. That petition was made pursuant
to Utah Code Ann. §10-9a-609.5 and Park City’s Land Management Code § 15-7-7, as adopted.

As you recall, we are seeking to vacate portions of Deer Valley Dr. in an effort to redirect
traffic patterns to streamline transit access and improve traffic circulation in the Lower Deer
Valley neighborhood. In order to accomplish these goals, we are seeking to dedicate public right
of way along Deer Valley Drive and Doe Pass Rd, where there currently is no public right of
way. The granting of this vacation petition and accepting the dedications we seek to make via the
Snow Park Village Plat. We are excited to work with the City through this process in order to
start reducing modal conflicts, increasing efficiency for all transportation types, and emphasizing
the transit-focused desire of the City.

To supplement the information previously provided and required in Utah Code Ann. §10-
9a-609.5, we have included the following as attachments to this letter:
1. Revised maps of the rights-of-ways to be vacated.
2. Revised legal descriptions of the rights-of-ways to be vacated.

There were minor edits to the areas that needed to be vacated as we have worked on the
Deer Valley Plat. To ensure the appropriate portions of right-of-way are vacated, we are

Snell & Wilmer is a member of LEX MUNDI, The Leading Association of Independent Law Firms.
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Snell & Wilmer

L.L.P.
Matt Dias
January 31, 2022
Page 2

requesting to move forward with the vacation of the attached legal descriptions, as opposed to
those that were submitted in September.

We are pleased to have for the opportunity to work with the City through the vacation
and platting process. As stated previously, we welcome the opportunity to go before City
Council in a work meeting in order discuss some of the details, before holding the public
hearing.

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to reach out to us.

Very truly yours,

b

Wade R. Budge, P.C.

cc: Deer Valley Resort
Mark Harrington, Esq. (via email)
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Matt Dias
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Specific area maps and legal
descriptions
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Page 5

SNOW PARK VILLAGE

PARTIAL VACATION
OF DEER VALLEY DRIVE EAST
SECTION “B”

January 13, 2022

A parcel of land located in the northeast quarter of Section 22, Township 2 South, Range
4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said parcel being described as follows:

Beginning at a point that is East 3977.60 feet and South 370.41 feet from the southeast corner of
Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said point being on
the westerly right-of-way of Deer Valley Drive East Section “B”, recorded March 1, 1982, as
Entry No. 188988 in the Office of the Recorder, Summit County, Utah, and also being the
northeasterly corner of the Dedication Parcel in Exhibit C of Ordinance No. 95-59, recorded
November 15, 1995, as Entry No. 442391 in the Office of the Recorder, Summit County, Utah;
and running thence South 26°4521" East 72.35 feet to the northeasterly corner of the Vacation
Parcel in Exhibit B of Ordinance No. 95-59, recorded November 15, 1995, as Entry No. 442391
in the Office of the Recorder, Summit County, Utah; thence coincident with the northerly
boundary of said Vacation Parcel South 78°09"28" West 80.54 feet to the southwesterly corner of
the aforementioned Dedication parcel; thence coincident with said Dedication parcel the
following two (2) courses: 1) North 30°00'00" East 77.39 feet to a point on a curve to the left
having a radius of 249.90 feet, of which the radius point bears North 60°00'00" West; thence 2)
along the arc of said curve 16.01 feet through a central angle of 03°40'14" to the point of
beginning.

The Basis of Bearing for the above description is South 00°30'11" West 2630.05 feet between
the east quarter corner and the southeast corner of Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East,
Salt Lake Base and Meridian.

Description contains 0.064 acres.
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SNOW PARK VILLAGE
PARTIAL VACATION OF
DEDICATION PLAT OF

DEER VALLEY ROAD SECTION “C”
January 18, 2022

A parcel of land located in the southeast quarter of Section 15, Township 2 South, Range
4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said parcel being described as follows:

Beginning at a point that is South 00°30'11" West 2337.20 feet and East 3578.90 feet from the
east quarter corner of Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian,
said point being the easternmost corner of the Dedication Plat of Deer Valley Road Section “C”,
recorded April 16, 1980, as Entry No. 165811 in the Office of the Recorder, Summit County,
Utah; and running thence coincident with the southeasterly end of Deer Valley Road Section “C”
South 47°53'34" West 107.67 feet to the southernmost point of said Deer Valley Road Section
“C”, said point also being on the easterly boundary of Trail’s End at Deer Valley, recorded
March 18, 2009, as Entry No. 867530 in the Office of the Recorder, Summit County, Utah;
thence coincident with the easterly boundary of Trail’s End at Deer Valley North 42°06'26" West
29.08 feet; thence North 47°53'34" East 47.72 feet; thence North 37°3027" West 67.84 feet;
thence North 41°44'02" West 70.59 feet to a point on a curve to the right having a radius of
247.00 feet, of which the radius point bears North 48°15'58" East; thence along the arc of said
curve 100.21 feet through a central angle of 23°14'46"; thence North 18°29'16" West 81.14 feet
to the northerly right-of-way of said Deer Valley Road Section “C”; thence coincident with the
northerly right-of-way of Deer Valley Road Section “C” the following three (3) courses: 1)
South 56°25'40" East 2.56 feet to a point on a curve to the right having a radius of 308.53 feet, of
which the radius point bears South 33°34'20" West; thence 2) along the arc of said curve 88.46
feet through a central angle of 16°25'40"; thence 3) South 40°00'00" East 249.01 feet to the point
of beginning.

The Basis of Bearing for the above description is South 00°30'11" West 2630.05 feet between
the east quarter corner and the southeast corner of Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East,
Salt Lake Base and Meridian.

Description contains 0.42 acres.
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SNOW PARK VILLAGE
VACATION OF
DEDICATION PLAT OF

DEER VALLEY DRIVE SOUTH SECTION “D”
January 12, 2022
Dedication Plat of Deer Valley Drive South Section “D”, located in the south half of Section 15
and the north half of Section 22, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian,

recorded March 1, 1982, as Entry No. 188987 in the Office of the Recorder, Summit County,
Utah.
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SNOW PARK VILLAGE
VACATION OF

A DEDICATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY
ORDINANCE NO. 95-59

January 14, 2022

Beginning at a point on the westerly right-of-way of Deer Valley Drive East Section ‘B’, said
point being South 1248.12 feet and East 4008.65 feet from the east 1/4 corner of Section 16,
Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian (Basis of Bearing being
S00°30’11”E from the east quarter corner of said Section 16 to the southeast corner of said
Section 16); thence along said right-of-way, as described on Section ‘B’ of Deer Valley Drive
East plat as recorded in the Summit County Recorder’s Office, Entry Number 188988, the
following four courses: (1) S00°40°00”W 579.06 feet to a point on an 878.16 foot radius curve
to the right (center bears N89°20°00”W); thence (2) along the arc of said curve 127.48 feet
through a central angle of 08°19°03” to a point of a reverse curve to the left (center bears
S81°00°57”E); thence (3) along the arc of said curve 136.50 feet through a central angle of
08°59°03”; thence (4) South 800.00 feet to a point on a 249.90 foot radius curve to the right
(center bears West); thence along the arc of said curve and the western right-of-way of Deer
Valley Drive East, 114.84 feet through a central angle of 26°19°46” to the true point of
beginning; thence departing from said right-of-way S78°14°07”W 89.60 feet; thence
N84°36°26”W 145.24 feet to a point on an 80.00 foot radius curve to the right (center bears
NO05°23°34”E); thence along the arc of said curve 28.08 feet through a central angle of
20°06°467; thence N30°26°41”W 92.28 feet to a point on the east right-of-way of Deer Valley
Drive South Section ‘D’ as recorded in the Summit County Recorder’s Office, Entry Number
188987, thence along said right-of-way S08°00°00”W 112.58 feet; thence departing said right-
of-way S30°26°41”E 21.97 feet to a point on an non-tangent 150.00 foot radius curve to the left
(center bears N34°51°45”E); thence along the arc of said curve 77.15 feet through a central angle
0f29°28°117; thence S84°36°26”E 155.80 feet; thence N78°14°07”E 38.33 feet to a point on the
westerly right-of-way of said Deer Valley Drive East; thence along said right-of-way the
following two courses: (1) N30°00°00”E 77.39 feet to a point on a 249.90 foot radius curve to
the left (center bears N60°00°00” W); thence (2) along the arc of said curve 16.01 feet through a
central angle of 03°40°14” to the true point of beginning.

Contains 0.52 acres, more or less.
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Exhibit B: Deer Valley Special Exception Permit and Amendments Summary

Deer Valley Resort (previously known as Royal Street Land Company) was issued a
Special Exception Permit in 1977 (now known as the Deer Valley Master Planned
Development (DV MPD)), which has since been amended twelve times, most recently in
2016. The Deer Valley MPD authorizes Densities for the Lower Deer Valley
neighborhood, the American Flag Community, the Silver Lake Community, and
Commercial and Support Space in the Snow Park and Silver Lake Villages. Phasing
and infrastructure improvements are also described. There are 14 technical reports that
accompany the Deer Valley MPD.

The Snow Park Village parcel is 14.93 acres and is zoned Residential Development
(RD)-MPD. The Deer Valley MPD authorizes 209.75 Unit Equivalents for Snow Park
Village, although this has changed over time, and has 21,890 square feet of remaining
Commercial and Support Uses to be developed.

The initial Special Exception Permit (SEP), granted on September 27, 1977, authorized
approximately 1,815 residential dwelling units to be constructed over a 15-year period.
In addition to the residential units, Exhibit 4, Commercial and Support Space, includes a
100,000 square foot sports facility, 44,705 square foot Snow Park Center (including ski
rental, gift shop, sports shop, lounge, restaurant, cafeteria, kitchen, restrooms, etc.), a
20,180 square foot guest reception center, 4,000 square feet of ski school and childcare
area, and 5,000 square feet of commercial area at Snow Park. Additional square feet of
commercial and support space are reserved for Silver Lake. The total Commercial and
Support Space for both the Snow Park and Silver Lake Villages totaled 307,766 square
feet and is shown in Exhibit 4 of the SEP.

The SEP was first amended on June 27, 1979, to modify the description and Densities
permitted on various parcels. There were no increases to the allowed Commercial and
Support Space.

In the 2"d Amendment, dated January 27, 1982, Deer Valley Resort Company is named
the successor to the rights of Royal Street. The amendment includes a development
progress update. Eight Multi-Family parcels around the Deer Valley Loop are authorized
390 units of Density. Total development is listed as 2,237 units. Exhibit 1 lists
Development Parcels Sold, and Exhibit 2 lists Development Parcels Unsold, most of
which have a Density Range, to be determined by site specific review of project plans.
The Snow Park Parking Area south of Doe Pass Road is allocated 0-200 units of
Density and the Hotel Parcel north of Doe Pass Road is allocated 75-105 units of
Density. There were no changes to the allowed Commercial and Support Space listed in
Exhibit 4.

The 39 Amendment, dated May 17, 1984, again updated Exhibits. This amendment
also did not increase the allowed Commercial and Support Space but reduced the
Sports Facility from 100,000 square feet to 98,000 square feet and increased the Guest
Reception Center from 20,180 square feet to 22,180 square feet.
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The 4" Amendment, dated February 21, 1985, deleted the Silver Lake Village Multi-
Family Parcel, and established a separate parcel to be known as the Deer Valley Inn
Parcel. No increase to the allowed Commercial and Support Space was made.

The 5" Amendment, dated December 23, 1986, includes nine Multi-Family parcels in
the lower Deer Valley neighborhood containing 390 dwelling units, and adds a section
on Off-Street Parking. The Off-Street Parking section notes that parking shall be
required based on the Park City Land Management Code (LMC) in effect at the time of
building permit application and that parking may be reduced in accordance with the
LMC Conditional Use Permit process. The Parking section allows for overflow parking
up to 10% of the days during any single ski season. No increase to the allowed
Commercial and Support Space was made.

The 1t Amendment to the 5" SEP, dated November 29, 1989, replaced Exhibits to
reflect completed units. Exhibit 1 shows 1,901 units of approved residential Density.
Exhibit 2 shows a similar range of Density for the Snow Park parcels established in the
2nd Amendment, except for the Hotel Parcel which was reduced from 75-105 units of
Density to 60-105 units. The Snow Park Parking Area is still allocated 0-200 units of
Density.

The 2"@ Amendment to the 5" SEP, dated April 11, 1990, also updated Exhibit 1
showing 1,884.5 units of approved Density. No changes were made to the allowed
Commercial and Support Space.

The 6" Amendment to the SEP, dated October 10, 1990, further reduces the square
feet allocated to the Sports Facility from 98,000 square feet to 62,000 square feet,
increases the amount of Snow Park Commercial space from 5,000 to 40,000, and
increases the Snow Park Plaza Building from 22,180 square feet to 23,280 square feet.
Exhibit 3, the Commercial and Support Space increases from 307,766 square feet to
307,866 square feet, an increase of 100 square feet.

The 7" Amendment replaces the term Special Exception Permit with Master Planned
Development Permit (MPD) and is dated April 14, 1993. This Amendment clarifies that
the density limitations of the Sensitive Land Overlay (SLO) Zone do not apply to the
MPD because the MPD was approved prior to the adoption of the SLO, but that SLO
site planning standards can be applied to the extent that they do not reduce vested
density, and that limits of disturbance, vegetation protection, and building design
standards apply.

The 8" Amendment to the MPD, is dated April 25, 2001. Since the 7" Amendment, the
Snow Park Lodge was expanded and 7,645 square feet of General Snow Park
Commercial space was transferred to the Snow Park Lodge parcel, reflected in the 8t
Amendment. The 8" Amendment is the first to specify an authorized number of
Residential Unit Equivalents (RUES) to the Snow Park Village parcel, which is a
combination of the Snow Park Hotel parcel and the Snow Park Parking Area parcel,
rather than the previous range of density specified in earlier Exhibits. Snow Park Village
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is authorized 212.5 RUESs, which is calculated in accordance with the Unit Equivalent
Formula contained in the Land Management Code. Currently, one RUE equals 2,000
square feet. Exhibit 2, Commercial and Support Space, no longer includes the Sports
Facility but notes Snow Park Lodge is now 56,350 square feet plus a 5,112 square foot
ticket sales building, for a total of 61,462 square feet on the Snow Park Lodge parcel,
including some “back of house” space. This reduced the amount of General Snow Park
Commercial space remaining by 7,645 square feet from 40,000 to 32,355 square feet.

The 9" Amendment to the MPD, dated June 28, 2006, reduced the authorized number
of dwelling units for the nine Multi-Family Dwellings from 390 units to 383.5 units. The
Snow Park Village parcel was reduced from 212.5 units to 210.75 residential units due
to the Planning Commission’s authorized transfer of 1.75 units from the Snow Park
Village parcel to the Stein Eriksen Lodge Multi-Family parcel. Between the 8" and 9t
Amendments Snow Park Lodge was expanded and Empire Lodge was constructed.

The 10" Amendment to the MPD, dated August 12, 2009, reflects actions approved by
the Planning Commission with respect to amendments to the Silver Lake Community
unallocated commercial density and the Royal Plaza Condominium plat, as well as the
status of development within the Project. No changes to the Snow Park Village parcel
authorized density or Snow Park Commercial and Support Space (Exhibit 2 to the MPD)
were made.

The 11" Amendment, dated March 23, 2011, reflects the transfer of one Residential
Unit Equivalent from the Snow Park Village parcel to the Silver Baron Lodge parcel,
reducing the Snow Park Village Density from 210.75 to 209.75. No changes to Exhibit 2,
Commercial and Support Space were made.

The most recent 12" Amendment to the MPD, dated November 30, 2016, reflects the
combination of vacant Deer Valley MPD Silver Lake Village Lots F, G, and H into one
Lot I, and the transfer of 843 square feet of existing residential density (0.4215 Unit
Equivalents) from Deer Valley MPD Silver Lake Village Lot I, to accommodate
connection, access, and circulation between the Goldener Hirsch Inn on Parcel D and
the Goldener Hirsch Residences on Parcel I. Exhibit 2 of the MPD shows that Snow
Park has 21,890 square feet of remaining commercial density to be developed. The
other remaining Commercial and Support Space that remains to be developed outside
of the Snow Park area totals 31,080 square feet.

Exhibit A: DVD MPD Amendment Summary Table

Disclaimer: This summary is for descriptive purposes only and is not a substitute or amendment to the
original documents which speak for themselves. Original approvals will control over any error or conflict in
this summary.
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Amendment Year Snow Park RUEs Snow Park
Commercial & Support
Space
SEP 1977 | 1,815 RUEs 307,766 SF Total
Commercial
173,885 SF Snow Park
Commercial
15t Amendment 1979 No change No change
2" Amendment 1982 2,237 RUEs No change
Snow Park Parking parcel 0-200
RUEs
Hotel parcel 75-105 RUEs
3 Amendment 1984 No change Transfers 2,000 SF from
Sports Facility to Guest
Reception Center
4" Amendment 1985 No change No change
5" Amendment 1986 | No change No change
1st Amendment to 5% 1989 | 1901 RUEs No change
SEP Hotel parcel reduced 60-105
RUEs
Snow Park Parking parcel 0-200
RUEs
2"¢ Amendment to 5% 1990 | 1884.5 RUEs No change
SEP
6" Amendment 1990 | No change Transfers Density from
Sports Facility to Snow
Park Commercial and
Snow Park Plaza Building.
Total Commercial and
Support Space increases
307,866 SF
7" Amendment 1993 | No change No change
8" Amendment 2001 Hotel and Parking parcels Transfers Density from
combined to Snow Park Village General Snow Park
parcel with 212.5 RUEs Commercial to Snow Park
Lodge parcel
9" Amendment 2006 | Transfers 1.75 RUEs from Snow | No change
Park Village parcel to Stein
Eriksen Lodge parcel leaving
210.75 RUEs
10" Amendment 2009 No change No change
11" Amendment 2011 Transfers 1 RUE from Snow Park | No change
Village parcel to Silver Baron
Lodge leaving 209.75 RUEs
12" Amendment 2016 | Combines Silver Lake parcels for | No change
Goldener Hirsch. Silver Lake - 31,080 SF
Snow Park Village parcel remaining
209.75 RUEs remaining Snow Park - 21,890 SF
(No formal site plan remaining

approved/established for site)
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1. Executive Summary

This Traffic Impact Study includes the results of a comprehensive traffic operations analysis for the Snow
Park Village project at Deer Valley Resort in Park City, Utah. Snow Park Village is a mixed-use development
that will serve as an updated base area village for Deer Valley, and includes hotel, residential, commercial,
and event center uses. This report includes the full buildout of the Snow Park base that includes the parking

and development both north and south of Doe Pass Road.

The scope of this study analyzes the traffic operations and impacts under the following scenarios:

e Existing (2020) Conditions

*  Existing (2020) Plus Project Conditions

*  Opening Year (2024) Background Conditions
*  Opening Year (2024) Plus Project Conditions
e Future (2040) Background Conditions

*  Future (2040) Plus Project Conditions

Existing conditions were based on the traffic counts, which were collected originally in 2020. As this process
has continued, Park City Staff have accepted that 2020 counts continue to serve as the foundation for this
report with adjustments made for assumed marginal increases in traffic on an annual basis. Traffic

operations for these scenarios were analyzed at nine study intersections:

Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive East

Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive West

Deer Valley Drive East / Queen Esther Drive

Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive

Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West
Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue

Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive

Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue

Bonanza Drive / Monitor Drive / SR-248

© o N Uk WN =

This circulation plan includes a seasonal one-way Shared Mobility Lane (SML) inbound from the "Y”
intersection along Deer Valley Drive West, turn onto Doe Pass Road, and directly access the proposed
mobility hub. Outbound transit traffic will have the SML that has transit priority at the mobility hub, then
parallels general purpose traffic around the loop to the “Y” intersection, at which point transit traffic would

merge with general traffic, generally operating in a counterclockwise direction. After ski season during the
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summer months, the SML will be open to bicycle traffic. Management, maintenance, and enforcement will

be a City responsibility.

Study intersections 5 and 8 currently operate at Levels of Service (LOS) that do not meet Part City standards,
which is LOS D. However, these intersections were analyzed as part of this study to identify Deer Valley's
contributions to traffic at key intersections within Park City in support of Park City Municipal Corporation’s

(PCMC) goals of reducing peak-hour traffic volumes by 20% citywide.

The Plus Project traffic operations analyses include trips generated by the Snow Park Village project. The
parking analysis accounts for both physical (structured) and behavioral impacts of the identified resort uses,
as well as parking pricing. To present conservative, and thereby overestimated, results in this report,
reductions in trip generation and parking demand stemming from proposed enhancements to local transit
service, operated by Park City Transit and/or High Valley Transit, or Deer Valley's existing Transportation

Demand Management (TDM) program are not included.

1.1 Study Results

In Plus project Conditions, seven of nine study intersections, with recommended mitigations in place, meet
the Park City LOS standards. Under existing conditions, the intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue
/ Empire Avenue operates at a LOS of E/F. Given the City’s longstanding position on additional mitigations
at this intersection, none are recommended. Deer Valley Drive in this area is also SR-224, and therefore
managed by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT). This includes intersection operations. The
deficiencies at the Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive intersection are caused by the queue spillbacks from
the upstream intersection at Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue. Therefore, no mitigations

are recommended.

Furthermore, the most impacted intersection under current conditions, the Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley
Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection, which operates today at a LOS below Park City standards,
achieves a LOS of D or better under 2040 Plus Project conditions by reconfiguring the intersection and
adding signalized traffic control, establishing a new access pattern for visitors while providing safety for
pedestrians and bicyclists. The Solamere Drive / Deer Valley Drive East and Queen Esther Drive / Deer Valley
Drive East intersections operate at a LOS B with full build-out in 2040 with some lane configuration

mitigations.

Parking provided as part of the Snow Park Village Proposal will be provided at full amount as required by
code. Reduced parking demand however, will be achieved through the implementation of a paid parking

system, and continued operation and refinement of Deer Valley's Transportation Demand Management
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program by supporting non-single-occupancy vehicle trips while also actively discouraging driving alone,

and through time-of-day sharing of parking for different and complementary uses.

In alignment with Park City's Transit First strategy, construction of Snow Park Village will prioritize active
transportation and transit as modes for travel to, from, and within the village. To that end, Deer Valley will
construct an on-site mobility hub with space for six buses which will be connected to the broader Park City
and High Valley Transit networks. One new traffic signal is recommended, at the intersection of Doe Pass
Road / Deer Valley Drive East as a mitigation which will include transit signal preemption capabilities to
expedite transit service into and out of proposed the mobility hub. Additionally, off-street multi-use paths

will be constructed to connect Snow Park to Park City's existing active transportation network.

1.2 LOS Summary

Table 1 reports LOS at the study intersections. For signalized intersections and roundabouts, average
vehicular delay and LOS are reported. For unsignalized intersections, the worst movement delay and LOS
are reported. Detailed descriptions of the intersection operations can be found in the subsequent chapters.
Due to the land use program proposed for Snow Park Village, the net total trips generated by the AM peak
hour is 261 trips and the PM peak hour is 322 trips.
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Table 1: Snow Park Village Saturday AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service Summary

Intersection M::;:e 2| 2024BG | 2024+P MZ:IZ‘:I:;Z 2040 BG | 2040+P lefl‘;::;z

L L iomm s s

Sec/Veh' | Sec/Veh'! | Sec/Veh' | Sec/Veh' | Sec/Veh! | Sec/Veh' | Sec/Veh' |Sec/Veh'| Sec/Veh'
Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr 6/A 4/A 7/A S/A 6/A S/A
East PM - 7/A 7/A - 7/A 7/A - 65/E 8/A
5 Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr AM ) 8/A 12/8B B 15/8B 10/8B B 21/C 13/8B
West PM - 16/C 19/C - 24/C 18/C - 32/D 20/C
3 Queen Esther Dr / Deer Valley AM 6/A 8/A S/A 6/A 8/A S/A /A /A 6/A
Dr East PM 9/A 11/8B 11/8B 8/A 20/C 10/B 9/A  >300/F 11/B
A Deer Valley Dr East / AM 7/A 8/A 6/A 6/A 8/A 6/A 8/A 10/B 7/A
Solamere Dr PM 11/B 13/B 9/A 11/8B 78/F 11/8B 15/C  >300/F 12/B
o DeerValley Dr/ Deer Valley AM 15/C  26/D 9/A 14 /B 20/C 9/A 17/C  29/D 11/8B
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West  pp 39/E 128/F 21/C 41/E 126/ F 22/C 112/F  201/F 44/D
; Deer Valley Drive / Marsac AM 11/B 15/B 15/8B 11/8B 16/C 16/C 16/C  26/D 26/D
Avenue PM 11/8B 15/8B 15/8B 11/8B 16/C 16/C 11/8B 20/C 20/C
7| Desr Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr AM 11/B 11/B 12/B 11/B 12/8B 12/8B 18/B 21/C 14/8B
PM 21/C 29/C 38/D 20/C 67 /E 76 / E 59/E 99/F 117/F
g Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM 77/ E 75/ E 76 / E 82/F 80/F 78 / E 83/F 91/F 84/F
Empire Ave PM 84/F 83/F 84/F 85/F 88/F 88/F 90/F 90/F 89/F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM 12/B 13/8B 13/8B 13/8B 14 /B 14 /B 16 /B 16/B 15/B
i SR-248 PM 20/C 20/C 20/C 20/C 22/C 22/C 28/C  32/C 31/C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.

1. Intersection average LOS and delay for signalized intersections and roundabouts, worst movement LOS and delay for unsignalized intersections.

2. Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection analyzed as a reconfigured signalized intersection, and turn lanes/receiving lanes added to Solamere Drive and
Queen Esther Drive intersections as a mitigation.

3. Solamere Drive performs at LOS D as a SSSC. Further analysis shows this intersection operates at LOS A as a signalized intersection, when warranted.

Source: Fehr & Peers.
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1.3 Proposed Mitigations

The traffic operations analyses conducted as part of the report indicate that five study intersections will
operate at unacceptable LOS in comparison with Park City's standards under 2040 plus project conditions
without mitigations. Community input gathered through stakeholder engagement resulted in the
community-supported mitigations for identified deficiencies stemming from Snow Park Village-generated

traffic shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Proposed Mitigations for Snow Park Village-Generated Traffic Impacts

Location Control Deficiency’ Proposed Mitigations
1 ED:; Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr SSSC? N/A Signal with transit preemption
5 Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr SSSC N/A N/A
West
3 Queen Esther Dr / Deer Valley SSSC LOS F Southbound-to-eastbound left
Dr East turn-pocket
4 Deer Valley Dr East / Solamere SSSC LOS F Eastbound-to-northbound left
Dr turn-pocket
Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley Dr .
> East / Deer Valley Dr West 5S5C LOSF Signal
6 Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Roundabout N/A N/A
Avenue
7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal LOS F N/A
8 Deer. Valley Dr / Park Ave / Signal LOS F N/A
Empire Ave
9 Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / SR- Signal N/A N/A
248
Notes:

1. LOS for 2040 plus project without mitigations.
2. SSSC = Side Street Stop Control
Source: Fehr & Peers.
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1.4 Conclusion / Recommendations

With proposed mitigations in place, all study intersections at which mitigations are feasible operate at
acceptable levels of service under all Plus Project analysis scenarios. Through dedicated transit
infrastructure, improved active transportation connections between the Project and Park City’'s existing
active transportation network, a fully reworked parking system, extensive wayfinding and monitoring, and
management of ongoing TDM offerings in addition to new measures, the Snow Park Village proposal aligns

with the City's Transit First policy by encouraging travel by means other than driving alone.

Implementing a new traffic signal with transit preemption at the intersection of Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley
Drive East will improve traffic operations and support transit. A new traffic signal at the reconfigured Y
intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive west facilitates safer and more
efficient movement for all modes. If, and when signal warrants at study unsignalized intersections in this
report are met (Solamere), as defined by the Federal Highway Administration’s Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices, the implementation of new traffic signals should be considered for improved traffic
circulation for all modes. Deer Valley is committed to a being a partner of the subsequent studies, and if

warranted, implementation.

Implementing an off-street, multi-use path around the Deer Valley Drive loop will improve pedestrian and
cyclist connectivity adjacent to the project site. Ongoing monitoring of TDM program effectiveness will

maintain City-Deer Valley cooperation in pursuit of shared goals.

The traffic volumes used for this overall analysis are conservative and likely represent worst case on the
worst day. For example, the assumed background growth rate is from a county-wide travel model that
assumes some degree of ambient growth in and around Deer Valley beyond the proposed Snow Park
project. Given that the Deer Valley loop area is essentially one big cul-de-sac and generally built out, this

background growth is quite conservative.

Other measures that support the conservative nature of the analysis is the Mayflower development
interconnecting with Deer Valley. An agreement is under development that will provide parking, lift access
and full base amenities to skiers going to Deer Valley at Mayflower base, along US-40. This potential
agreement will also provide for employee parking with a shuttle program between Mayflower and Snow
Park. The analysis does not account for any trip reductions to Snow Park, which will inevitably occur to due

significant travel time reductions from both the Wasatch Front and the Heber Valley.

Last, Deer Valley is committed to supporting other regional traffic mitigation efforts. This includes
considerations such as contributing to transit, and robust travel demand reduction program, and paid

parking at Snow Park once the project is built. The proposed transit amenities include the mobility hub, a

FEHR 4 PEERS 12

Page 156 of 539



Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

April 2023

dedicated Shared Mobility Lane, state-of-the-art wayfinding, and a monitoring program all combine to

support the City's transportation goals.
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2. Introduction

This study documents the potential transportation-related impacts on local traffic from the proposed Snow

Park Village project. The project location is shown in Figure 1.

This report is largely unchanged from what was presented in the most recent submittal (November 2022),

save for some minor but impactful updates:

1. Analyzed traffic conditions with no reduction in parking supply, providing full parking required by
the Park City Land Management Code (LMC). The trip generation was increased from the November
2022 submittal to reflect added peak hour traffic.

2. Traffic distribution assumptions at the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection
were updated to follow traffic patterns similar to current conditions for analysis.

3. Assumptions in the VISSIM simulation model were modified to account for more accurate pick-

up/drop-off dwell times, and calibrated vehicle travel times.

Table 3 below shows the in/out traffic for existing and plus project with the proposed development.

Table 3: Snow Park Traffic

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
B T R
Existing Traffic 5,221 5,329 10,550 770 249 1,019 1,236
New Trips 1,808 1,808 3,616 176 85 261 115 207 322

Total Trips 7,029 7,137 14,166 946 334 1,280 448 1,110 1,558

The scope of this study analyzes the traffic operations and impacts under the following scenarios:

e Existing (2020) Conditions

e Existing (2020) Plus Project Conditions

*  Opening Year (2024) Background Conditions
*  Opening Year (2024) Plus Project Conditions
*  Future (2040) Background Conditions

*  Future (2040) Plus Project Conditions

Traffic operations at key intersections, described below in the Scope section, were analyzed under the six
scenarios listed above during Saturday AM and PM peak-hour travel periods. Given the nature of ski areas

operating as recreational destinations, Saturdays consistently experience the highest traffic volumes, and
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focusing on Saturdays for traffic analyses in this report present the most conservative results. The Plus

Project analyses include trips generated by the proposed project.

The project team knows that it is important to work with the community to help them better understand
the complexity of building out the remaining entitled density at Snow Park and its relation to traffic, and
ensuring that the Deer Valley community can contribute to the planning process. Throughout the
project’s planning process, and with renewed emphasis since the beginning of 2022, Deer Valley has
engaged with most of the lower Deer Valley neighborhoods and that communication continues today.
Early outreach was done with the Trails End neighborhood in relation to the right of way vacation to gain
their support. After the community voiced their opinion in March 2022, the project team opted to hold
individual meetings with various homeowner’s associations (HOAs) to address concerns and gather
feedback. The community’s main concerns were the then-proposed bus-only lanes, removal of on-street
bike paths, the proposed routing of most traffic on Deer Valley Drive East, construction of new traffic
signals, and pedestrian circulation. Coordination meetings with the community continued with nearly one
dozen meetings in summer and fall 2022, with more scheduled. This revised traffic circulation plan as

submitted is based on the community’s input and support, augmented by City staff requests.

2.1 Scope

This study analyzes the traffic impacts of the project in conjunction with nearby intersections. Impacts are

specifically addressed at the following study intersections:

Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive East (side-street stop-controlled)

Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive West (side-street stop-controlled)

Deer Valley Drive East / Queen Esther Drive (side-street stop-controlled)

Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive (side-street stop-controlled)

Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West (side-street stop-controlled)
Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue (roundabout)

Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive (signalized)

Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue (signalized)

© o N Uk WM =

Bonanza Drive / Monitor Drive / SR-248 (signalized)

For the purposes of consistency, this report refers to two key roadways as Deer Valley Drive East (sometimes
called Deer Valley Drive North) and Deer Valley Drive West (sometimes called Deer Valley Drive South).
Given that Doe Pass Road carries minimal traffic in its existing configuration, study intersections 1 and 2 are

only analyzed under Plus Project scenarios.

Study intersections are shown in Figure 2.
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2.2 Analysis Methodology

“Level of service” (LOS) is a term that describes the operating performance of an intersection or roadway.
LOS is measured quantitatively and reported on a scale from A to F, with A representing the best
performance and F the worst. Table 4 provides a brief description of each LOS letter designation and an
accompanying average delay per vehicle for both signalized and unsignalized intersections. Traffic
operations were modeled in SimTraffic, a microsimulation traffic analysis software. SimTraffic results were
evaluated under the Highway Capacity Manual 6™ Edition (HCM 2016) methodology in this study to remain
consistent with “state of the practice” professional standards, and with earlier iterations of this report. Since
this study began, a new edition of the Highway Capacity Manual has been published, though application to
analyses conducted as part of this study would not change results. For study intersection 4, Deer Valley
Drive / Marsac Avenue, the SIDRA analysis software was used as it is accepted as state-of-the-practice for
roundabout operations analysis. For signalized intersections and roundabouts, the LOS is provided for the
overall intersection (weighted average of all approach delays). Park City Municipal Corporation has an

established threshold of acceptable traffic operations as LOS of D for all intersections under its control.
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Table 4: Level of Service Descriptions

Signalized Unsignalized

) ) Roundabouts
Intersections Intersections

Description
Avg. Delay Avg. Delay Avg. Delay
(sec/veh)’ (sec/veh)? (sec/veh)?

Free Flow / Insignificant Delay
A Extremely favorable progression. Individual users are < 10.0 <100 <100
virtually unaffected by others in the traffic stream.

Stable Operations / Minimum Delays
B Good progression. The presence of other users in the >10.0t0 200 > 10.0to 15.0 > 10.0to 15.0
traffic stream becomes noticeable.

Stable Operations / Acceptable Delays
C Fair progression. The operation of individual users is >200t0350 >150t0250 > 15.0to025.0
affected by interactions with others in the traffic stream

Approaching Unstable Flows / Tolerable Delays
D Marginal progression. Operating conditions are noticeably > 35.0to 550 > 250t0350 > 25.0to 35.0
more constrained.

Unstable Operations / Significant Delays Can Occur
E  Poor progression. Operating conditions are at or near >550t0800 >350to500 > 35.0to50.0
capacity.

Forced, Unpredictable Flows / Excessive Delays
F  Unacceptable progression with forced or breakdown of > 80.0 > 50.0 > 50.0
operating conditions.

. Overall intersection LOS and average delay (seconds/vehicle) for all approaches.
. Worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) only.
. Overall intersection LOS and average delay (seconds/vehicle) for all approaches.

1
2
3
Source: Fehr & Peers descriptions, based on Highway Capacity Manual, 6" Edition.

FEHR 4 PEERS 19

Page 163 of 539



Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

April 2023

3. Existing (2020) Background
Conditions

The Existing (2020) Background Conditions analysis examines the study intersections and roadways during
the AM and PM peak-hours existing traffic and geometric conditions. The existing conditions analyses were
performed using traffic data collected in 2020. Subsequent rounds of analysis have used adjusted counts to
assume marginal increases in traffic, with growth factors taken from a regional travel model. Through this
analysis, existing traffic operational deficiencies can be identified, and potential mitigation measures

recommended.

3.1 Roadway System

The primary roadways that will provide access to the project, and their existing configurations, are

described below.

* Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) is a state-owned and managed facility and is classified as a principal
arterial road and has a posted speed limit of 35 mph from Park Avenue to about halfway between
Bonanza Drive and Marsac Avenue, and 40 mph to the Marsac Avenue roundabout. SR-224 has a
five-lane cross section with two travel lanes in each direction with a two-way left-turn lane north
of the Marsac Avenue roundabout.

* Marsac Avenue (SR-224) is also a state-owned facility and is classified as a principal arterial road
and has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. Marsac Avenue has a two-lane cross section with one
travel lane in each direction near the project area.

* Deer Valley Drive West is classified as a major collector road and has a posted speed limit of 25
mph. Deer Valley Drive West has a two-lane cross section with one travel lane in each direction
near the project area.

* Deer Valley Drive East this loop section of Deer Valley Drive is classified as a collector road and
has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. Deer Valley Drive East has a two-lane cross section with one
travel lane in each direction near the project area.

* Queen Esther Drive is classified as a collector road and has a posted speed limit of 25 mph.
Queen Esther Drive has a two-lane cross section with one unstriped travel lane in each direction
near the project area.

* Solamere Drive is classified as a collector road and has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. Solamere
Drive has a two-lane cross section, with one travel lane in each direction and a landscaped
median near the project area.

FEHR 4 PEERS 20

Page 164 of 539



Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

April 2023

* Doe Pass Road is classified as a collector road and has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. Doe Pass
Road has a two-lane cross section with one unstriped travel lane in each direction near the
project area.

3.2 Traffic Volumes

Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the following study intersections to establish a

baseline of existing conditions and operations for this study’s original scope of work:

* Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West
* Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue

e Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive

Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East /
Deer Valley Drive West intersection on Saturday, February 15, 2020 (President’s Day weekend) and Saturday,
February 29, 2020 for the Saturday AM peak period (7:45 AM — 9:45 AM) and the Saturday PM peak period
(3:30 PM - 5:30 PM). Counts collected on February 29, 2020 showed higher peak-hour traffic volumes, and
were therefore used as existing traffic volumes for the analysis presented in this study. While it is highly
unusual to analyze operations during absolute peak conditions, due to the risk of over-building

infrastructure and exaggerating typical issues, this was the request of the City.

Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue roundabout
and the Bonanza Drive / Deer Valley Drive intersection on December 19, 2020 for the Saturday AM and PM
peak periods.

The original, City-approved scope for this study included study intersections 5, 6, and 7. As a result of
requests from the City and their reviewers for expanded traffic operations analysis beyond that included in
the original study. As a result, counts were sourced from other, existing work and adjusted to present

conservative results.

Roadway vehicle counts are provided by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) Continuous Count
Stations (CCS). Data from the past five years as collected at two CCSs in the vicinity of the project site (one
on SR-224 just south of Kimball Junction and one on SR-248 just west of Quinn’s Junction) were reviewed
to determine when during the ski season peak traffic volumes occur. It was observed from the data that the
month of January experienced the highest Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes of any month of the year.
This is likely due to increases in traffic caused by events in the area including the Sundance Film Festival.
While January is likely the busiest month for traffic on the outskirts of Park City, traffic volumes in February

are nearly as high, and Presidents' Day Weekend is among the busiest weekend of the year for skier traffic.
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To account for this, the intersection volumes collected in December were adjusted by a factor of 1.05 (5%

higher) to replicate February conditions.

For study intersections 8 and 9, which were not included in this study’s original scope, intersection counts
were sourced from previous studies with adjustment factors. For the intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Park
Avenue / Empire Avenue, counts were sourced from the Park City Mountain Resort Traffic Impact Study
(August, 2019). Counts for this study were collected on February 18, 2017 and were adjusted by a factor of
1.14 (14% higher) to account for a peak winter day, as described in the August 2019 study. These adjusted
counts were used for this study. For the intersection of Bonanza Drive / Monitor Drive / SR-248, no Saturday
counts were available. To overcome this challenge, weekday counts collected on February 6, 2018 as part
of the Park City Arts District Traffic Analysis (September 2019) were used as a foundation. Through reviewing
two years of CCS data, weekday-to-weekend adjustment factors of 0.63 (37% lower) for the AM peak hour,
and 0.85 (15% lower) for the PM peak hour were applied for this study.

To address comments from City Staff and community members, turning movement counts were collected
at study intersections 3 and 4 to better understand how project-generated traffic might affect local
intersections not included in the original study scope. The turning movement counts were collected on
Thursday-Saturday, March 3-5, 2022, for the AM and PM peak periods. The highest turning movement

counts among the three days at each location were used for conservative results.

Given that they were not included in the original scope of this study, and the substantial changes proposed
along Doe Pass Road, no counts for the intersections of Deer Valley Drive East / Doe Pass Road and Deer
Valley Drive West / Doe Pass Road were available, and these intersections were only evaluated in the Plus

Project conditions.
The existing 2020 background Saturday AM and PM peak hour volumes are shown in Figure 3.

Fehr & Peers also collected Saturday daily roadway counts on February 15, 2020 (President’s Day weekend)

on the internal Deer Valley Drive roadways at the following locations:

* Deer Valley Drive West — between Royal Street and drop-off/pick-up area
e Deer Valley Drive West — south of the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection
* Deer Valley Drive East — between Queen Esther Drive and parking lot

* Deer Valley Drive East — east of the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection
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Existing 2020 Background Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Traffic Conditions
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3.3 Level of Service Analysis

Using SimTraffic simulation software (for signalized and unsignalized intersections) and SIDRA software (for
the roundabout) and the HCM 6 delay thresholds provided in the Introduction, the existing background
Saturday AM and PM peak hour LOS were computed for each study intersection. The results of this analysis
for the Saturday AM and PM peak hours are reported in Table 5 (see Appendix for the detailed LOS report).

These results serve as a base for the analysis of the impacts of the proposed Snow Park Village development.

Table 5: Existing 2020 Background Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Level
of Service

Intersection Worst Movement! Overall Intersection?

Delay Avg. Delay

Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr

4
East PM 555C - - - - -
AM - - - . .

5 Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr SSSC
West PM - - - - -
5 Queen Esther Dr/ Deer AM sssc WB Left 6 A - -
Valley Dr East PM WB Left 9 A - -
AM SB Left 7 A - -

4 Deer Valley Dr East / SSSC
Solamere Dr PM SB Left 11 B - -
Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley AM WB Left 15 C - -

5 SSsC
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West ~ ppy WB Left 39 E - -
Deer Valley Drive / M AM - - - 11 B

g DeerValley Drive / Marsac Roundabout

Avenue PM - - - 11 B
AM - - - 1 B

7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal
PM - - - 21 C
Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM . - - - 77 E

8 . Signal
Empire Ave PM - - - 84 F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM . - - - 12 B

9 Signal
SR-248 PM - - - 20 C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for unsignalized intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for signalized intersections
and roundabouts.
3. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.
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As shown in Table 5, all study intersections operated within acceptable LOS (LOS D or better), with the

exception of the following locations:

* Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West: LOS E in the PM peak hour

°  This is caused by the high volumes of vehicles exiting the Deer Valley Resort area making a
westbound right turn onto Deer Valley Drive West. The westbound approach is stop-
controlled, making it difficult for vehicles to find a gap and turn onto Deer Valley Drive West.

* Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue: LOS E in the AM peak hour, LOS F in the PM
peak hour

° This is caused by congestion at the signal due to high volumes accessing various ski resorts
and downtown Park City.

It should be noted that while the Bonanza Drive / Deer Valley Drive intersection operates within acceptable
LOS, it is often impacted by vehicle queues spilling back to this intersection from the upstream intersection

at Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue in the PM peak hour.

3.4 Mitigation Measures

The concept master plan for Snow Park Village shows reconfiguration and signalization of the Deer Valley
Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection, which will alter the westbound LOS at
this intersection. Therefore, Fehr & Peers does not recommend any mitigation measures for existing

background conditions.

3.5 Origin-Destination Data

To understand the distribution of origins from which travelers access Deer Valley, Fehr & Peers employed
origin-destination data provided by StreetlLight Data. StreetLight Data collects samples of trips using
anonymized mobile phone data (location-based services, or LBS) and aggregates it to provide estimates of
travel between origin-destination pairs. In this study, trips to and from surrounding areas (Kamas-
Richardson, Kimball-Jeremy, Midway-Heber, North Summit County, Wasatch Front, and Park City Old
Town/Mountain Resort) were examined. The data sample used in this study was based on 2019 and 2020
observed travel patterns on weekend days during morning and afternoon peak periods (8:00am-10:00am
and 3:00pm-5:00pm, respectively) in January and February (peak ski months). The figure below displays the

distributions of origins for visitors of the Deer Valley Resort, as also shown in Figure 4.
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Traffic to Deer Valley from... Traffic from Deer Valley to...
(AM Peak) (PM Peak)

8%
Il Kamas-Richardson

Kimball-Jeremy

42% , 41%
Midway-Heber
34% . 35%
North_Summit
[ PC Old Town/PCMR
Wasatch Front
9% 6% 7% 7%
1% 3%

The Wasatch Front contributes the majority of visitors to and from Deer Valley Resort with 42% and 41% in
the AM peak and PM peak, respectively. The Kimball-Jeremy area contributes the second-greatest
percentage of visitors with 34% and 35% in the AM peak and PM peak, respectively. The vehicular traffic to
and from the Kimball-Jeremy area are good candidates to encourage shifting to transit or other modes,

especially if improved transit service accessing Deer Valley Resort is provided.

This data represents existing travel patterns and do not account for potential changes in travel following
the construction of Snow Park Village; trip distributon and assignment as shown in section 4.4 of this report
primarily focuses on new project trips. Furthermore, StreetLight Data can not ditinguish between single-
occupancy vehicles and high-occupancy/transit vehicles, and therefor does not account for current

carpooling or transit usage.

3.6 Vehicle Occupancy Data

In addition to traffic counts and StreetLight Data, Fehr & Peers collected vehicle occupancy counts for AM
peak-period, inbound traffic for the Deer Valley Resort. Vehicle occupancy counts were collected for the

following three days:

* Saturday, February 13, 2021
* Tuesday, February 23, 2021
* Saturday, February 27, 2021
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Table 6 presents a summary of vehicle occupancy data, calculated from data collected during the three
days listed above. It should be noted that the vehicle occupancy counts were collected during the global
COVID-19 pandemic, and the data shown in Table 6 could be skewed because people are less likely to

carpool with individuals outside of their immediate home due to risks presented by Covid-19.

In summary, the average vehicle occupancy for Snow Park Village was observed to be 2.02
occupants/vehicle on Saturday (weighted average of the two sample Saturdays), and 1.90 occupants/vehicle
on a weekday (from a single weekday). Also, the percent of single-occupant vehicles was observed to be
about 36% on Saturday (weighted average of the two sample Saturdays), and about 38% on a weekday
(from a single weekday). Vehicle occupancy is a useful metric to have available for baseline conditions, as it
can be used in evaluating how future implementation of potential transportation demand management
(TDM) strategies and broader transit network improvements could impact travel behavior. It should be
noted that, due to the global Covid-19 pandemic, carpooling may be lower than pre-pandemic levels.

However, a return to higher rates of carpooling is expected to be achievable in the near future.
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Table 6: Snow Park Village Vehicle Occupancy Summary

Percent Single Occupant
Vehicles

Time Period Total Vehicle Count | Average Occupancy | Single Occupant Vehicles

Saturday, February 13, 2021

7:45 - 8:00 45 1.76 19 42%
8:00 - 8:15 58 1.84 23 40%
8:15 - 8:30 59 2.12 17 29%
8:30 - 8:45 68 2.09 19 28%
8:45 - 9:00 74 2.04 26 35%
9:00 - 9:15 26 2.12 12 46%
9:15-9:30 22 1.95 10 45%
9:30 — 9:45 20 1.95 7 35%
Sum 372 - 133 -
Weighted Average - 1.99 - 36%
Tuesday, February 23, 2021
7:45 - 8:00 15 1.60 6 40%
8:00 - 8:15 32 1.50 22 69%
8:15 - 8:30 48 1.65 24 50%
8:30 - 8:45 56 1.91 17 30%
8:45 - 9:00 63 2.00 23 37%
9:00 — 9:15 48 1.92 16 33%
9:15-9:30 43 2.23 11 26%
9:30 - 9:45 24 2.17 5 21%
Sum 329 - 124 -
Weighted Average - 1.90 - 38%
Saturday, February 27, 2021
7:45 - 8:00 41 1.66 20 49%
8:00 - 8:15 77 2.04 24 31%
8:15-8:30 100 1.91 38 38%
8:30 — 8:45 93 2.11 28 30%
8:45 - 9:00 120 2.28 40 33%
9:00 - 9:15 133 1.98 61 46%
9:15 - 9:30 129 1.97 39 30%
9:30 - 9:45 38 2.13 10 26%
Sum 731 - 260 -
Weighted Average - 2.03 - 36%

Source: Fehr & Peers.
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4. Project Conditions

The Project conditions analysis evaluates the type and intensity of proposed development. This provides
the basis for trip generation, distribution, and assignment of project trips to the surrounding study
intersections defined in the Introduction. Additionally, Snow Park includes many proposed updates to the

roadway network immediately adjacent to the site.

4.1 Project Description

The first phase of the proposed Snow Park Village development will be located at the south parcel of the
Deer Valley Resort. The parcel is currently surface parking lots for Deer Valley. Deer Valley resort is in a cul-
de-sac type of location, and all trips will access the development through the Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley
Drive East/ Deer Valley Drive West intersections. As a reminder, this traffic report accounts for all future

development of the current surface parking lots.

4.1.1 Site Access and Circulation

The Snow Park Village proposal includes mitigations at key intersections to provide better transit access,
especially at the transit hub, and improve the traffic flow for visitors traveling by all modes. This circulation
plan includes a seasonal one-way Shared Mobility Lane (SML), which prioritizes transit. It will function in a
counterclockwise manner. After ski season, the SML will be open to bicycle trafficc. Management and

enforcement, year-round, will be a City responsibility.

Deer Valley Drive West will be largely left as it is today. The main entrance for day skiers is the western
access off Doe Pass Road into the P2 level. The northbound approach at the Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley
Drive West intersection will be stop-controlled. To improve pedestrian and bicycle connections, a
continuous multiuse path will be constructed along the west curb to connect Snow Park Village to
multimodal facilities along Deer Valley Drive and the broader Park City active transportation network.
Adjacent to the Snow Park Village site, Deer Valley Drive West will be gated to control access to the Trails
End development and to discourage use of the southern terminus of Deer Valley Drive West as a skier drop

off area.

Doe Pass Road will be reconfigured to provide access to the parking structure and mobility hub entrances.
Doe Pass Road will include two-way general traffic lanes to allow for the movement of public and private
vehicles. A continuous sidewalk will be provided on the south side of Doe Pass Road, which will be
connected to the multiuse path along the west curb of Deer Valley Drive West by controlled crossings. Two

parking accesses, to levels P1 and P2, will be provided on Doe Pass Road. The parking structure will have
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internal ramping to allow access between P2 and P3. Both driveways will be controlled with parking

management technology, and Deer Valley staff as needed.

Deer Valley Drive East Two general traffic lanes and one transit flex lane will be provided on Deer Valley
Drive East. A continuous multiuse path will be provided along the west side, which connects to other similar
facilities around the Deer valley Drive loop. Deer Valley Drive East will act as the primary route by which
day-skiers depart Snow Park Village, which will be supported by the reconfiguration of the Deer Valley Drive
/ Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection and through intuitive, real-time wayfinding.
South of its intersection with Doe Pass Road, Deer Valley Drive East will provide access to P2, P3 and P4
parking levels which will primarily serve day skiers. Driveways to these parking levels will be similarly
managed through parking technology and Deer Valley staff during periods of peak demand. At its southern
terminus, Deer Valley Drive East will be reconfigured into a turnaround drop-off area for day-skier traffic.
This drop-off area will be heavily managed, particularly at peak drop-off and pick-up periods with Deer

Valley staff directing traffic to ensure smooth operations and safe conditions for users.

A conceptual site plan, showing driveway locations and conceptual roadway configurations is shown in

Figure 5.
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4.2 Trip Generation

Much research and case studies have been performed to better understand the transportation benefits of
mixed-use development and transit-oriented development (TOD) over the past decade. “D" factors affect

the way mixed-use developments generate trips. The “D" factors include:

* Density (dwellings, jobs per acre)

* Diversity (mix of housing, jobs, retail)

* Design (connectivity, walkability)

* Destinations (regional accessibility)

* Distance to Transit (rail and bus proximity)
* Development Scale (population, jobs)

* Demographics (household size, income)

Because of the “D" factors, mixed-use developments and TOD have a much higher distribution of mode
split (split between walk, bike, transit, and vehicle) and generally result in lower single-occupant vehicle trips
and parking demand. Research has shown that mixed-use developments and TOD generate one-third to

two-thirds fewer trips than typical state-of-the-practice trip generation methodologies.

Trip generation for the proposed Snow Park Village was obtained from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers — 10th Edition Trip Generation Manual (ITE Manual) and Fehr & Peers’ mixed-use development
(MXD+) methodology via MainStreet, a Fehr & Peers web application that captures the traffic benefits of
developments by looking at interactions among the mixture of land uses and patron usage of alternative
modes (i.e. transit, bicycling, and/or walking). Since the beginning of this effort, a new edition of the Trip
Generation Manual has been published, however, analyses presented in this report rely on 10™ Edition trip
generation rates. This is to be consistent with previous drafts, and rates presented in the updated Trip
Generation Manual would likely lead to marginal (“noise”) reductions in trip generation estimates. MXD+

outputs are included in the appendix of this report.

The MXD+ trip generation methodology more accurately captures the trip-reducing benefits of mixed-use
development projects and is used throughout the United States to help developers, agencies, and the public
to quantify these trip reductions. The MXD+ trip generation model is promoted by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and has been adopted by the American Society of Civil Engineers
(ASCE), American Planning Association (APA), and many others as a recommended resource for trip
generation of smart-growth developments. The MXD+ model uses ITE trip generation rates and applies

additional variables to those trip generation rates. Some of the additional variables include:

*  Employment
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* (Population + Employment) per square mile

* Land area

* Total jobs / population diversity

*  Number of intersections per square mile

*  Employment within a mile; within

*  Employment within a 30-minute trip by transit
* Average household size

* Vehicles owned per capita

Trip generation for the project was computed using trip generation rates published in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 10th Edition, 2017, with trip reductions based on Fehr &
Peers' MXD+ methodology to account for the project's many complementary land uses and availability of
transit. These reductions were further informed by inputs from the Summit County Travel Demand Model
to better tailor results to local travel behavior. Snow Park Village is proposed to include following land uses

(taken from the land use program dated October 2021):

* 30,900 square feet of ballroom/event center space
* 143 multifamily housing units
* 193 hotel rooms

* 25,900 square feet of commercial/retail space

The development is proposed to support the current Deer Valley Resort and other land uses in adjacent to
the resort. It should be noted that the land uses supporting the ski resort will not be substantial traffic
generators; rather, the ski resort will be the primary generator of traffic, and the support land uses serve as
accessories to the resort. The current traffic accessing the ski resort were assumed to cover the trip
generation for the ski resort and the support land uses independent of the Snow Park Village proposal.
Table 7 presents the Saturday daily, AM peak-hour, and PM peak-hour trip generation estimates for the
entirety of the proposed Snow Park Village Project on both parcels north and south of Doe Pass Road, not

only the proposed first phase (Village) south of Doe Pass Road.

4.2.1.1 Resort Hotel Trip Generation Rates

Trip Generation estimates for the hotel uses included in the Snow Park Village proposal are based on
observed trip generation rates recorded during the development of the 2018 Canyons Village
Transportation Master Plan. While there are a handful of key factors that might result in trip generation
rates closer to those in the original Snow Park Village Traffic Impact Study, including proximity to the
interstate and other complementary land uses, estimates in this memorandum used the local rates recorded

at the Canyons.
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4.2.1.2 Assumed Mode Shift

To avoid double-counting potential reductions, the trip generation estimates in this memorandum rely
solely on mode shift derived from the MXD methodology and underlying assumptions from the regional
travel demand model. These reductions, which are shown in the columns titled "% Walk/Bike” and "%
Transit,” are applied to all proposed land uses. Snow Park Village is proposing to provide full parking supply
required by the Park City LMC with no reductions. To account for the availability of parking and potential
added incentive to drive rather than use other modes, the reductions for shift to other modes were

minimized, assuming half of what was presented in the November 2022 submittal.

4.2.1.3 Reduction in Vehicle Trips due to Implementation of
Paid Parking

Charging for parking is a reliable method by which to influence mode choice, and Deer Valley intends to
implement paid parking as part of the Snow Park Village proposal. Reductions in trip generation due to the
implementation of paid parking at Deer Valley have been scaled back to present a more conservative
estimate of how parking pricing will affect trip generation. While many Deer Valley clientele may be much
less sensitive to additional costs associated with a day’s skiing than the general population, almost 45% of
existing trips to and from Deer Valley start and end at points along the Wasatch Front, residents of which
are more likely to alter their behavior based on willingness to pay. Lastly, reductions in trip generation due
to the implementation of parking pricing are applied only to the resort hotel-, shopping center-, and event
center-generated trips, since proposed residential uses at the site are unlikely to require that residents pay

for parking on a daily basis.

4.2.1.4 Trip Internalization Derived from MXD

A fundamental element of the Snow Park Village proposal is to provide amenities, services, and
entertainment options that complement each other and the ski resort itself. This means that peak-hour trips
that might occur without complementary land uses are either delayed (so that they do not occur during the
peak hours) or do not require a vehicle trip due to proximity of different uses. Trip internalization rates,
presented in Table 7 under the column heading "% Internal Capture” are applied only to the residential-,
resort hotel-, and recreational community center-generated trips, and present a more conservative rate of

internalization than presented in the original Snow Park Village traffic impact study.

4.2.1.5 Trip Internalization Derived from Squaw Valley
(Palisades Tahoe)

While the residential, hotel, and community center uses are expected to be destinations unto themselves

that will generate a measurable number of peak-hour vehicle trips, the food service and retail uses (shown
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in Table 7 as “Shopping Center”) are expected to almost exclusively serve guests already at Deer Valley

rather than guests traveling to Deer Valley explicitly for those services.

To support this assumption, trip generation estimates for the shopping center uses in this memorandum
rely on trip internalization estimates derived from an origin-destination survey conducted at the Squaw
Valley, California resort in 2011. Surveys conducted showed that 95-97% of customers at dining and retail
uses in a similar context (ski resort base village) were already at the village for other purposes, and did not
travel solely for the dining/retail use. Reductions based on the data from Squaw Valley are presented under
the column heading "% Resort Int. Capt.” And are applied only to the shopping center uses. We assume
that employees for these uses will almost exclusively arrive and depart during off-peak periods, resulting in

lower reductions for daily trips generated by the shopping center uses.

Trip generation for Snow Park Village is covered in greater detail in Attachment A. Detailed MXD+ outputs

are also included in the appendix.
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Table 7: Snow Park Village Trip Generation

Number of| Unit Rate? Daily % % % Walk/| % % Paid | % Internal | % Resort | Trips Trips New Daily
Land Use' Units Type Trip Generation®|Entering®| Exiting* | Bike® |Transit®’| Parking” | Capture® |Int. Capt.’|Entering| Exiting Trips
(220) - Multifamily Housing Low-Rise 143 Dwelling Unit| 8.14 1,164 50% 50% 2.3% 1.5% - 1.9% - 549 549 1,098
(330) - Resort Hotel 193 Rooms 6.27 1,210 50% 50% 2.3% 1.5% 7.5% 1.9% - 526 526 1,052
(820) - Shopping Center 25.9 1,000 Sq. Ft | 46.12 1,195 50% 50% 2.3% 1.5% 7.5% - 90.0% 53 53 106
(495) Recreational Community Center 30.9 1,000 Sq. Ft | 9.10 281 50% 50% 2.3% 1.5% 7.5% 1.9% - 123 123 246
Day Skiers™ 150 Stalls 7.42 1,113 50% 50% - - - - - 557 557 1,114
Net Weekday Trips 4,963 1,808 | 1,808 3,616
Number of] Unit ,| AM Peak Hour % % % Walk/| % % Paid | % Internal | % Resort | Trips Trips |New AM Peak
Land Use' Units Type Rate Trip Generation®|Entering®| Exiting® | Bike® |Transit®| Parking” | Capture® |Int. Capt.®|Entering| Exiting | Hour Trips
(220) - Multifamily Housing Low-Rise 143 Dwelling Unit| 0.46 66 23% 77% 2.8% 1.0% - 3.7% - 15 47 62
(330) - Resort Hotel 193 Rooms 0.41 79 2% 28% 2.8% 1.0% 7.5% 3.7% - 49 19 68
(820) - Shopping Center 25.9 1,000 Sq. Ft | 0.94 24 62% 38% 2.8% 1.0% 7.5% - 96.2% 1 1 2
(495) Recreational Community Center 30.9 1,000 Sq. Ft | 1.76 54 62% 38% 2.8% 1.0% 7.5% 3.7% - 29 18 47
Day Skiers' 150 Stalls 0.54 82 100% 0% - - - - - 82 0 82
Net Saturday AM Peak Hour Trips 306 176 85 261
Number of| Unit >| PM Peak Hour % % % Walk/| % % Paid | % Internal | % Resort | Trips Trips | New PM Peak
Land Use' Units Type Rate Trip Generation®|Entering®| Exiting® | Bike® [Transit®| Parking’ | Capture® [Int. Capt.®|Entering| Exiting | Hour Trips
(220) - Multifamily Housing Low-Rise 143 Dwelling Unit| 0.70 100 60% 40% 1.7% 1.5% - 10.6% - 52 35 87
(330) - Resort Hotel 193 Rooms 0.70 135 43% 57% 1.7% 1.5% 7.5% 10.6% - 46 61 107
(820) - Shopping Center 25.9 1,000 Sq. Ft | 4.50 117 52% 48% 1.7% 1.5% 7.5% - 96.2% 3 2 5
(495) Recreational Community Center 30.9 1,000 Sq. Ft | 1.07 33 52% 48% 1.7% 1.5% 7.5% 10.6% - 14 13 27
Day Skiers™ 150 Stalls 0.64 % 0% 100% - - - - - 0 96 96
Net Saturday PM Peak Hour Trips 481 115 207 322

1. (XXX) Indicates ITE Land Use Code. Land Use Code from the Institute of Transportation Engineers - 10th Edition Trip Generation Manual (ITE Manual)

2. ITE Trip Generation Rates. Hotel rates derived from data collected on Saturday, February 17, 2018, for the Canyons Village Management Association Transportation Master Plan. Day skier rates calculated from existing vehicles/stalls.
3. Traffic Generated by the development according to trip generation rates provided in the ITE Manual (custom rates for Hotel).

4. Percentage of trips Entering and Exiting the development according to the ITE Manual.

5. Percentage of trips that shift to active transportation or transit modes based on data collected by U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

6. Percentage of trips that are captured internally to the site based on rates published in ITE Manual.

7. Percentage of trips that shift to transit due to parking costs based on Fehr & Peers's Parking Cost Tool. The tool estimates close to 20%; 7.5% assumed for conservative results.

8. Percentage of trips that are captured internally to the site for retail/restaurant based on Squaw Valley winter overnight visitor survey conducted in 2011, for weekend AM and PM peak hours.

9. Daily retail/restaurant internal capture percentage was assumed to be lower than AM and PM peak hours due to employees, which daily travel patterns are not as affected as much as peak hours.

10. Day skiers not included in ITE. The rates for day skiers were derived by calculating the number of existing vehicles with the available 1350 existing stalls.

Source: Fehr & Peers
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4.3 Trip Distribution and Assignment

Project traffic was assigned to the roadway network based on the proximity to major streets and freeways,
population densities, and local and regional attractions. Existing travel patterns revealed in the Streetlight
data, Continuous Count Station (CCS) data collection from UDOT, and observed during data collection also

provided helpful guidance to establish these distribution percentages, especially close to the site.

The CCS data from UDOT informed the distribution of trips arriving via SR-224 and SR-248. Closer to the
project site, Streetlight data informed the distribution of trips arriving via Marsac Avenue and Deer Valley
Drive. Overall, the project-generated trips were distributed to and from these directions in the Existing

analysis, in the corresponding percentages:

* 50% North (using SR-224)

* 20%  East (using SR-248 via Bonanza Drive)

* 15%  West (using any of the accesses along Deer Valley Drive between Bonanza and Marsac)
e 5% West (using the Transit Hub access at the Marsac Roundabout)

* 10%  South (using Marsac Avenue)

This trip distribution does not fully align with the origin-destination data presented in Figure 4 due to the
expected differences in trip purpose stemming from the change in land use at Snow Park. The distribution
and assignment of new, project-generated trips reflects the assumption that residents and guests of Snow
Park Village's hotel and residential uses are more likely to and from Old Town for dining, shopping, or

entertainment purposes.

These trip distribution assumptions were used to distribute project-generated traffic to the study area

intersections and are shown in Figure 6.
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5. Existing 2020 plus
Project Conditions

The Existing (2020) Plus Project conditions analysis evaluates the impact of the proposed development-
generated traffic on the surrounding roadway network under existing conditions. To analyze this impact,
the Saturday peak-hour background traffic volumes were combined with volumes generated by the
proposed Project during its Saturday peak hours. Intersection LOS analyses were then performed and
compared to the results of the background traffic volumes. This comparison shows the impact of the

proposed project.

5.1 Traffic Volumes

Vehicle trips in and out of the existing Deer Valley resort are assumed to be for the ski resort users and were
not subtracted out from the background volumes. Project-generated traffic for the additional land uses and
development was added to the background volumes to yield Existing (2020) Plus Project peak-hour
volumes. The Saturday AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes at the study intersections are shown in

Figure 7.
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5.2 Level of Service Analysis

Using SimTraffic simulation software (for signalized and unsignalized intersections) and SIDRA software (for
the roundabout) and the HCM 6 delay thresholds provided in the Introduction, the existing 2020 plus project
Saturday AM and PM peak hour LOS were computed for each study intersection. The results of the analysis

are reported in Table 8 (see Appendix for the detailed LOS report).

Table 8: Existing 2020 plus Project Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Level
of Service

Intersection Worst Movement! Overall Intersection?

Delay Avg. Delay

Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr

Signal
East PM g - - - 7 A
, Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr AM — NB Left 8 A - -
West PM NB Left 16 C - -
5 Queen Esther Dr/ Deer AM sssc WB Left 8 A - -
Valley Dr East PM WB Left 1 B - -
AM SB Left 8 A - -

4 Deer Valley Dr East / SSSC
Solamere Dr PM SB Left 13 B - -
5 Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley AM e WB Left 26 D ) )
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West PM WB Left 128 3 - -
i AM - - - 15 B

6 Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Roundabout

Avenue PM - - - 15 B
AM - - - 1 B

7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal
PM - - - 29 C
Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM . - - - 75 E

8 . Signal
Empire Ave PM - - - 83 F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM . - - - 13 B

9 Signal
SR-248 PM - - - 20 C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for unsignalized intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle).
3.  NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.
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As shown in Table 8, all study intersections operated within acceptable LOS (LOS D or better), with the

exception of the following locations:

e Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West: LOS F in the PM peak hour

o This is caused by the high traffic volumes exiting the Deer Valley Resort on the westbound
approach onto Deer Valley Drive. The westbound approach is stop-controlled, making it
difficult for vehicles to find a gap and turn onto Deer Valley Drive West.

* Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue: LOS E in the AM peak hour, LOS F in the PM
peak hour

° This is caused by high congestion at the signal due to high volumes accessing various ski
resorts and downtown Park City.

It should be noted that the proposed Snow Park Village development introduces various support land uses
intended to attract resort users to stay on-site after the ski resort peak hour. This will help distribute the
peaking of traffic, reducing delays at the study intersections and roadways. Therefore, the results shown in

Table 8 are likely overstated.

5.3 Mitigation Measures

The Snow Park Village site plan includes realignment of the Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer
Valley Drive West intersection. The intersection is currently a “T"-intersection with free-flow movement
north/south along Deer Valley Drive West / Deer Valley Drive, and a stop-control on the approach of Deer
Valley Drive East. The proposed plan adds a signal at the intersection, as shown in Figure 8. Deer Valley
Drive West will serve as a primary transit and auto route to access the proposed transit hub and the main
P2 parking level entrance on Doe Pass Road and serve private vehicles accessing Royal Street and the Trail's
End community. Deer Valley Drive East will serve as the secondary vehicular route to access the Snow Park

drop-off/pick-up area and parking structure accesses that includes day skier spaces, hotel, and residences.

To evaluate how the study intersections would operate if driving behaviors do not change despite
development, the traffic distribution of the background traffic at the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley
Drive West intersection was not modified, and project traffic was added. This was assumed to account for
the historical use patterns and direct routes to the parking garages. This resulted in traffic splits similar to
existing conditions at the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection with roughly 25%
using Deer Valley Drive East and roughly 75% using Deer Valley Drive West inbound in the AM peak hour,
and roughly 40% using Deer Valley Drive East and roughly 60% using Deer Valley Drive West outbound in
the PM peak hour.
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Park City has a longstanding position of not mitigating certain deficient intersections within its boundaries
due to the impacts of road widening and other potential mitigations to the community. As a result, potential
mitigations at the intersections of Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue, Bonanza Drive / Monitor
Drive / SR-248 were not analyzed as part of this study, and are therefore not included as recommendations.
Further, deficiencies shown at the intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive are not a result of
project-generated trips or operations of the intersection itself; instead they stem from vehicle queues from
the intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue. As a result, mitigations at the
intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive are not recommended as part of this study. As stated
earlier, Deer Valley Drive between the roundabout and SR-224 intersection is a UDOT facility. Any efforts
to improve traffic will be led by UDOT.

The analysis results with the reconfigured Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection are
shown in Table 9 (see Appendix for the detailed LOS report). As shown in Table 9, the Deer Valley Drive /
Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection operates at LOS A and LOS C in the AM and PM

peak hours, respectively.

With increased traffic due to the development, the Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive and Deer Valley
Drive East / Queen Esther Drive intersections experience increased delays. As a mitigation, the Snow Park
Village site plan includes new left-turn pockets at both the Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive and Deer
Valley Drive East / Queen Esther Drive intersections to improve traffic operations during peak periods and
better facilitate inbound left turns, as well as a receiving lane to allow for two-stage left turns out of

Solamere Drive and Queen Esther Drive.
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Proposed Reconfiguration of Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West Intersection - Transit Priority Alternative
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Table 9: Existing 2020 plus Project Mitigated Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour
Level of Service

Intersection Worst Movement! Overall Intersection?

Del
0

Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr

Signal
East PM g - - - 7 A
, Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr AM - NB Left 12 B - -
West PM NB Left 19 C - -
5 Queen Esther Dr/ Deer AM sssc WB Left 5 A - -
Valley Dr East PM WB Left 1 B - -
AM SB Left 6 A - -

4 Deer Valley Dr East / SSSC
Solamere Dr PM SB Left 9 A - -
5 Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley AM Signal ) ) - 9 A
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West  pp 9 - - - 21 C
Deer Valley Drive / M AM - - - 15 B

g DeerValley Drive / Marsac Roundabout

Avenue PM - - - 15 B
AM - - - 12 B

7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal
PM - - - 38 D
Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM . - - - 76 E

8 . Signal
Empire Ave PM - - - 84 F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM . ) ) - 13 B

9 Signal
SR-248 PM - - - 20 C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for unsignalized intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle).
3. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound.
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.
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6. Opening Year (2024)
Background Conditions

The purpose of the Opening Year (2024) Background conditions analysis is to evaluate the study
intersections during the peak travel periods of the day under projected 2024 traffic volumes, when the
development is projected to open. This analysis provides a baseline condition for the year 2024, which can

be used to determine future Project impacts.

6.1 Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes for 2024 were estimated using traffic counts and forecasted volumes from the
Summit/Wasatch Travel Demand Model (September 2020 version) for 2024. This is a regional forecasting
model developed with UDOT support to help plan for major infrastructure in the Wasatch Back region. The
Summit/Wasatch Travel Demand Model shows a lower annual growth rate in the future by accounting for
a higher mode split for non-drive alone modes of transportation — higher usage of transit, walking, and
biking than previous versions of travel demand models. The following annual growth rates were used on

the following roadways to project 2024 background weekday volumes as shown in Figure 9.

* 0.5% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) north of Bonanza Drive

* 0.5% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) south of Bonanza Drive

* 0.5% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) north of Marsac Avenue

* 0.6% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) east of Marsac Avenue

* 0.6% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) north of Deer Valley Drive West
* 0.4% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) south of Deer Valley Drive West
* 1.7% on Bonanza Drive

* 0.3% on Marsac Avenue

6.2 Level of Service Analysis

Using SimTraffic simulation software (for signalized and unsignalized intersections) and SIDRA software (for
the roundabout) and the HCM 6 delay thresholds provided in the Introduction, opening year 2024
background weekday peak hour LOS was computed for each study intersection. The results of this analysis

for the Saturday AM and PM peak hour are reported in Table 10 (see Appendix for the detailed LOS report).
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Table 10: Opening Year 2024 Background Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Level
of Service

Intersection Worst Movement! Overall Intersection?

Delay Avg. Delay

Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr

4
East PM 555C - - - - -
AM - - - - -

5 Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr SSSC
West PM - - - - -
5 Queen Esther Dr/ Deer AM sssc WB Left 6 A - -
Valley Dr East PM WB Left 8 A - -
AM SB Left 6 A - -

4 Deer Valley Dr East / SSSC
Solamere Dr PM SB Left 11 B - -
5 Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley AM e WB Left 14 B ) )
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West PM WB Left a1 E - -
Deer Valley Drive / M AM - - - 11 B

g Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Roundabout

Avenue PM - - - 11 B
AM - - - 11 B

7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal
PM - - - 20 C
Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM . - - - 82 F

8 . Signal
Empire Ave PM - - - 85 F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM . ) ) - 13 B

9 Signal
SR-248 PM - - - 20 C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for unsignalized intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for signalized intersections
and roundabouts.
3. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.

As shown in Table 10, all study intersections operated within acceptable LOS (LOS D or better), with the

exception of the following locations:

* Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West: LOS E in the PM peak hour

o This is caused by the high volumes of vehicles exiting the Deer Valley Resort area making a
westbound right turn onto Deer Valley Drive West. The westbound approach is stop-
controlled, making it difficult for vehicles to find a gap and turn onto Deer Valley Drive West.
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e Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue: LOS F in both AM and PM peak hours

o This is caused by high congestion at the signal due to high volumes accessing various ski
resorts and downtown Park City.

It should be noted that while the Bonanza Drive / Deer Valley Drive intersection operates within acceptable
LOS, it is often impacted by vehicle queues spilling back to this intersection from the upstream intersection

at Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue in the PM peak hour.

6.3 Mitigation Measures

The concept master plan for Snow Park Village shows re-alignment and signalization of the Deer Valley
Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection, which will alter the westbound LOS at this intersection.
Therefore, Fehr & Peers does not recommend any mitigation measures for opening year background

conditions.
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Opening Year 2024 Background Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Traffic Conditions
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7. Opening Year (2024) Plus
Project Conditions

The purpose of the opening year 2024 plus project conditions analysis is to evaluate the impact of the
proposed development traffic on the surrounding roadway network in the year 2024, the proposed opening
year of the development. To analyze this impact, the projected 2024 Saturday AM and PM peak hour
background traffic volumes were combined with volumes generated by the development for the Saturday
AM and PM peak hours. Intersection LOS analyses were then performed and compared to the results of the
background traffic volumes. This comparison shows the impact of the proposed project in opening
year 2024.

7.1 Traffic Volumes

Project-generated traffic (Figure 6) was added to the opening year 2024 background volumes (Figure 9)
to yield Opening Year (2024) Plus Project Saturday AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes at the study

intersections as shown in Figure 10.

7.2 Level of Service Analysis

Using SimTraffic simulation software (for signalized and unsignalized intersections) and SIDRA software (for
the roundabout) and the HCM 6 delay thresholds provided in the Introduction, opening year 2024 plus
project Saturday AM and PM peak hour LOS were computed for each study intersection. The results of the
analysis are reported in Table 11 (see Appendix for the detailed LOS report).
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Table 11: Opening Year 2024 plus Project Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Level
of Service

Intersection Worst Movement! Overall Intersection?

Delay Avg. Delay
7 A

Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr

Signal
East PM g - - - 7 A
, Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr AM - NB Left 15 B - -
West PM NB Left 24 C - -
5 Queen Esther Dr/ Deer AM sssc WB Left 8 A - -
Valley Dr East PM WB Right 20 C - -
AM SB Left 8 A - -

4 Deer Valley Dr East / SSSC
Solamere Dr PM SB Right 78 F - -
5 Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley AM e WB Left 20 C ) )
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West PM WB Right 126 3 - -
i AM - - - 16 C

6 Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Roundabout

Avenue PM - - - 16 C
AM - - - 12 B

7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal
PM - - - 67 E
Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM . - - - 80 F

8 . Signal
Empire Ave PM - - - 88 F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM . ) ) - 14 B

9 Signal
SR-248 PM - - - 22 C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for unsignalized intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle).
3. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.

As shown in Table 11, all study intersections operated within acceptable LOS (LOS D or better), with the

exception of the following locations:

* Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive: LOS F in the PM peak hour

° This is caused by the queues at the stop-controlled westbound approach at the Deer Valley
Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection extending past Solamere Drive, making it
difficult for the southbound vehicles to turn onto Deer Valley Drive East.

* Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West: LOS F in the PM peak hour
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° This is caused by the high traffic volumes exiting the Deer Valley Resort area making a
westbound right turn onto Deer Valley Drive. The westbound approach is stop-controlled,
making it difficult for vehicles to find a gap and turn onto Deer Valley Drive West.

* Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive: LOS E in the PM peak hour

°  This is caused by vehicle queues spilling back to this intersection from the upstream
intersection at Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue.

* Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue: LOS F in both AM and PM peak hours

°  This is caused by high congestion at the signal due to high volumes accessing various ski
resorts and downtown Park City

It should be noted that the proposed Snow Park Village development introduces various support land uses
intended to attract resort users to stay on-site after the ski resort peak hour. This will help distribute the
peaking of traffic, reducing delays at the study intersections and roadways. Therefore, the results shown in

Table 11 are likely overstated.

7.3 Mitigation Measures

The Snow Park Village site plan includes realignment of the Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer
Valley Drive West intersection. The intersection is currently a “T"-intersection with free-flow movement
north/south along Deer Valley Drive West / Deer Valley Drive, and a stop-control on the approach of Deer
Valley Drive East. The proposed plan adds a signal at the intersection as shown in Figure 8. Deer Valley
Drive West will serve as a primary transit and auto route to access the proposed transit hub and the main
P2 parking level entrance on Doe Pass Road, and serve private vehicles accessing Royal Street and the Trail's
End community. Deer Valley Drive East will serve as the secondary vehicular route to access the Snow Park

drop-off/pick-up area and parking structure accesses that includes day skier spaces, hotel, and residences.

To evaluate how the study intersections would operate if driving behaviors do not change despite
development, the traffic distribution of the background traffic at the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley
Drive West intersection was not modified, and project traffic was added. This was assumed to account for
the historical use patterns and direct routes to the parking garages. This resulted in traffic splits similar to
existing conditions at the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection with roughly 25%
using Deer Valley Drive East and roughly 75% using Deer Valley Drive West inbound in the AM peak hour,
and roughly 40% using Deer Valley Drive East and roughly 60% using Deer Valley Drive West outbound in
the PM peak hour.
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Park City has a longstanding position of not mitigating certain deficient intersections within its boundaries
due to the impacts of road widening and other potential mitigations to the community. As a result, potential
mitigations at the intersections of Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue, Bonanza Drive / Monitor
Drive / SR-248 were not analyzed as part of this study, and are therefore not included as recommendations.
Further, deficiencies shown at the intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive are not a result of
project-generated trips or operations of the intersection itself; instead they stem from vehicle queues from
the intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue. As a result, mitigations at the
intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive are not recommended as part of this study. As stated
earlier, Deer Valley Drive between the roundabout and SR-224 intersection is a UDOT facility. Any efforts
to improve traffic will be led by UDOT.

The analysis results with the reconfigured Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection are
shown in Table 12 (see Appendix for the detailed LOS report). As shown in Table 12, the Deer Valley Drive
/ Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection operates at LOS A and LOS C in the AM and
PM peak hour, respectively.

With increased traffic due to the development, the Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive and Deer Valley
Drive East / Queen Esther Drive intersections experience increased delays. As a mitigation, the Snow Park
Village site plan includes new left-turn pockets at both the Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive and Deer
Valley Drive East / Queen Esther Drive intersections to improve traffic operations during peak periods and
better facilitate inbound left turns, as well as a receiving lane to allow for two-stage left turns out of

Solamere Drive and Queen Esther Drive.
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Table 12: Opening Year 2024 plus Project Mitigated Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak
Hour Level of Service

Intersection Worst Movement! Overall Intersection?

Del
-0

Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr

Signal
East PM g - - - 7 A
, Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr AM - NB Left 10 B - -
West PM NB Left 18 C - -
5 Queen Esther Dr/ Deer AM sssc WB Right > A - -
Valley Dr East PM WB Left 10 B - -
AM SB Left 6 A - -

4 Deer Valley Dr East / SSSC
Solamere Dr PM SB Left 11 B - -
5 Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley AM Signal ) ) - 9 A
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West  pp 9 - - - 22 C
i AM - - - 16 C

6 Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Roundabout

Avenue PM - - - 16 C
AM - - - 12 B

7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal
PM - - - 76 E
Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM . - - - 78 E

8 . Signal
Empire Ave PM - - - 88 F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM . ) ) - 14 B

9 Signal
SR-248 PM - - - 22 C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for unsignalized intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle).
3. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound.
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.

FEHR 4 PEERS 55

Page 199 of 539



1. Deer Valley Dr E/Doe Pass Rd 2. Deer Valley Dr W/Doe Pass Rd 3. Deer Valley Dr E/Queen Esther Dr 4. Solamere Dr/Deer Valley Dr E 5. Deer Valley Dr W/Deer Valley Dr E

g 3 § 3 @ : g5 &
=] 3| <+t~ 3 ~ 3 © © 2 \
82 g gg 3 88 \
Tx  d 188 (674) v S 55 (60) \ S 20 (35) 0 »_ 202 (488)
0 e S o \ o X N ©
- - \ ‘% 0(0) cI[‘o > 20 (30) \ © © 152 (433) \ 'lc‘ ¥710 (25)

Deer Valley Dr E

T

Doe Pass Rd 4 "

15 (15) _x jA 713 (273) —» j; 50 (90) _x A?'A
100 (146) ¥ 33 20 (20) % 33 233 (207) —> s 22
>0 ~ S E g
o~ = K %
) ~ 3

6. Deer Valley Dr/Marsac Ave

7. Deer Valley Dr/Bonanza Dr 8. Park Ave/Empire Ave/Deer Valley Dr 9. Bonanza Dr/SR-248
=} =) — N 5
4 e o, ] g
oSN~ = N Jox § ~ &
~oNo : =N 3 T ==g Z
[SININ IS \ 8 4 R B8 \ BEe \
SS9 8 82 | 2o | wot5(45) ) 8o o 257 (743) | coc 50 (50) \
2888 | ¢=24(29) N e 2EE | <3500 828 | =04
4% 39 (61) ll N Jl N 50 (80) Jl N ¥ 340 (253)
PC Transit Center O Deer Valley Dr n Empire Ave Deer Valley Dr SR-248
5 (5) ’jf:,\ TT( 385 (765) _,-JL?L 25 (75) _» JI!A
34 (21) %> DI 240 (355) —* 250 (635) — Sge
15 (5) 0T = 25 (50) 100 (150) 228
2 = d 0 ® N~
3 N g © N
% ~— % ~—
~_ = ~— . o —

LEGEND

@ Stop Sign ! Signalized ORoundabout

w®_
Lane 4 «— M (PMm) Traffic Volume

AM (PM) } Peak Hour
Configuration | ¥~ ,\ M) T

Intersection Level of Service (LOS): Figure 10

CAM | Opening Year 2024 Plus Project Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Traffic Conditions
| 00 60

Page 200 of 539



Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

April 2023

8. Future 2040
Background Conditions

The purpose of the future 2040 background conditions analysis is to evaluate the study intersections during
peak travel periods under projected 2040 traffic volumes. This analysis provides a baseline condition for the

year 2040, which can be used to determine future project impacts.

8.1 Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes for 2040 were estimated using traffic counts and forecasted volumes from the
Summit/Wasatch Travel Demand Model (September 2020 version) for 2040. The Summit/Wasatch Travel
Demand Model shows a lower annual growth rate in the future by accounting for a higher mode split of
transportation — higher usage of transit, walking, and biking than previous versions of travel demand
models. The following annual growth rates used on the following roadways to project 2040 background

weekday volumes as shown in Figure 11.

* 0.3% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) north of Bonanza Drive

* 0.7% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) south of Bonanza Drive

* 0.6% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) north of Marsac Avenue

* 0.9% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) east of Marsac Avenue

* 1.0% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) north of Deer Valley Drive West
* 0.8% on Deer Valley Drive (SR-224) south of Deer Valley Drive West
* 1.2% on Bonanza Drive

e 0.4% on Marsac Avenue

Based on the understanding that much of the lower Deer Valley is effectively built out, traffic volumes on

Solamere Drive and Queen Esther Drive were not increased for future scenarios.

8.2 Level of Service Analysis

Using SimTraffic simulation software (for signalized and unsignalized intersections) and SIDRA software (for
the roundabout) and the HCM 6 delay thresholds provided in the Introduction, future 2040 background
weekday peak hour LOS was computed for each study intersection. The results of this analysis for the AM

& PM peak hour are reported in Table 13 (see Appendix for the detailed LOS report).

FEHR 4 PEERS 57

Page 201 of 539



Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

April 2023

Table 13: Future 2040 Background Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Level
of Service

Intersection Worst Movement! Overall Intersection?

Delay Avg. Delay

Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr

4
East PM 555C - - - - -
AM - - - . .

5 Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr SSSC
West PM - - - - -
5 Queen Esther Dr/ Deer AM sssc WB Left 7 A - -
Valley Dr East PM WB Left 9 A - -
AM SB Left 8 A - -

4 Deer Valley Dr East / SSSC
Solamere Dr PM SB Left 15 C - -
5 Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley AM SSSC WB Left 17 C - -
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West ~ ppy WB Right 112 F - -
Deer Valley Drive / M AM - - - 16 C

g DeerValley Drive / Marsac Roundabout

Avenue PM - - - 11 B
AM - - - 18 B

7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal
PM - - - 59 E
Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM . - - - 83 F

8 . Signal
Empire Ave PM - - - 20 F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM . - - - 16 B

9 Signal
SR-248 PM - - - 28 C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for unsignalized intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for signalized intersections
and roundabouts.
3. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.

As shown in Table 13, all study intersections operated within acceptable LOS (LOS D or better), with the

exception of the following locations:

* Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West: LOS F in the PM peak hour

o This is caused by the high volumes of vehicles exiting the Deer Valley Resort area making a
westbound right turn onto Deer Valley Drive West. The westbound approach is stop-
controlled, making it difficult for vehicles to find a gap and turn onto Deer Valley Drive West.
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* Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive: LOS E in the PM peak hour

o This is caused by vehicle queues spilling back to this intersection from the upstream
intersection at Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue.

* Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue: LOS F in both AM and PM peak hours

° This is caused by high congestion at the signal due to high volumes accessing various ski
resorts and downtown Park City.

8.3 Mitigation Measures

The site plan for the concept master plan for Snow Park Village shows re-alignment and signalization of the
Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection, which will alter the westbound LOS at this
intersection. Therefore, Fehr & Peers does not recommend any mitigation measures for future 2040

background conditions.
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9. Future 2040 plus
Project Conditions

9.1 Purpose

The purpose of the future 2040 plus project conditions analysis is to evaluate the impact of the proposed
development traffic on the surrounding roadway network in the year 2040. To analyze this impact, the
projected 2040 Saturday AM and PM peak hour background traffic volumes were combined with volumes
generated by the conceptual development for the Saturday AM and PM peak hours. Intersection LOS
analyses were then performed and compared to the results of the background traffic volumes. This

comparison shows the impact of the conceptual project in 2040.

9.2 Traffic Volumes

Project-generated traffic (Figure 7) was added to the future 2040 background volumes (Figure 11) to yield
“future 2040 plus project” Saturday AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes at the study intersections as

shown in Figure 12.

9.3 Level of Service Analysis

Using SimTraffic simulation software (for signalized and unsignalized intersections) and SIDRA software (for
the roundabout) and the HCM 6 delay thresholds provided in the Introduction, future 2040 plus project
Saturday AM and PM peak hour LOS were computed for each study intersection for the conceptual site

development. The results of the analysis are reported in Table 14 (see Appendix for the detailed LOS report).
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Table 14: Future 2040 plus Project Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Level
of Service

Intersection Worst Movement! Overall Intersection?

Delay Avg. Delay
6 A

Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr

Signal
East PM 9 - - - 65 E
, Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr AM - NB Left 21 C - -
West PM NB Left 32 D - -
5 Queen Esther Dr/ Deer AM sssc WB Left 7 A - -
Valley Dr East PM WB Right ~ >300 F - -
AM SB Left 10 B - -

4 Deer Valley Dr East / SSSC
Solamere Dr PM SB Right >300 F - -
5 Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley AM e WB Left 29 D ) )
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West PM WB Left 201 3 - -
i AM - - - 26 D

6 Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Roundabout

Avenue PM - - - 20 C
AM - - - 21 C

7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal
PM - - - 99 F
Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM . - - - 9 F

8 . Signal
Empire Ave PM - - - 90 F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM . ) ) - 16 B

9 Signal
SR-248 PM - - - 32 C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for unsignalized intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle).
3. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.

As shown in Table 14, all study intersections operated within acceptable LOS (LOS D or better), with the

exception of the following locations:

* Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive East: LOS E in the PM peak hour

°  The delays at this intersection stem from the queues extending from the Deer Valley Drive
East / Deer Valley Drive West, causing northbound delays at this signal.

* Queen Esther Drive / Deer Valley Drive East: LOS F in the PM peak hour

FEHR 4 PEERS 62

Page 206 of 539



Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

April 2023

° This is caused by the queues at the stop-controlled westbound approach at the Deer Valley
Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection extending past Queen Esther Drive, making it
difficult for the southbound vehicles to turn onto Deer Valley Drive East.

* Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive: LOS F in the PM peak hour

° This is caused by the queues at the stop-controlled westbound approach at the Deer Valley
Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection extending past Solamere Drive, making it
difficult for the southbound vehicles to turn onto Deer Valley Drive East.

* Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West: LOS F in the PM peak hour

o This is caused by the high volumes of vehicles exiting the Deer Valley Resort area making a
westbound right turn onto Deer Valley Drive West. The westbound approach is stop-
controlled, making it difficult for vehicles to find a gap and turn onto Deer Valley Drive West.

* Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive: LOS F in the PM peak hour

° This is caused by vehicle queues spilling back to this intersection from the upstream
intersection at Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue.

* Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue: LOS F in both AM and PM peak hours

o This is caused by congestion at the signal due to high volumes accessing various ski resorts
and downtown Park City.

It should be noted that the proposed Snow Park Village development introduces various support land uses
intended to attract resort users to stay on-site after the ski resort peak hour. This will help distribute the
peaking of traffic, reducing delays at the study intersections and roadways. Therefore, the results shown in

Table 14 are likely overstated.

9.4 Mitigation Measures

The Snow Park Village site plan includes realignment of the Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer
Valley Drive West intersection. The intersection is currently a “T"-intersection with free-flow movement
north/south along Deer Valley Drive West / Deer Valley Drive, and a stop-control on the approach of Deer
Valley Drive East. The proposed plan adds a signal at the intersection, as shown in Figure 8. Deer Valley
Drive West will serve as a primary transit and auto route to access the proposed transit hub and the main
P2 parking level entrance on Doe Pass Road and serve private vehicles accessing Royal Street and the Trail's
End community. Deer Valley Drive East will serve as the secondary vehicular route to access the Snow Park

drop-off/pick-up area and parking structure accesses that includes day skier spaces, hotel, and residences.
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To evaluate how the study intersections would operate if driving behaviors do not change despite
development, the traffic distribution of the background traffic at the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley
Drive West intersection was not modified, and project traffic was added. This was assumed to account for
the historical use patterns and direct routes to the parking garages. This resulted in traffic splits similar to
existing conditions at the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection with roughly 25%
using Deer Valley Drive East and roughly 75% using Deer Valley Drive West inbound in the AM peak hour,
and roughly 40% using Deer Valley Drive East and roughly 60% using Deer Valley Drive West outbound in
the PM peak hour.

Park City has a longstanding position of not mitigating certain deficient intersections within its boundaries
due to the impacts of road widening and other potential mitigations to the community. As a result, potential
mitigations at the intersections of Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue, Bonanza Drive / Monitor
Drive / SR-248 were not analyzed as part of this study and are therefore not included as recommendations.
Further, deficiencies shown at the intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive are not a result of
project-generated trips or operations of the intersection itself; instead they stem from vehicle queues from
the intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Park Avenue / Empire Avenue. As a result, mitigations at the
intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Bonanza Drive are not recommended as part of this study. As stated
earlier, Deer Valley Drive between the roundabout and SR-224 intersection is a UDOT facility. Any efforts
to improve traffic will be led by UDOT.

The analysis results with the reconfigured Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection are
shown in Table 15 (see Appendix for the detailed LOS report). As shown in Table 15, the Deer Valley Drive
/ Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection operates at LOS B and LOS D in the AM and
PM peak hour, respectively.

With increased traffic due to the development, the Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive and Deer Valley
Drive East / Queen Esther Drive intersections experience increased delays. As a mitigation, the Snow Park
Village site plan includes new left-turn pockets at both the Deer Valley Drive East / Solamere Drive and Deer
Valley Drive East / Queen Esther Drive intersections to improve traffic operations during peak periods and
better facilitate inbound left turns, as well as a receiving lane to allow for two-stage left turns out of

Solamere Drive and Queen Esther Drive.
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Table 15: Future 2040 plus Project Mitigated Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour
Level of Service

Intersection Worst Movement! Overall Intersection?

Del
0

Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr

Signal
East PM 9 - - - 8 A
, Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr AM - NB Left 13 B - -
West PM NB Left 20 C - -
3 Queen Esther Dr / Deer AM ssSC WB Left 6 A - )
Valley Dr East PM WB Left 11 B - -
AM SB Left 7 A - -

4 Deer Valley Dr East / SSSC
Solamere Dr PM SB Left 12 B - -
5 Deer Valley Dr / Deer Valley AM Signal ) ) B 11 B
Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West PM 9 - - - 44 D
Deer Valley Drive / M AM - - - 26 b

g DeerValley Drive / Marsac Roundabout

Avenue PM - - - 20 C
AM - - - 14 B

7 Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Dr Signal
PM - - - 117 F
Deer Valley Dr / Park Ave / AM . - - - 84 F

8 . Signal
Empire Ave PM - - - 89 F
Bonanza Dr / Monitor Dr / AM . B i} - 15 B

9 Signal
SR-248 PM - - - 31 C

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for unsignalized intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle).
3. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.
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10. Roadway Analysis

The purpose of the roadway analysis is to document the Saturday peak hour roadway volumes to determine

the LOS of the internal project roadways.

10.1 Analysis Results

The roadway LOS was calculated based on planning level generalized peak hour two-way volumes for
roadway capacities, as shown in Table 16. These volumes are published by the Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT) based on planning applications of the HCM and are widely used for planning level
evaluation of roadway capacity. Table 16 shows the peak hour two-way capacity estimates for a 2-lane

roadway in areas over 5,000 population not in urbanized areas.

Table 16: Roadway Level of Service Peak Hour Two-Way Traffic Thresholds

Peak Hour Traffic Capacity Estimates

Level of Service

LOS B or better <820
LOS C 821-1,550
LOSD 1,551-2,190

LOS E or worse > 2,190

Source: Fehr & Peers, based on FDOT Generalized Peak Hour Two-Way Volumes for areas over 5,000 not in urbanized areas.
The same assumption used for previous analyses (similar traffic splits at the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer
Valley Drive West intersection as current conditions) were applied for the roadway volumes.

Table 17 shows the peak hour roadway LOS analysis for each scenario. As shown in Table 17, all internal

roadways are expected to operate at LOS C or better with the current 2-lane configuration for all scenarios.
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Table 17: Snow Park Village Roadway LOS Analysis Summary

Deer Valley Dr W (South of Y- Deer Valley Dr E (East of Y-

SEenario Saturday Intersection) Intersection)

Peak Hour
Two-Way Volume' Two-Way Volume'
AM 650 A/B 400 A/B
Existing
PM 800 A/B 620 A/B
AM 930 C 490 A/B
Existing plus Project
PM 970 C 800 A/B
AM 950 C 500 A/B
Opening Year 2024 plus Project
PM 990 C 810 A/B
AM 1,090 C 570 A/B
Future 2040 plus Project
PM 1,130 C 920 C

1. Rounded up to the nearest 10.
Source: Fehr & Peers.

Existing roadway count sheets are included in the Appendix.
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11. Site Circulation Analysis

The January 2022 Transportation Analysis reported conditions at external intersections, as well as the two
proposed intersections on Doe Pass Road at Deer Valley Drive East and Deer Valley Drive West, which were
analyzed in SimTraffic simulation software and SIDRA software. Furthermore, microsimulation analysis was
conducted to evaluate on-site circulation as part of the proposed Snow Park Village. Due to the limitations
of SimTraffic software in evaluating multimodal conditions and garage access operations, VISSIM

microsimulation software was used for on-site circulation analysis.

11.1.1 Conditions and Assumptions

The parameters described below were used for analysis as assumptions in the VISSIM model:

11.1.1.1 Volumes

The following high-level assumptions were used to assign volumes to individual driveways and

approach routing:

* 2040 Peak-hour volumes as presented in Section 9 of this study
* Trip generation as presented in Section 4 of this study

e Assumed roughly 75%/25% split of traffic using Deer Valley Drive West versus Deer Valley Drive
East inbound in the AM peak hour (current patterns)

*  Assumed roughly 60%/40% split of traffic using Deer Valley Drive West versus Deer Valley Drive
East outbound in the PM peak hour (current patterns)

*  Proportion of parking supply by garage level

The assumed intersection and driveway volumes are shown in Figure 13. Note that the lane configurations
shown on the figure reflect proposed conditions, except for at the P2 and P3 garage accesses, which are

proposed to have flex lanes that can be ingress or egress, depending on the peak hour and volume demand.

11.1.1.2 Parking Garage Gate Transaction

Based on input received from WGI, the parking garage design and operations consultant, the following

parking garage gate transaction times were assumed in the model:

e Average of 4 seconds/vehicle for entry (this was assumed for conservative results, as the
development is aiming for a system that would allow free-flow entry)

* Average of 10 seconds/vehicle for exit
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11.1.1.3 Pick-up/Drop-off

The following assumptions were made for the model regarding the proposed new pick-up/drop-off loop in

front of Snow Park Lodge at the southern terminus of Deer Valley Drive East:

e 200 vehicles were allocated to use the pick-up/drop-off in both AM and PM peak hours

° 100 vehicles as pick-up/drop-off

o 50 vehicles as Transportation Network Company (TNC) users

o 50 vehicles as Valet users

Video observations were recorded at the current Snow Park Lodge pick-up/drop-off as part of data

collection for curbside and pedestrian activity in January 2022. These videos were used to observe a
sample of dwell times for the pick-up/drop-off users to assist with the simulation modeling. The charts
below show the dwell times for a sample of 100 vehicles and 95 vehicles in the weekend AM and PM peak
hour, respectively. The AM peak hour dwell times ranged from 7 seconds to 1 hour 26 minutes 11
seconds, with a median of 1 minute 45 seconds. The PM peak hour dwell times ranged from 14 seconds
to 1 hour 1 minute 9 seconds, with a median of 3 minutes 10 seconds. The VISSIM model was modified to
reflect the dwell times from these samples at the proposed new pick-up/drop-off zone.

Saturday & Sunday AM Pick-up/Drop-off Dwell Times

0:14:24

0:12:58

0:11:31

0:10:05

0:08:38

0:07:12

Dwell Time

0:05:46

0:04:19

0:02:53

0:01:26

0:00:00

0:13i41

0:08:50

0:08:27

W 1/22/2022 @ 1/23/2022 [ 1/25/2022 [E 1/30/2022 [l All Dates
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Saturday & Sunday PM Pick-up/Drop-off Dwell Times

0:20:10
0:17:17
0:14:24
0:12:03
g 0:11:31
= 0:10:00
T
Z 0:08:38
354
0:05:46 :
0:03:10
0:02:53 e
0:01:36
0:00:14
0:00:00

B 1/22/2022 M 1/23/2022 W 1/29/2022 M 1/30/2022 [ All Dates

11.1.1.4 Other Considerations

To evaluate conditions under the most conservative analysis scenario, 2040 weekend AM and PM peak

hours were analyzed.

11.1.2 Analysis Results

Intersection delay, Level of Service (LOS), and queueing results were evaluated in the VISSIM model at the

following locations, as shown in Figure 13.

Doe Pass Road / P2 Parking Garage Access

Doe Pass Road / P1 Parking Garage Access

Doe Pass Road / Mobility Hub Entrance

Doe Pass Road / Mobility Hub Exit

P2 Parking Garage Access / Deer Valley Drive East
P3 Parking Garage Access / Deer Valley Drive East
P4 Parking Garage Access / Deer Valley Drive East
Snow Park Lodge Pick-up/Drop-off

® N o vk w2

The same analysis methodology (as described in the previous sections) was used for this analysis.

FEHR 4 PEERS 71

Page 215 of 539



Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

April 2023

Table 18 below (see Appendix for the detailed LOS reports) shows the intersection delay and LOS results
from the VISSIM simulation model. As shown in Table 18, all study intersections operate at acceptable LOS

with the exception of the following locations:
* Doe Pass Road / Mobility Hub Exit: LOS E in the PM peak hour
o This is caused by the stop control for the buses exiting the mobility hub onto Doe Pass Road.

¢ Snow Park Lodge Pick-up/Drop-off: LOS E in both AM and PM peak hours

o This is caused by delays at the pick-up/drop-off zone that the VISSIM simulation has
limitations in simulating efficient operations. This can likely be mitigated by efficient
operations assisted by Deer Valley staff.
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Table 18: Future 2040 Plus Project Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Level of
Service Site Circulation Results

Intersection Worst Movement' Overall Intersection?
Delay Avg. Delay
EB Right B

Doe Pass Rd / P2 Parking SSSC
PM NB Left 11 B - -
AM NB Left 9 A - -

2 Doe Pass Rd / P1 Parking SSSC
PM NB Left 10 B - -
5 Doe Pass Rd / Mobility Hub AM sssC WB Left 2 A - -
Entrance PM EB Right 3 A - -
ili AM NB Right 33 D - -

4 Dc?e Pass Rd / Mobility Hub SSSC 9

Exit PM NB Left 37 E - -
i AM EB Left 9 A - -

5 P2 Parking / Deer Valley Dr SSSC
East PM EB Left 6 A - -
6 P3 Parking / Deer Valley Dr AM $SSC SB Through 5 A - B
East PM EB Left 9 A - -
7 P4 Parking / Deer Valley Dr AM SSSC SB Through 17 C - -
East PM EB Right 23 C - -
g Snow Park Lodge Pick- AM ) SB Through 44 E - -
up/Drop-off PM SB Through 44 E - -

Notes:

Bold text indicates intersections operating below Park City's acceptable LOS threshold.
1. This represents the worst approach LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for side-street stop controlled
intersections.
2. This represents the overall intersection LOS and delay (seconds/vehicle) and is only reported for signalized intersections
and all-way stop controlled intersections.
3. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound
4.  Side-street stop control.
Source: Fehr & Peers.

11.1.2.1 Sensitivity Analysis

As described throughout this report, assumptions of traffic distribution at the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer
Valley Drive West were made based on patterns similar to current conditions. It is likely that based on driver
behavior and expectation, the actual traffic distributions will be different at the time of opening and in

subsequent weeks, months, and years as preferences are established and transportation options evolve.

A sensitivity analysis shows that in the AM peak hour, the P2 access on Doe Pass Road becomes a constraint
that potentially causes congestion, with inbound queues backing up onto Deer Valley Drive West under

traffic conditions similar to the existing conditions (roughly 80% entering via Deer Valley Drive West).
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Operations at this key driveway also depend on the transaction time for entry (assumed to be 4 seconds for
the purpose of microsimulation analysis in this report, which was validated by a national parking operations
consultant). As this entry transaction time is reduced due to improved technology or adjustments to when
and how parking is paid for and validated, traffic distributions at the "Y” intersection have less effect on

traffic operations.

To provide efficient and safe traffic circulation on-site and on the Deer Valley Drive Loop, Deer Valley and
Snow Park Village will be committed to provide extensive wayfinding and traffic monitoring, especially to
improve inbound operations where visitors will be informed whether to travel on Deer Valley Drive West or

Deer Valley Drive East.
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Figure 13
2040 Site Circulation Analysis Intersection LOS Results
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Table 19 (see Appendix for the detailed queue report) below shows the average maximum queue for each
approach at the study intersections. The following lists locations that the average maximum queue is

expected to exceed the storage length in the AM peak hour:

* Doe Pass Road / P2 Parking

o Eastbound queues occasionally extend past the Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive West
intersection. This queue is caused by queue spillback beginning at the gate to enter the P2
Parking Garage Access and the high inbound volumes in the AM peak hour.

* Doe Pass Road / Mobility Hub Entrance

o Westbound queues occasionally extend past the mobility hub exit. The average queue,
however, is 1 feet, and the queue spillback is not expected to be a common occurrence.

* Doe Pass Road / Mobility Hub Exit

o Westbound queues occasionally extend past the Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive East
intersection. The average queue, however, is 2 feet, and the queue spillback is not expected to
be a common occurrence.

The following lists locations that the average maximum queue is expected to exceed the storage length in
the PM peak hour:

* Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive East

o Eastbound queues occasionally extend past the Mobility Hub Exit. The average queue,
however, is 2 feet, and the queue spillback is not expected to be a common occurrence.

e Doe Pass Road / Mobility Hub Entrance

o Westbound queues occasionally extend past the mobility hub exit. The average queue,
however, is less than 1 feet, and the queue spillback is not expected to be a common
occurrence.

* Doe Pass Road / Mobility Hub Exit

°  Westbound queues occasionally extend past the Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive East
intersection. The average queue, however, is 2 feet, and the queue spillback is not expected to
be a common occurrence.

* Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West
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The simulation shows average maximum queues of over 500 feet for the westbound approach
at the new signal. This queue however is not expected to reach the Solamere Drive

intersection, especially with signal operations to assist in flushing out the heavy outbound
movement via Deer Valley Drive East.
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Table 19: Future 2040 Plus Project Conditions Saturday AM & PM Peak Hour Queues Site
Circulation Analysis

Intersection Average Maximum Queues

0| loton | Period | Approach oot
NB

75
AM SB 175
EB 100
1 Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr East
NB 250
PM SB 125
EB 125
NB 50
AM EB 375
WB 25
2 Doe Pass Rd / Deer Valley Dr West
NB 50
PM EB 25
WB 75
NB 0
AM SB 25
WB 100
3 Queen Esther Dr / Deer Valley Dr East
NB 0
PM SB 25
WB 100
SB 50
AM EB 0
WB 50
4 Deer Valley Dr East / Solamere Dr
SB 50
PM EB 0
WB 50
NB 275
AM SB 300
WB 125
5 Deer Valley Dr East / Deer Valley Dr West
NB 525
PM SB 175
WB 350
NB 125
6 Doe Pass Rd / P2 Parking AM EB 250
WB 0
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Intersection Average Maximum Queues
D S N R e I
NB 125
PM EB 75
WB 0
NB 100
AM EB 0
WB 0
7 Doe Pass Rd / P1 Parking
NB 100
PM EB 0
WB 0
EB 0
AM
WB 125
8 Doe Pass Rd / Mobility Hub Entrance
EB 25
PM
WB 125
NB 150
AM EB 25
WB 125
9 Doe Pass Rd / Mobility Hub Exit
NB 150
PM EB 25
WB 125
NB 0
AM SB 25
EB 75
10 P2 Parking / Deer Valley Dr East
NB 25
PM SB 0
EB 125
NB 50
AM SB 75
EB 0
11 P3 Parking / Deer Valley Dr East
NB 75
PM SB 50
EB 125
NB 0
AM SB 25
12 P4 Parking / Deer Valley Dr East
EB 100
PM NB 125
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Intersection Average Maximum Queues
I T S N R e I
SB 0
EB 150
NB 25
AM
SB 100
13 Snow Park Lodge Pick-up/Drop-off
NB 225
PM
SB 100

Notes:
1. NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound
2. Rounded up to nearest 25'.

Source: Fehr & Peers.

It should be noted that the LOS results and queue results shown in Table 18 and Table 19 capture the
delays and queues at the side-streets for vehicles turning onto the major road. However, it does not capture
the delays and queues for vehicles experienced at the parking gate due to the assumed transaction time.
The VISSIM simulation indicates that with the assumed gate transaction times, vehicles are expected to
experience over 100 seconds of delay per vehicle to exit the garage in the PM peak hour, with potentially

long internal queues.

FEHR 4 PEERS 80

Page 224 of 539



e ERR SRR
1. -

i o -+
Sl g
X h

Figure 14
2040 Site Circulation Analysis Queue Results

Page 225 of 539




Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

April 2023

12. Parking Analysis

A fundamental aspect of the Snow Park Village proposal is the implementation of a constrained, structured
parking supply that will require parkers to pay a daily fee. This strategy is seen as a key disincentive to
traveling in Park City by single-occupant vehicle, and aligns with the City's broader mobility goals. However,
Snow Park Village proposes no reductions to the parking supply and will build to the Park City LMC

requirements.

12.1 Analysis Method

For the shared parking analysis of the updated land use plan, the development is proposed to include 11

buildings which include the following land uses (taken from the land use program dated October 26, 2021):

* 30,900 square feet of ballroom/event center space
* 143 multifamily housing units
* 193 hotel rooms with 4,500 square feet of hotel support uses.

* 25,900 square feet of commercial/retail space

The development is also proposed to include the Deer Valley Ski resort and other land uses in support of
the resort. It should be noted that the land uses supporting the ski resort will not be parking generators;
rather, the ski resort will be the parking generator, and the support land uses serve as accessories to

the resort.

In The most recent submittal (November 2022), Fehr & Peers applied reductions to the recommended
parking due to paid parking and shared parking. However, Snow Park Village now proposes to build the full
parking supply required by the Park City LMC. From the proposed land uses that generate parking demand
as listed above, and the recommended rates from the Park City zoning code, the minimum required parking

supply was calculated to be 2,236 stalls.

Table 20 outlines the number of recommended stalls with recommended rates from the Park City zoning
code, and the number of stalls proposed by Snow Park Village. Parking calculations are attached in the
Appendix. As shown in Table 20, the proposed parking supply is sufficient for the proposed land use
program. It should be noted that phasing and ongoing refinement of the land use program may adjust the

base parking rates and recommendations.
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Table 20: Snow Park Village Parking Analysis Summary

Base Recommended Stalls Proposed Stalls

2,236 2,262

Source: Fehr & Peers

12.2 Parking Management

An effective and efficient parking management system is essential to maintain both a high-quality user
experience and to minimize traffic impacts on adjacent roadways. An essential element to improve the
efficiency of structured parking is to provide real time information regarding parking availability. In addition
to implementing payment technology that expedites vehicle ingress at all driveways, Deer Valley will work

with relevant partners to ensure more complete information is available to parkers.

The Snow Park Parking Management Plan is included in Attachment B.
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13. Transit Evaluation

This section includes an evaluation of existing transit service and infrastructure, proposed transit
improvements, and description of how the Snow Park Village proposal aligns with Park City's

Transit First policy.

13.1.1 Existing Transit Service

In addition to a multitude of private shuttles and buses, there are two public transit operators providing
transit service to and from Deer Valley: Park City Transit and High-Valley Transit. High Valley Transit operates

one route that services Deer Valley:

* 101 - Spiro / 224 Local that services Deer Valley.

Park City Transit operates six routes the service Deer Valley:

* 1 Red: Prospector Square — Deer Valley

* 2 Green: Park Meadows/Thaynes Canyon — Deer Valley

* 3 Blue: Thaynes Canyon/Park Meadows — Deer Valley

* 5 Yellow: Prospector Square — Deer Valley

* 40 Bronze: Main Street — Royal Street — Silver Lake Lodge

e 50 Teal: Prospector Square — Deer Valley

Park City Transit Park City Transit is undergoing a short-range service plan update, with potential changes

in transit service to and from Deer Valley expected in the coming year.

Local bus stops are provided along both sides of Deer Valley Drive East and Deer Valley Drive West, allowing
transit riders to board buses that are Deer Valley- or Old Town-bound. At the southern end of the Deer
Valley Drive loop closest to the existing Snow Park base area, there are bi-directional bus stops that can
accommodate up to four buses at once. Aside from the existing bi-directional stops at Snow Park, bus stops

do not include shelters. Buses providing service to Deer Valley travel in mixed traffic.

13.2 Proposed Transit Improvements

A proposed six bus-bay mobility hub at the northeast corner of Snow Park Village will provide a comfortable
and appealing transit facility on-site that provides direct access to the project and relocated ski lift bases.

The mobility hub will also include accommodations for cyclists and allow for electric bus charging
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infrastructure. This mobility hub will allow for increased frequency of transit service which will be essential

to incentivizing transit service.

To further support transit service as part of the Snow Park Village proposal, a new traffic signal with transit
preemption capabilities is proposed at the Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive East intersection. This will
help ensure that transit vehicles accessing and exiting the proposed mobility hub with limited

conflicting traffic.

Furthermore, this circulation plan includes a proposed seasonal one-way Shared Mobility Lane (SML)
inbound from the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection along Deer Valley Drive West,
accessing the mobility hub. Outbound transit traffic will have the SML which parallels general purpose traffic
around the loop on Deer Valley Drive East to the Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West intersection.
After ski season during the summer months, the SML will be open to bicycle traffic. Management,

maintenance, and enforcement, year-round, will be a City responsibility.

The VISSIM simulation presented previously in chapter 11 simulates the SML and captures the impacts of
the design. The simulation shows traffic circulation with minimal delays with the proposed configuration in
peak ski season conditions. Because of the lack of congestion, the buses simulated in this analysis travel in
near free-flow conditions. This was due to the models being calibrated to typical travel times. Bus and
vehicle travel time measurements were provided by Deer Valley and Park City, which showed several outlier
days with excessive travel times. However, the calibrated VISSIM model travel times were closer to the
median travel times observed from the data. The Shared Mobility Lane proposed in this alternative will likely

improve bus travel times in more congested conditions, such as special events, snow conditions, etc.
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14. Transportation Demand

Management

Park City, through its ongoing Transportation Master Plan update, has identified the laudable and ambitious

goal of reducing vehicle trips by 20% throughout Park City. The City is tackling this challenge through a

variety of strategies, including but not limited to the following:

* Updates to the local and regional transit system

e Coordination with partner agencies to implement greater park-and-ride capacity

* Expansion of high-quality active transportation facilities throughout Park City

* Partnerships with private developments to implement and operate comprehensive Transportation

Demand Management (TDM) programs

Furthering the City's broader trip reduction goal, Deer Valley will continue to operate its TDM program, and

expand on current offerings, to better align with the adopted PCMC TDM Plan (2016). A high-level summary
of the Deer Valley TDM Plan is shown below in Table 21.

Table 21: Deer Valley TDM Measures

Measure

Transit pass
subsidy

Bicycle Amenities
and Perks

Education and
Promotion

Parking
Management

Employee Transit

Real-Time
Messaging

Appoint a TDM
Coordinator

Source: Fehr & Peers.

FEHR 4 PEERS

Status

Existing Program

New Program

Existing Program

New Program

Existing Program

New Program

New Program

Description

Subsidized UTA transit passes for Deer Valley
employees living in Salt Lake Valley and Utah Valley

Bicycle repair tools and dedicated bicycle parking at key
locations

Educational and promotional events to encourage
travelers to use by modes other than driving alone.

Efficient, constrained, and priced parking to discourage
drive-alone trips

Operate designated employee transit to facilitate
efficient employee commutes through an appealing
alternative until such time as Park City Transit and/or

High Valley Transit meets this need

Communicate traffic conditions in real time to travelers

Identify a staff member to oversee the TDM program

86
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14.1 TDM Monitoring

As the transportation landscape in Park City and Summit County changes, monitoring the use and
effectiveness of Deer Valley's TDM program will be crucial to its success. In alignment with requests from
Park City staff, Deer Valley will implement an annual monitoring program consisting of the

following elements:

* One nine day period of vehicle counts at all Snow Park Village driveways, to be analyzed and
summarized by a third-party consultant. This data will be analyzed and summarized by a third-
party consultant;

* Average vehicle occupancy collected on one weekday and one weekend day, collected by a third-
party vendor, to be analyzed and summarized by a third-party consultant;

* A permanent traffic count station implemented at the Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East /
Deer Valley Drive West intersection, installed and maintained by Deer Valley for year-round
monitoring of traffic conditions;

*  Ski season transit ridership, summarized at the stop and daily levels and provided by transit
operators, to be analyzed and summarized by a third-party consultant;

* Available data regarding program utilization from the Ride On Park City platform, to be analyzed
and summarized by a third-party consultant.

Analysis of this data will be submitted in an annual monitoring memorandum for City staff review and will
be supported by semiannual coordination meetings with City staff and other major employers in Park City.
This monitoring program will be used to enhance program offerings and avoid redundancy of service where

public and private options overlap.

14.2 Regional Considerations

Park City Municipal Corporation has a stated goal of reducing traffic volumes by 20% from existing traffic
volumes (the specific, reference time period is to-be-defined). Deer Valley has operated an effective and
comprehensive TDM program for years in support of this goal, and the proposed opening of an additional
portal to Deer Valley via Mayflower Resort will improve access to Deer Valley to any skiers visiting from the
Wasatch Front or Back and not require a trip through Park City. While this change will not solve all of Park

City's traffic challenges, it will likely divert a substantial portion of traffic destined for Deer Valley.

The Deer Valley TDM Plan is presented in full in Attachment C.
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15. Conclusion/Recommendations

With proposed mitigations in place, all study intersections at which mitigations are feasible and supported
by the community operate at acceptable levels of service under all Plus Project analysis scenarios. Through
dedicated transit infrastructure, improved active transportation connections between the Project and Park
City’'s existing active transportation network, a fully reworked parking system, and management of ongoing
TDM offerings in addition to new measures, the Snow Park Village proposal aligns with the City's Transit

First policy by encouraging travel by means other than driving alone.

Implementing a new traffic signal with transit preemption at the intersection of Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley
Drive East will improve traffic operations and support transit. A new traffic signal at the reconfigured Y
intersection of Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West facilitates safer and more
efficient movement for all modes. Implementing an off-street, multi-use path around the Deer Valley Drive
loop will improve pedestrian and cyclist connectivity adjacent to the project site. Ongoing monitoring of

TDM program effectiveness will maintain City-Deer Valley cooperation in pursuit of shared goals.
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Study: FEHR0119

L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah

Control: Stop Sign

File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D1
Site Code :Day1

Start Date : 2/15/2020

PageNo :1

Groups Printed- General Traffic

Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley DriveN Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest From East From Southeast
Start Time | Thru | BerLet | Peds | App.Total | sexrign | Hardieit | Peds | App.Total | nadrign | Thru| Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |

07:45 AM 71 123 0 194 19 4 0 23 2 18 0 20 237
Tota 71 123 0 194 19 4 0 23 2 18 0 20 237
08:00 AM 110 101 0 211 34 2 0 36 5 21 1 27 274
08:15 AM 124 70 0 194 29 2 0 31 5 26 0 31 256
08:30 AM 117 55 0 172 53 10 0 63 4 29 0 33 268
08:45 AM 125 46 0 171 48 7 0 55 6 32 4 42 268
Total 476 272 0 748 164 21 0 185 20 108 5 133 1066
09:00 AM 111 35 0 146 54 7 0 61 2 31 0 33 240
09:15 AM 94 27 0 121 51 6 0 57 4 31 0 35 213
09:30 AM e 42 0 119 55 13 0 68 4 43 0 47 234
Tota | 282 104 0 386 | 160 26 0 186 | 10 105 0 115 | 687
03:30 PM 81 47 0 128 67 4 0 71 13 69 0 82 281
03:45 PM 55 50 0 105 81 7 0 88 16 98 3 117 310
Tota 136 97 0 233 148 11 0 159 29 167 3 199 501
04:00 PM 66 41 0 107 83 8 0 91 11 130 0 141 339
04:15 PM 46 49 6 101 73 3 0 76 18 155 0 173 350
04:30 PM 46 68 0 114 104 2 0 106 13 109 1 123 343
04:45 PM 54 58 0 112 71 5 0 76 13 91 2 106 294
Total 212 216 6 434 331 18 0 349 55 485 3 543 1326
05:00 PM 42 51 0 93 89 2 0 91 11 95 4 110 294
05:15PM 30 55 0 85 63 4 0 67 9 78 0 87 239
Grand Total 1249 918 6 2173 974 86 0 1060 136 1056 15 1207 4440

Apprch % 575 42.2 0.3 91.9 8.1 0 11.3 87.5 12

Tota % 28.1 20.7 0.1 48.9 219 19 0 239 31 23.8 0.3 27.2
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D1
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N Site Code :Day1

City, State: Deer Valley, Utah Start Date : 2/15/2020
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D1
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N Site Code :Day1
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah Start Date : 2/15/2020
Control: Stop Sign Page No :3
Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley DriveN Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest From East From Southeast

Start Time | Thru | BearLeit | Peds | App.Total | BerRight | HardLeit | Peds | App.Total | vadrigh | Thru| Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 110 101 0 211 34 2 0 36 5 21 1 27 274
08:15 AM 124 70 0 194 29 2 0 31 5 26 0 31 256
08:30 AM 117 55 0 172 53 10 0 63 4 29 0 33 268
08:45 AM 125 46 0 171 48 7 0 55 6 32 4 42 268
Total Volume 476 272 0 748 164 21 0 185 20 108 5 133 1066

% App. Total 63.6 36.4 0 88.6 114 0 15 81.2 3.8
PHF .952 .673 .000 .886 774 .525 .000 734 .833 .844 .313 792 .973
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah

Control: Stop Sign

File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D1
Site Code :Day1

Start Date : 2/15/2020

PageNo :4

Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley DriveN Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest From East From Southeast
Start Time Thru \ Bear Left \ Peds \ App. Total | Bear Right \ Hard Left \ Peds \ App. Total | HardRight \ Thru \ Peds \ App.Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
07:45 AM 08:45 AM 08:45 AM
+0 mins. 71 123 0 194 48 7 0 55 6 32 4 42
+15 mins. 110 101 0 211 54 7 0 61 2 31 0 33
+30 mins. 124 70 0 194 51 6 0 57 4 31 0 35
+45 mins. 117 55 0 172 55 13 0 68 4 43 0 47
Total Volume 422 349 0 771 208 33 0 241 16 137 4 157
% App. Total 54.7 45.3 0 86.3 13.7 0 10.2 87.3 25
PHF .851 709 .000 .914 .945 .635 .000 .886 .667 797 .250 .835
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D1
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N Site Code :Day1
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah Start Date : 2/15/2020
Control: Stop Sign PageNo :5
Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley DriveN Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest From East From Southeast

Start Time | Thru|BearLeit | Peds | App. Total | e rignt | HardLeit | Peds | App.Total | hadrign | Thru| Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:15 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 03:45 PM

03:45 PM 55 50 0 105 81 7 0 88 16 98 3 117 310
04:00 PM 66 41 0 107 83 8 0 91 11 130 0 141 339
04:15PM 46 49 6 101 73 3 0 76 18 155 0 173 350
04:30 PM 46 68 0 114 104 2 0 106 13 109 1 123 343
Total Volume 213 208 6 427 341 20 0 361 58 492 4 554 1342

% App. Total 49.9 48.7 14 94.5 5.5 0 10.5 88.8 0.7
PHF .807 .765 .250 .936 .820 .625 .000 .851 .806 794 .333 .801 .959
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D1
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N Site Code :Day1
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah Start Date : 2/15/2020
Control: Stop Sign PageNo :6
Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley DriveN Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest From East From Southeast

Start Time Thru \ Bear Left \ Peds \ App. Total | Bear Right \ HardLeft\ Peds \ App. Total | HardRight \ Thru\ Peds \ App.Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:15 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

03:30 PM 03:45 PM 03:45 PM

+0 mins. 81 47 0 128 81 7 0 88 16 98 3 117
+15 mins. 55 50 0 105 83 8 0 91 11 130 0 141
+30 mins. 66 41 0 107 73 3 0 76 18 155 0 173
+45 mins. 46 49 6 101 104 2 0 106 13 109 1 123
Total Volume 248 187 6 441 341 20 0 361 58 492 4 554

% App. Total 56.2 42.4 14 94.5 55 0 10.5 88.8 0.7
PHF .765 .935 .250 .861 .820 .625 .000 .851 .806 794 .333 .801
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D1
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N Site Code :Day 1
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah Start Date : 2/15/2020
Control: Stop Sign PageNo :7
Image 1

Deer Valley Drive and Deer Valley Drive N

Park City, Deer Valley, Utah
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Study: FEHR0119

L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah

Control: Stop Sign

File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D2
Site Code : Day 2

Start Date : 2/29/2020

PageNo :1

Groups Printed- General Traffic

Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley DriveN Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest From East From Southeast
Start Time | Thru | BerLet | Peds | App.Total | sexrign | Hardieit | Peds | App.Total | nadrign | Thru| Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |

07:45 AM 53 73 0 126 21 1 0 22 2 21 0 23 171
Tota 53 73 0 126 21 1 0 22 2 21 0 23 171
08:00 AM 104 59 0 163 38 0 0 38 2 19 0 21 222
08:15 AM 150 70 0 220 32 1 0 33 3 19 0 22 275
08:30 AM 160 35 0 195 36 5 0 41 5 33 0 38 274
08:45 AM 173 39 0 212 38 1 0 39 2 48 0 50 301
Total 587 203 0 790 144 7 0 151 12 119 0 131 1072
09:00 AM 144 32 0 176 50 0 0 50 5 47 1 53 279
09:15 AM 128 36 0 164 53 4 0 57 2 42 0 44 265
09:30 AM 149 35 0 184 43 5 0 48 2 31 34 266
Tota | 421 103 0 524 | 146 9 0 155 | 9 120 2 131 | 810
03:30 PM 66 48 0 114 103 3 1 107 10 111 0 121 342
03:45 PM 51 54 0 105 95 4 0 929 10 116 1 127 331
Tota 117 102 0 219 198 7 1 206 20 227 1 248 673
04:00 PM 43 45 0 88 102 8 0 110 12 159 1 172 370
04:15 PM 63 52 0 115 76 8 2 86 9 140 0 149 350
04:30 PM 47 38 0 85 104 2 0 106 13 121 1 135 326
04:45 PM 57 61 0 118 66 2 0 68 6 97 4 107 293
Total 210 196 0 406 348 20 2 370 40 517 6 563 1339
05:00 PM 52 44 0 96 80 4 0 84 11 113 2 126 306
05:15PM 31 49 0 80 55 1 0 56 7 89 9 105 241
Grand Total 1471 770 0 2241 992 49 3 1044 101 1206 20 1327 4612

Apprch% | 656 344 0 %5 47 03 76 909 15

Tota % 319 16.7 0 48.6 215 11 0.1 22.6 2.2 26.1 04 28.8
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D2
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N Site Code : Day 2

City, State: Deer Valley, Utah Start Date : 2/29/2020

Control: Stop Sign PageNo :2
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D2
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N Site Code : Day 2
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah Start Date : 2/29/2020
Control: Stop Sign Page No :3
Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley DriveN Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest From East From Southeast

Start Time | Thru | BearLeit | Peds | App. Total | pea rignt | HardLeit | Peds | App. Total | wadrign | Thru| Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:15 AM

08:15 AM 150 70 0 220 32 1 0 33 3 19 0 22 275
08:30 AM 160 35 0 195 36 5 0 41 5 33 0 38 274
08:45 AM 173 39 0 212 38 1 0 39 2 48 0 50 301
09:00 AM 144 32 0 176 50 0 0 50 5 47 1 53 279
Total Volume 627 176 0 803 156 7 0 163 15 147 1 163 1129

% App. Total 78.1 21.9 0 95.7 4.3 0 9.2 90.2 0.6
PHF .906 .629 .000 913 .780 .350 .000 .815 .750 .766 .250 .769 .938
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D2
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N Site Code : Day 2
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah Start Date : 2/29/2020
Control: Stop Sign PageNo :4
Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley DriveN Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest From East From Southeast

Start Time Thru \ Bear Left \ Peds \ App. Total | Bear Right \ HardLeft\ Peds \ App. Total | HardRight \ Thru\ Peds \ App.Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

08:15 AM 08:45 AM 08:30 AM
+0 mins. 150 70 0 220 38 1 0 39 5 33 0 38
+15 mins. 160 35 0 195 50 0 0 50 2 48 0 50
+30 mins. 173 39 0 212 53 4 0 57 5 47 1 53
+45 mins. 144 32 0 176 43 5 0 48 2 42 0 44
Total Volume 627 176 0 803 184 10 0 194 14 170 1 185
% App. Total 78.1 219 0 94.8 5.2 0 7.6 91.9 0.5
PHF .906 .629 .000 .913 .868 .500 .000 .851 .700 .885 .250 .873
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119

Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah

Control: Stop Sign

File Name

Site Code : Day 2
Start Date : 2/29/2020
PageNo :5

: Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D2

Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest

Deer Valley DriveN
From East

Deer Valley Drive
From Southeast

Start Time | Thru | BerLet | Peds | App.Total | sexrign | Hardieit | Peds | App.Total | nadrign | Thru| Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:15 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 03:30 PM
03:30 PM 66 438 0 114 103 3 1 107 10 111 0 121 342
03:45 PM 51 54 0 105 95 4 0 99 10 116 1 127 331
04:00 PM 43 45 0 88 102 8 0 110 12 159 1 172 370
04:15 PM 63 52 0 115 76 8 2 86 9 140 0 149 350
Total Volume 223 199 0 422 376 23 3 402 41 526 2 569 1393
% App. Total 52.8 47.2 0 935 5.7 0.7 7.2 924 04
PHF .845 .921 .000 917 .913 .719 .375 .914 .854 .827 .500 .827 941
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Study: FEHR0119
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Va
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah
Control: Stop Sign

L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

lley N

File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D2
Site Code : Day 2

Start Date : 2/29/2020

Page No :6

Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley DriveN Deer Valley Drive
From Northwest From East From Southeast
Start Time Thru \ Bear Left \ Peds \ App. Total | Bear Right \ Hard Left \ Peds \ App. Total | HardRight \ Thru \ Peds \ App.Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:15 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
03:30 PM 03:30 PM 03:45 PM
+0 mins. 66 48 0 114 103 3 1 107 10 116 1 127
+15 mins. 51 54 0 105 95 4 0 99 12 159 1 172
+30 mins. 43 45 0 88 102 8 0 110 9 140 0 149
+45 mins. 63 52 0 115 76 8 2 86 13 121 1 135
Total Volume 223 199 0 422 376 23 3 402 a4 536 3 583
% App. Total 52.8 47.2 0 935 5.7 0.7 7.5 91.9 0.5
PHF .845 921 .000 .917 .913 .719 .375 .914 .846 .843 .750 .847
Deer Valley DFIY%QQ
g
Peak Hour Data
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0119 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Deer Valley Dr N - D2
Intersection:Deer Valley/ Deer Valley N Site Code : Day 2
City, State: Deer Valley, Utah Start Date : 2/29/2020
Control: Stop Sign PageNo :7
Image 1

Deer Valley Drive and Deer Valley Drive N

Park City, Deer Valley, Utah
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Marsac Ave RDBT
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Marsac Av Site Code : Saturday

City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020

Control: Yields PageNo :1

Groups Printed- General Traffic- Turns

Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley Drive Marsac Avenue To Swede Alley (Buses Only)
From North From East From South From West

_IS_E ?nr; Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.taa | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Toa | Int. Total
07:45 AM 1 105 141 0 247 37 2 5 0 44 3 19 0 1 23 1 3 1 0 5 319
Total 1 105 141 0 247 37 2 5 0 44 3 19 0 1 23 1 3 1 0 5 319
08:00 AM 2 59 173 0 234 30 2 1 0 33 12 23 0 1 36 1 3 0 1 5 308
08:15 AM 3 78 171 0 252 46 3 4 0 53 12 22 0 1 35 0 3 0 2 5 345
08:30 AM 1 79 171 0 251 39 4 11 0 54 13 22 0 2 37 3 7 0 1 11 353
08:45 AM 2 74 178 0 254 55 4 6 2 67 16 26 1 3 46 3 6 1 4 14 381
Total 8 290 693 0 991 | 170 13 22 2 207 53 93 1 7 154 7 19 1 8 35| 1387
09:00 AM 3 70 140 0 213 74 4 4 2 84 8 31 0 8 47 4 3 1 6 14 358
09:15 AM 1 74 114 3 192 63 2 6 2 73 9 31 0 1 41 0 4 0 1 5 311
09:30 AM 1 66 116 0 183 75 0 2 2 79 7 35 0 0 42 0 3 1 1 5 309
Total| 5 210 370 3 58] 212 6 12 6 23] 24 97 0 9 130] 4 10 2 8 24 978
03:30 PM 5 97 155 0 257 | 155 2 7 0 164 18 97 0 5 120 4 0 3 0 7 548
03:45 PM 2 90 162 0 254 | 157 4 9 0 170 17 116 0 7 140 2 4 1 4 11 575
Total 7 187 317 0 511 | 312 6 16 0 334 35 213 0 12 260 6 4 4 4 18 | 1123
04:00 PM 1 101 141 0 243 | 177 1 12 0 190 9 106 1 7 123 1 2 0 3 6 562
04:15 PM 1 93 129 5 228 | 180 3 9 1 193 16 106 1 2 125 0 3 0 2 5 551
04:30 PM 2 91 144 0 237 | 176 4 5 0 185 16 100 0 7 123 2 2 4 1 9 554
04:45 PM 3 83 145 0 231 | 139 3 10 0 152 16 135 1 3 155 0 4 1 0 5 543
Total 7 368 559 5 939 | 672 11 36 1 720 57 447 3 19 526 3 11 5 6 25| 2210
05:00 PM 1 74 135 0 210 | 129 3 5 1 138 11 104 0 3 118 1 2 1 2 6 472
05:15 PM 3 95 134 0 232 | 168 0 4 2 174 15 132 1 3 151 1 2 1 4 8 565
Grand Total 32 1329 2349 8 3718 | 1700 41 100 12 1853 | 198 1105 5 54 1362 23 51 15 32 121 | 7054

Apprch % 09 357 632 0.2 91.7 22 54 06 145 811 04 4 19 421 124 264

Tota % | 05 188 333 0.1 527 1241 06 14 02 26.3 28 157 01 0.8 193] 03 07 02 05 1.7

General Traffic 32 1329 1826 8 3195 | 1700 41 96 12 1849 | 198 1105 1 54 1358 23 51 14 32 120 | 6522
wGenera Trafic | 100 100 77.7 100 85.9 | 100 100 96 100 99.8 | 100 100 20 100 99.7 | 100 100 93.3 100 99.2 92.5
U-Turns 0 0 523 0 523 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 1 0 1 532
% U-Turns 0 0 223 0 141 0 0 4 0 0.2 0 0 80 0 0.3 0 0 67 0 0.8 75
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Marsac Ave RDBT
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Marsac Av Site Code : Saturday
City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020
Control: Yields PageNo :2
Deer Valley Drive
Out In Total
2819 3195 6014
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32| 1329| 1826 8
0 0] 523 0
8
S

32| 1329| 2349
:?_i?ht Thru Left Ped

N—=| T 0| D) < | 0|
g%é‘? 3 - "‘EJ tag 5 S sl
g *Ble8l | BB g
b o294 s North 4 g
3 ey

o - c—> = @
SEEEE = 12/19/2020 07:45 AM ‘ Shior .l s
>= : -5
= o of ol = 12/19/2020 05:15 PM & ®5%2
< . N N5 5l oo 2
S [« <o z v General Traffic $ *8Lg g
= ™ U-Turns .3
]
@0 S v 2,0/
° : Bloe” ERRE
= & ”vo N

9 1 p

Left Thru Right Peds
1105 198 54

0 0 0
1105/ 198 54

SN

1448 1358 2806

4 4 8
1452 1362 2814
Out In Total

Marsac Avenue

Page 249 of 539



L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Marsac Ave RDBT
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Marsac Av Site Code : Saturday
City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020
Control: Yields PageNo :3
Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley Drive Mar sac Avenue To Swede Alley (Buses Only)
From North From East From South From West
'IS'E?nré Right | Thru | Left | Peds | aptaa | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | aptaa | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | approw | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Int Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:15 AM
08:15 AM 3 78 171 0 252 46 3 4 0 53 12 22 0 1 35 0 3 0 2 5 345
08:30 AM 1 79 171 0 251 39 4 11 0 54 13 22 0 2 37 3 7 0 1 11 353
08:45 AM 2 74 178 0 254 55 4 6 2 67 16 26 1 3 46 3 6 1 4 14 381
09:00 AM 3 70 140 0 213 74 4 4 2 84 8 31 0 8 47 4 3 1 6 14 358
Total Volume 9 301 660 0 970 | 214 15 25 4 258 49 101 1 14 165 10 19 2 13 44 | 1437
% App. Total 0.9 31 68 0 829 58 97 16 297 612 06 85 227 432 45 295
PHF | .750 .953 .927 .000 955 | .723 938 .568 .500 768 | .766 .815 .250 .438 .878 | .625 .679 .500 .542 .786 .943
General Traffic 9 301 641 0 951 | 214 15 25 4 258 49 101 1 14 165 10 19 2 13 44 | 1418
%Generd Tratfic | 100 100 97.1 0O 980 | 100 100 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 100 100 98.7
U-Turns 0 0 19 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19
% U-Turns 0 0 29 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13

Deer Valley Drive
Out In Total
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Marsac Ave RDBT
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Marsac Av Site Code : Saturday
City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020
Control: Yields PageNo :4
Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley Drive Marsac Avenue To Swede Alley (Buses Only)
From North From East From South From West
_ﬁﬁ]r; Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.toa | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Toa | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
08:00 AM 08:45 AM 08:45 AM 08:15AM
+0 mins. 2 5 173 0 234 55 4 6 2 67 16 26 1 3 46 0 3 0 2 5
+15 mins. 3 78 171 0 252 74 4 4 2 84 8 31 0 8 47 3 7 0 1 11
+30 mins. 1 79 171 0 251 63 2 6 2 73 9 31 0 1 41 3 6 1 4 14
+45 mins. 2 74 178 0 254 75 0 2 2 79 7 35 0 0 42 4 3 1 6 14
Tota Volume 8 290 693 0 991 | 267 10 18 8 303 40 123 1 12 176 10 19 2 13 44
%App.Total | 0.8 29.3 69.9 0 881 33 59 26 227 699 06 6.8 227 432 45 295
PHF | 667 918 973 .000 .975|.890 .625 .750 1000 .902 | 625 .879 .250 .375 .936 |.625 .679 .500 542 .786
General Traffic 8 290 673 0 971 | 267 10 18 8 303 40 123 1 12 176 10 19 2 13 44
wcenerd Trfic | 100 100 97.1 0 98 | 100 100 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 100 100
U-Turns 0 0 20 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% U-Turns 0 0 29 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Deer Valley Drive
In - Peak Hour: 08:00 AM
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Marsac Ave RDBT
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Marsac Av Site Code : Saturday
City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020
Control: Yields PageNo :5
Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley Drive Mar sac Avenue To Swede Alley (Buses Only)
From North From East From South From West
_ﬁ;‘r; Right | Thru Left | Peds app.Tota | Right | Thru Left | Peds app.Tota | Right | Thru L eft | Peds app.Tota | Right | Thru Left | Peds App.Total | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:15 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 03:45 PM
03:45 PM 2 90 162 0 254 | 157 4 9 0 170 17 116 0 7 140 2 4 1 4 11 575
04:00 PM 1 101 141 0 243 | 177 1 12 0 190 9 106 1 7 123 1 2 0 3 6 562
04:15 PM 1 93 129 5 228 | 180 3 9 1 193 16 106 1 2 125 0 3 0 2 5 551
04:30 PM 2 91 144 0 237 | 176 4 5 0 185 16 100 0 7 123 2 2 4 1 9 554
Total Volume 6 375 576 5 962 | 690 12 35 1 738 58 428 2 23 511 5 11 5 10 31| 2242
% App. Total 0.6 39 599 05 935 16 47 01 114 838 04 45 161 355 161 323
PHF | .750 .928 .889 .250 947 | .958 750 .729 .250 956 | .853 .922 .500 .821 913 | .625 .688 .313 .625 .705 .975
General Traffic 6 375 347 5 733 | 690 12 34 1 737 58 428 0 23 509 5 11 5 10 31| 2010
wemed Trffic | 100 100 60.2 100 76.2 | 100 100 97.1 100 99.9 | 100 100 0 100 996 | 100 100 100 100 100 | 89.7
U-Turns 0 0 229 0 229 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 232
% U-Turns 0 0 398 0 238 0 0 29 0 0.1 0 0 100 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0| 103
Deer Valley Drive
Out In Total
1123 733| | 1856
0 229 229
1123 962] | 2085
6] 375] 347 5
0 0| 229 0
6] 375] 576 5
?l?ht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
O+ - FE 8 IR &S
o
3 — O North S S B
g — O | - - E—} 4—5" g
CRECANES = Peak Hour Begins at 03:45 PM SRR 5
§ woe General Traffic [ g Lo E) 3 E
E o o ‘ccEni U-Turns fggpg g.
o5 N 4@
20 S°S 4 pe ol 519
%] 3 13 0 W 1|8
'9 & Y lhlor Lo @
Left Thru Right Peds
o/ 428 58/ 23
2 o 0 0
2| 428] s8] 23
414 509 923
1 2 3
415 511 926
Out In Total
Marsac Avenue,
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Marsac Ave RDBT
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Marsac Av Site Code : Saturday
City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020
Control: Yields PageNo :6
Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley Drive Marsac Avenue To Swede Alley (Buses Only)
From North From East From South From West
_ﬁﬁ:é Right | Thru | Left | Peds | aptow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | aptaa | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | aptea | Right | Thru| Left | Peds | apptaa | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:15 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
03:30 PM 03:45 PM 04:30 PM 03:45 PM
+0 mins. 5 97 155 0 257 | 157 4 9 0 170 16 100 0 7 123 2 4 1 4 11
+15 mins. 2 90 162 0 254 | 177 1 12 0 190 16 135 1 3 155 1 2 0 3 6
+30 mins. 1 101 141 0 243 | 180 3 9 1 193 11 104 0 3 118 0 3 0 2 5
+45 mins. 1 93 129 5 228 | 176 4 5 0 185 15 132 1 3 151 2 2 4 1 9
Total Volume 9 381 587 5 982 | 690 12 35 1 738 58 471 2 16 547 5 11 5 10 31
%App.Total | 0.9 388 59.8 05 935 16 47 01 106 861 04 29 161 355 161 323
PHF | 450 943 906 .250 955 | .958 .750 .729 .250 .956 | .906 .872 500 571 882 | 625 .688 .313 .625 .705
General Traffic 9 381 367 5 762 | 690 12 34 1 737 58 471 0 16 545 5 11 5 10 31
wemed Trfic | 100 100 625 100 776 | 100 100 97.1 100 99.9 | 100 100 0 100 996 | 100 100 100 100 100
U-Turns 0 0 220 0 220 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
% U-Turns 0 0 375 0 224 0 0 29 0 0.1 0 0 100 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0
Deer Valley Drive
In - Peak Hour: 03:30 PM
762
220
982
9| 381 367 5
o 0| 220 0
ol 381] 587 5
:z_i?ht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
~ D O| 0|
£ 57 T8g 2 5
@ 8 North TER= o2
28 %9z, 3 28
D L8 = ‘ General Traffic ‘ eklo R s
E:IC:) 10 O[10| = U-Turns > d%g
= x = jy = N o‘é
By €+ RIS 22
g o olol o Lg ®
= I A ® z
'9 o % O
Left Thru Right Peds
of 471] s8] 16
2 0 0 0
2| 471 58] 16
545
2
547
In - Peak Hour: 04:30 PM
Marsac Avepue
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Marsac Ave RDBT
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Marsac Av Site Code : Saturday
City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020
Control: Yields PageNo :7
Image 1

Deer Valley Drive and Marsac Avenue
Park City, Utah

Page 254 of 539



L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Bonanza Dr
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Site Code : Saturday

City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020

Control: Signalized PageNo :1

Groups Printed- General Traffic

Bonanza Drive Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley Drive
From Northeast From South From West
Start Time | Bear right | Bear Leit | Peds | App.Total | serrignt | Left | Peds | App.Total | Right | Bear Left | Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |

07:45 AM 34 138 0 172 21 37 0 58 137 13 0 150 380
Total 34 138 0 172 21 37 0 58 137 13 0 150 380
08:00 AM 26 111 0 137 30 42 0 72 147 8 0 155 364
08:15 AM 49 115 0 164 24 60 0 84 141 14 0 155 403
08:30 AM 51 113 0 164 23 48 0 71 137 23 0 160 395
08:45 AM 40 130 0 170 32 58 0 90 137 23 0 160 420
Total 166 469 0 635 109 208 0 317 562 68 0 630 1582
09:00 AM 28 111 0 139 49 57 0 106 120 29 0 149 394
09:15 AM 22 85 0 107 27 70 0 97 112 34 0 146 350
09:30 AM 26 90 0 116 38 54 0 92 121 30 0 151 359
Tota | 76 286 0 362 114 181 0 205 353 93 0 446 | 1103
03:30 PM 23 90 0 113 146 174 0 320 120 58 0 178 611
03:45 PM 41 110 1 152 147 184 0 331 110 67 0 177 660
Total 64 200 1 265 293 358 0 651 230 125 0 355 1271
04:00 PM 25 ) 0 117 155 175 0 330 119 59 0 178 625
04:15 PM 26 103 0 129 142 177 0 319 110 63 0 173 621
04:30 PM 31 94 0 125 176 182 0 358 99 50 0 149 632
04:45 PM 17 86 0 103 130 166 0 296 121 44 0 165 564
Total 99 375 0 474 603 700 0 1303 449 216 0 665 2442
05:00 PM 21 81 0 102 136 171 0 307 110 41 0 151 560
05:15 PM 16 93 0 109 139 141 0 280 136 38 0 174 563
Grand Total 476 1642 1 2119 | 1415 1796 0 3211 | 1977 594 0 2571 7901

Apprch % 225 775 0 44.1 55.9 0 76.9 231 0

Total % 6 20.8 0 26.8 17.9 227 0 40.6 25 75 0 325
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Bonanza Dr
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Site Code : Saturday

City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020

Control: Signalized Page No :2

Bonanza Drivg

Total
4843

:

< o
olgE W
g & s North
o I
EEE Emj 12/19/2020 07:45 AM
= o :
> e 12/19/2020 05:15 PM
5 9
a E General Traffic

Out
2272

‘—‘ B eCr

Left Right Peds
1796] 1415] 0]
]

3619 3211 6830
Out In Total
Deer Valley Drive
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Bonanza Dr
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Site Code : Saturday

City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020

Control: Signalized PageNo :3

Bonanza Drive Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley Drive
From Northeast From South From West
Start Time | searRight | Bear Left | Peds | App. Total | BerRignt | Left | Peds | App.Total | Right | Bear Leit | Peds | App.Total | Int. Total ]
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:15 AM
08:15AM 49 115 0 164 24 60 0 84 141 14 0 155 403
08:30 AM 51 113 0 164 23 48 0 71 137 23 0 160 395
08:45 AM 40 130 0 170 32 58 0 90 137 23 0 160 420
09:00 AM 28 111 0 139 49 57 0 106 120 29 0 149 394
Total Volume 168 469 0 637 128 223 0 351 535 89 0 624 1612
% App. Total 26.4 73.6 0 36.5 63.5 0 85.7 14.3 0
PHF .824 .902 .000 .937 .653 .929 000 .828 .949 767 .000 .975 .960
Bonanza Drivg
Q

Peak Hour Data

Total
1015

Bear
Lec

North

Peak Hour Begins at 08:15 Al

General Traffic

Deer Valley Drive
In
624

Out
391

[ ol s535] 89|
Peds ‘Rl?ht

‘—‘ B ECF

Left Right Peds

[ 223[ 128 0
]

[ 1004] [ 351] [ 1358
Out In Total
Deer Valley Drive
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Bonanza Dr
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Site Code : Saturday
City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020
Control: Signalized PageNo :4
Bonanza Drive Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley Drive
From Northeast From South From West
Start Time | BearRight | Bear Left | Peds | App.Total | sewrrignt | Left | Peds | App.Total | Right | Bear Left | Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

07:45 AM 08:45 AM 08:00 AM

+0 mins. 34 138 0 172 32 58 0 90 147 8 0 155
+15 mins. 26 111 0 137 49 57 0 106 141 14 0 155
+30 mins. 49 115 0 164 27 70 0 97 137 23 0 160
+45 mins. 51 113 0 164 38 54 0 92 137 23 0 160
Total Volume 160 477 0 637 146 239 0 385 562 68 0 630

% App. Total 251 74.9 0 37.9 62.1 0 89.2 10.8 0
PHF .784 .864 .000 .926 .745 .854 .000 .908 .956 .739 .000 .984

Bonanza Drivg

Peak Hour Data

5 T
o .
03 cE N
Z2& gﬁ North
=]
> 50 o =
2 39 © < ‘ "
=T Lﬂgi General Traffic
>
= ®
BS 2
[l @
£

ﬁ BeCr

Left Right Peds

In - Peak Hour: 08:45 AM
DearValley Drive
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Bonanza Dr
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Site Code : Saturday
City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020
Control: Signalized PageNo :5
Bonanza Drive Deer Valley Drive Deer Valley Drive
From Northeast From South From West

Start Time | BearRight | Bear Leit | Peds | App.Total | Berrignt |  Left | Peds | App.Total | Right | Bear Left | Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:15 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 03:45 PM

03:45 PM 41 110 1 152 147 184 0 331 110 67 0 177 660
04:00 PM 25 92 0 117 155 175 0 330 119 59 0 178 625
04:15PM 26 103 0 129 142 177 0 319 110 63 0 173 621
04:30 PM 31 94 0 125 176 182 0 358 99 50 0 149 632
Total Volume 123 399 1 523 620 718 0 1338 438 239 0 677 2538

% App. Total 23.5 76.3 0.2 46.3 53.7 0 64.7 353 0
PHF .750 .907 .250 .860 .881 976 .000 .934 .920 .892 .000 .951 .961

Peak Hour Data

Total
1518

Bear
Lec

North

Peak Hour Begins at 03:45 P

General Traffic

Deer Valley Drive
In
677

Out
841

[ ol 438] 239]
Peds ‘Rl?ht

‘—‘ B ECF

Left Right Peds
[ 718] 620 0]
L]

[ 837] [ 1338 [ 2175
Out In Total
Deer Valley Drive
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza

City, State: Park

City, Utah

Control: Signalized

File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Bonanza Dr
Site Code : Saturday

Start Date :12/19/2020

PageNo :6

Bonanza Drive

Deer Valley Drive

Deer Valley Drive

From Northeast From South From West
Start Time | BearRight | Bear Left | Peds | App.Total | sewrrignt | Left | Peds | App.Total | Right | Bear Left | Peds | App.Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:15 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
03:45 PM 03:45 PM 03:30 PM
+0 mins. 41 110 1 152 147 184 0 331 120 58 0 178
+15 mins. 25 92 0 117 155 175 0 330 110 67 0 177
+30 mins. 26 103 0 129 142 177 0 319 119 59 0 178
+45 mins. 31 94 0 125 176 182 0 358 110 63 0 173
Total Volume 123 399 1 523 620 718 0 1338 459 247 0 706
% App. Total 235 76.3 0.2 46.3 53.7 0 65 35 0
PHF .750 .907 .250 .860 .881 976 .000 .934 .956 .922 .000 .992
Bonanza Drivg
Peak Hour Data
: I
2 d g5
2 & o - North
a (=]
%é 5’1 [ General Traffic
> =
g ;
c o

ﬁ BeCr

Left Right Peds
[ 718 620 0]
]

In - Peak Hour: 03:45 PM
DearValley Drive
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L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993

Study: FEHR0124 File Name : Deer Valley Dr & Bonanza Dr
Intersection: Deer Valley Dr / Bonanza Site Code : Saturday
City, State: Park City, Utah Start Date : 12/19/2020
Control: Signalized PageNo :7
Image 1

N T e

i
']

Deer Valley Drive and Bonanza Drive
Park City, Ltah

Page 261 of 539



FEHR ¥ PEERS

Intersection Turning Movement Summary

Intersection: Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive Date: 3-3-22, Thu
North/South: Deer Valley Drive East Day of Week Adjustment: 100.0%
East/West: Queen Esther Drive Month of Year Adjustment: 100.0%

Jurisdiction: Park City Adjustment Station #:

Project Title: Snow Park Development Growth Rate: 0.0%

Project No: UT20-2245 Number of Years: 1]

Weather:

AM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 9:00-10:00

AM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 9:15-9:30

AM PHF: 0.99

NOON PEAK HOUR PERIOD:
NOON PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD:

NOON PHF: HHHH
Deer Valley Drive East N
PM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 15:00-16:00 o T o I s |
PM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 15:15-15:30 |
PM PHF: 0.81 L NA T _NA 1 NA
Lo 1] [ o | o | 50 | __
I ona | [ o ] Na_ o ]
Queen Esther Drive Total Enterning Vehicles t 55 Z\I/ZA 60
. 4 [0 [ o
0 N/A 0 ! 20 N/A 29
T T T \2
0 _NIA_ 0 -‘ Queen Esther Drive
—> < ‘ f ‘ > Iﬁ
Lo [ waf o Lo | o[ v | L NA |
____________ . [ o |
L_NA _I_NA_I_NA Legend
Lo [ o I 30 ]
[Nt ]
RAW Deer Valley Drive East Deer Valley Drive East Queen Esther Drive Queen Esther Drive
COUNT Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SUMMARIES Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds
AM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [4 b E E G H 1 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
8:00-8:15 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 4 0 13
8:15-8:30 0 0 8 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 13 0 37
8:30-8:45 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 11 0 28
8:45-9:00 0 0 2 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 9 0 32
9:00-9:15 0 0 5 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 14 0 35
9:15-9:30 0 0 5 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 0 36
9:30-9:45 0 0 2 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 18 0 36
9:45-10:00 0 0 5 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 13 0 35
NOON PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [ b E E G H I ] K L M N o P TOTAL
14:00-14:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15-14:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30-14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45-15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00-15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15-15:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30-15:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45-14:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [4 b E E G H I 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
14:30-14:45 0 0 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 14 0 37
14:45-15:00 0 0 5 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 17 0 46
15:00-15:15 0 0 5 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 18 0 49
15:15-15:30 0 0 9 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 17 0 63
15:30-15:45 0 0 6 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 9 0 42
15:45-16:00 0 0 10 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 16 0 50
16:00-16:15 0 0 5 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 13 0 40
16:15-16:30 0 0 7 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 8 0 44
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FEHR ¥ PEERS

Intersection Turning Movement Summary

Intersection: Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive Date: 3-4-22, Fri
North/South: Deer Valley Drive East Day of Week Adjustment: 100.0%
East/West: Queen Esther Drive Month of Year Adjustment: 100.0%

Jurisdiction: Park City Adjustment Station #:

Project Title: Snow Park Development Growth Rate: 0.0%

Project No: UT20-2245 Number of Years: 1]

Weather:

AM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 8:45-9:45

AM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 8:45-9:00

AM PHF: 0.77

NOON PEAK HOUR PERIOD:
NOON PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD:

NOON PHF: HHHH
Deer Valley Drive East N
PM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 15:30-16:30 o T o I 7 |
PM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 16:00-16:15 |
PM PHF: 0.94 L NA T _NA 1 NA
Lo 1] [ o | o | 4 | __
I ona | [ o ] Na_ o ]
Queen Esther Drive Total Enterning Vehicles t 54 Z\I/ZA 70
— 4 o [ o
0 N/A 0 ! 41 N/A 24
T T T \2
0 _NIA_ 0 -‘ Queen Esther Drive
—> < ‘ f ‘ > Iﬁ
Lo [ waf o Lo | o[ v | L NA |
____________ . [ o |
L_NA _I_NA_I_NA Legend
Lo I o I 26 |
I'I\kzm_l
RAW Deer Valley Drive East Deer Valley Drive East Queen Esther Drive Queen Esther Drive
COUNT Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SUMMARIES Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds
AM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [4 b E E G H 1 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
8:00-8:15 0 0 4 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 18 0 37
8:15-8:30 0 0 3 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 9 0 33
8:30-8:45 0 0 5 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 10 0 32
8:45-9:00 0 0 2 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 20 0 51
9:00-9:15 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 9 0 26
9:15-9:30 0 0 6 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 10 0 31
9:30-9:45 0 0 4 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 15 0 50
9:45-10:00 0 0 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 15 0 42
NOON PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [ b E E G H I ] K L M N o P TOTAL
14:00-14:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15-14:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30-14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45-15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00-15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15-15:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30-15:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45-14:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [4 b E E G H I 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
14:30-14:45 0 0 6 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 9 0 34
14:45-15:00 0 0 8 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 23 0 56
15:00-15:15 0 0 8 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 18 0 45
15:15-15:30 0 0 8 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 15 0 46
15:30-15:45 0 0 2 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 21 0 41
15:45-16:00 0 0 7 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 15 0 51
16:00-16:15 0 0 7 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 20 0 52
16:15-16:30 0 0 10 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 14 0 52
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FEHR ¥ PEERS

Intersection Turning Movement Summary

Intersection: Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive Date: 3-5-22, Sat
North/South: Deer Valley Drive East Day of Week Adjustment: 100.0%
East/West: Queen Esther Drive Month of Year Adjustment: 100.0%

Jurisdiction: Park City Adjustment Station #:

Project Title: Snow Park Development Growth Rate: 0.0%

Project No: UT20-2245 Number of Years: 1]

Weather:

AM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 8:45-9:45

AM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 8:45-9:00

AM PHF: 0.86

NOON PEAK HOUR PERIOD:
NOON PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD:

NOON PHF: HHHH
Deer Valley Drive East N
PM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 15:30-16:30 o T o I 7 |
PM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 16:15-16:30 |
PM PHF: 0.68 I NA 1T _NA I NA I
Lo 1] [ o | o | 3 | __
I ona | [ o ] Na_ o ]
Queen Esther Drive Total Enterning Vehicles t 48 Z\I/ZA 47
— 4 o [ o
0 N/A 0 ! 28 N/A 20
T T T \2
0 _NIA_ 0 -‘ Queen Esther Drive
—> < ‘ f ‘ > Iﬁ
Lo [ waf o Lo | o[ 15| L NA |
____________ . [ o |
L_NA _I_NA_I_NA Legend
Lo [ o I 37 |
M o ]
RAW Deer Valley Drive East Deer Valley Drive East Queen Esther Drive Queen Esther Drive
COUNT Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SUMMARIES Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds
AM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [4 b E E G H 1 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
8:00-8:15 0 0 6 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 24
8:15-8:30 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 4 0 22
8:30-8:45 0 0 7 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 0 33
8:45-9:00 0 0 5 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 0 37
9:00-9:15 0 0 4 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 10 0 29
9:15-9:30 0 0 3 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 0 26
9:30-9:45 0 0 3 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 19 0 36
9:45-10:00 0 0 4 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 9 0 30
NOON PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [ b E E G H I ] K L M N o P TOTAL
14:00-14:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15-14:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30-14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45-15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00-15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15-15:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30-15:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45-14:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B Cc b E E G H I 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
14:30-14:45 0 0 7 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 0 44
14:45-15:00 0 0 4 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 15 0 42
15:00-15:15 0 0 2 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 7 0 24
15:15-15:30 0 0 4 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 11 0 29
15:30-15:45 0 0 6 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 9 0 36
15:45-16:00 0 0 5 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 11 0 34
16:00-16:15 0 0 11 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 10 0 43
16:15-16:30 0 0 15 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 17 0 66
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Intersection Turning Movement Summary
Intersection: Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Date: 3-3-22, Thu
North/South: Solamere Drive Day of Week Adjustment: 100.0%
East/West: Deer Valley Drive East Month of Year Adjustment: 100.0%
Jurisdiction: Park City Adjustment Station #:
Project Title: Snow Park Development Growth Rate: 0.0%
Project No: UT20-2245 Number of Years: 1]
Weather:
AM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 8:30-9:30
AM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 8:30-8:45
AM PHF: 0.83
NOON PEAK HOUR PERIOD:
NOON PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD:
NOON PHF: HHHH
Solamere Drive N
PM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 15:30-16:30 7 T o I 10 |
PM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 15:30-15:.45 |
PM PHF: 0.96 I NA T _NA 1 NA
C o [ss T o [ 13 ] _
A ) | I S
o] * «—
Deer Valley Drive East Total Enterning Vehicles t 14 Z\I/ZA 20
- 4 o [ o
83 N/A 35 N/A 0
T T 3 \2
0 _NIA_ 0 -‘ Deer Valley Drive East
—> < \ f f > Iﬁ
Lo [ wa | o L o [ o f of N
____________ . [ o |
L_NA _I_NA_I_NA_I Legend
Lo [ o I o |
[ Noor |
RAW Solamere Drive Solamere Drive Deer Valley Drive East Deer Valley Drive East
COUNT Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SUMMARIES Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds
AM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [4 b E E G H 1 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
8:00-8:15 0 0 0 0 4 0 7 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
8:15-8:30 0 0 0 0 2 0 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 23
8:30-8:45 0 0 0 0 2 0 24 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 36
8:45-9:00 0 0 0 0 4 0 12 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 28
9:00-9:15 0 0 0 0 3 0 12 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 27
9:15-9:30 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 29
9:30-9:45 0 0 0 0 1 0 10 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 31
9:45-10:00 0 0 0 0 4 0 8 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 25
NOON PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [ b E E G H I ] K L M N o P TOTAL
14:00-14:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15-14:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30-14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45-15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00-15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15-15:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30-15:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45-14:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B c b E E G H I 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
14:30-14:45 0 0 0 0 3 0 23 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 48
14:45-15:00 0 0 0 0 2 0 17 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 39
15:00-15:15 0 0 0 0 1 0 20 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 43
15:15-15:30 0 0 0 0 5 0 17 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 47
15:30-15:45 0 0 0 0 3 0 24 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 48
15:45-16:00 0 0 0 0 2 0 15 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 44
16:00-16:15 0 0 0 0 5 0 15 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 44
16:15-16:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 48
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FEHR ¥ PEERS

Intersection Turning Movement Summary

Intersection: Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Date: 3-4-22, Fri
North/South: Solamere Drive Day of Week Adjustment: 100.0%
East/West: Deer Valley Drive East Month of Year Adjustment: 100.0%

Jurisdiction: Park City Adjustment Station #:

Project Title: Snow Park Development Growth Rate: 0.0%

Project No: UT20-2245 Number of Years: 1]

Weather:

AM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 8:45-9:45

AM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 9:15-9:30

AM PHF: 0.93

NOON PEAK HOUR PERIOD:
NOON PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD:

NOON PHF: HHHH
Solamere Drive N
PM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 15:30-16:30 s | o I 17 1]
PM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 15:30-15.45 |
PM PHF: 0.89 L NA T _NA 1 NA
Lo 1] [ 57 | o | 21 | _—
I ona | [ o ] Na_ o ]
Deer Valley Drive East Total Enterning Vehicles t 19 Z\I/ZA 34
. 4 L Wa_[ o
87 N/A 49 ! N/A 0
T T T 3 \2
0 _NIA_ 0 -‘ Deer Valley Drive East
—> < ‘ f ‘ > Iﬁ
Lo [ waf o Lo | o[ o] L NA |
____________ . [ o |
L_NA _I_NA_I_NA_I Legend
Lo [ o I o |
[Nt ]
RAW Solamere Drive Solamere Drive Deer Valley Drive East Deer Valley Drive East
COUNT Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SUMMARIES Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds
AM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [4 b E E G H 1 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
8:00-8:15 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 15
8:15-8:30 0 0 0 0 5 0 13 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 29
8:30-8:45 0 0 0 0 7 0 8 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 26
8:45-9:00 0 0 0 0 8 0 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 37
9:00-9:15 0 0 0 0 6 0 13 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 33
9:15-9:30 0 0 0 0 4 0 17 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 40
9:30-9:45 0 0 0 0 6 0 16 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 39
9:45-10:00 0 0 0 0 4 0 19 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 35
NOON PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [ b E E G H I ] K L M N o P TOTAL
14:00-14:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15-14:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30-14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45-15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00-15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15-15:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30-15:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45-14:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B c b E E G H I 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
14:30-14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 37
14:45-15:00 0 0 0 0 6 0 11 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 38
15:00-15:15 0 0 0 0 2 0 16 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 42
15:15-15:30 0 0 0 0 4 0 15 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 39
15:30-15:45 0 0 0 0 5 0 24 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 61
15:45-16:00 0 0 0 0 3 0 16 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 41
16:00-16:15 0 0 0 0 4 0 21 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 54
16:15-16:30 0 0 0 0 5 0 19 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 62
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A
FEHR ¥ PEERS o
Intersection Turning Movement Summary
Intersection: Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Date: 3-5-22, Sat
North/South: Solamere Drive Day of Week Adjustment: 100.0%
East/West: Deer Valley Drive East Month of Year Adjustment: 100.0%
Jurisdiction: Park City Adjustment Station #:
Project Title: Snow Park Development Growth Rate: 0.0%
Project No: UT20-2245 Number of Years: 1]
Weather:
AM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 9:00-10:00
AM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 9:45-10:00
AM PHF: 0.76
NOON PEAK HOUR PERIOD:
NOON PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD:
NOON PHF: HHHH
Solamere Drive N
PM PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 15:30-16:30 sz 1 o I 12 ]
PM PEAK 15 MINUTE PERIOD: 15:30-15:45 |
PM PHF: 1.29 I NA 1T _NA I NA I
C o [T o [ v ] _
A ) \ I S
o] * «—
Deer Valley Drive East Total Enterning Vehicles t 14 Z\I/ZA 24
- 4 o [ o
83 N/A 49 N/A 0
T T T 3 \2
0 _NIA_ 0 -‘ Deer Valley Drive East
—> < \ f r > Iﬁ
Lo [ wa | o L o [ o f of N
____________ . [ o |
L_NA _I_NA_I_NA_I Legend
Lo [ o I o |
[ Noor |
RAW Solamere Drive Solamere Drive Deer Valley Drive East Deer Valley Drive East
COUNT Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SUMMARIES Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru  Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds
AM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [4 b E E G H 1 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
8:00-8:15 0 0 0 0 2 0 12 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 20
8:15-8:30 0 0 0 0 5 0 6 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 17
8:30-8:45 0 0 0 0 9 0 15 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32
8:45-9:00 0 0 0 0 6 0 15 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 31
9:00-9:15 0 0 0 0 5 0 4 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 19
9:15-9:30 0 0 0 0 1 0 12 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 31
9:30-9:45 0 0 0 0 8 0 9 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 35
9:45-10:00 0 0 0 0 3 0 22 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 42
NOON PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B [ b E E G H I ] K L M N o P TOTAL
14:00-14:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15-14:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30-14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45-15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00-15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15-15:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30-15:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45-14:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PM PERIOD COUNTS
Period A B c b E E G H 1 3 K L M N o P TOTAL
14:30-14:45 0 0 0 0 4 0 9 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 36
14:45-15:00 0 0 0 0 3 0 12 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 19
15:00-15:15 0 0 0 0 3 0 8 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 25
15:15-15:30 0 0 0 0 2 0 11 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 30
15:30-15:45 0 0 0 0 2 0 11 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 34
15:45-16:00 0 0 0 0 5 0 13 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 48
16:00-16:15 0 0 0 0 3 0 15 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 52
16:15-16:30 0 0 0 0 2 0 18 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 42
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Study: FEHR0119

Type: Volume / Direction

Tech: Judd / Mosdell / Anderson
Count: Axle Hits / 2

L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993 Date Start: 15-Feb-20

Date End: 15-Feb-20

Deer Valley Dr E of the DV Dr Split Intersect VOL D1
DV Dr east of the DV Dr Split Intersect

Deer Valley, Idaho

Site Code: Day 1

Start 15-Feb-20 Total
Time Sat WB EB
12:00 AM * * *
12:15 10 8 18
12:30 6 6 12
12:45 6 7 13
01:00 4 2 6
01:15 0 1 1
01:30 3 4 7
01:45 3 6 9
02:00 1 4 5
02:15 0 2 2
02:30 0 0 0
02:45 0 0 0
03:00 0 1 1
03:15 1 0 1
03:30 2 0 2
03:45 0 0 0
04:00 0 0 0
04:15 1 1 2
04:30 1 0 1
04:45 1 0 1
05:00 0 0 0
05:15 1 2 3
05:30 3 0 3
05:45 1 3 4
06:00 0 8 8
06:15 3 1 4
06:30 3 16 19
06:45 9 30 39
07:00 14 38 52
07:15 15 60 75
07:30 22 94 116
07:45 22 127 149
08:00 32 106 138
08:15 29 64 93
08:30 54 62 116
08:45 48 52 100
09:00 56 32 88
09:15 51 26 77
09:30 65 46 111
09:45 68 36 104
10:00 66 29 95
10:15 42 29 71
10:30 61 46 107
10:45 56 36 92
11:00 52 38 90
11:15 54 38 92
11:30 60 34 94
11:45 55 33 88
Total 981 1128 2109
Percent 46.5% 53.5%
Peak - 09:15 07:30 - - - - - 07:30
Vol. - 250 391 - - - - - 496
P.H.F. 0.919 0.770 0.832
Page 1
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Study: FEHR0119

Type: Volume / Direction

Tech: Judd / Mosdell / Anderson
Count: Axle Hits / 2

L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993 Date Start: 15-Feb-20
Date End: 15-Feb-20
Deer Valley Dr E of the DV Dr Split Intersect VOL D1
DV Dr east of the DV Dr Split Intersect
Deer Valley, Idaho
Site Code: Day 1

Start 15-Feb-20 Total
Time Sat WB EB
12:00 PM 90 44 134
12:15 53 30 83
12:30 58 36 94
12:45 84 34 118
01:00 50 50 100
01:15 66 38 104
01:30 48 45 93
01:45 62 40 102
02:00 75 36 111
02:15 66 42 108
02:30 64 37 101
02:45 49 46 95
03:00 61 58 119
03:15 80 48 128
03:30 80 58 138
03:45 92 55 147
04:00 100 52 152
04:15 78 64 142
04:30 109 70 179
04:45 72 62 134
05:00 84 59 143
05:15 64 56 120
05:30 84 58 142
05:45 72 58 130
06:00 73 38 111
06:15 58 59 117
06:30 61 61 122
06:45 51 48 99
07:00 45 53 98
07:15 34 43 77
07:30 42 41 83
07:45 45 36 81
08:00 40 36 76
08:15 32 35 67
08:30 45 40 85
08:45 34 34 68
09:00 36 30 66
09:15 27 30 57
09:30 24 24 48
09:45 34 32 66
10:00 23 24 47
10:15 16 26 42
10:30 20 13 33
10:45 9 10 19
11:00 10 7 17
11:15 * * *
11:30 * * *
11:45 * * *
Total 2500 1896 4396
Percent 56.9% 43.1%
Peak - 15:45 16:15 - - - - - - 15:45
Vol. - 379 255 - - - - - - 620
P.H.F. 0.869 0.911 0.866
Grand 3481 3024 6505
Total
Percent 53.5% 46.5%
Page 2
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L2 Data Collection

Study: FEHR0119 L2DataCollection.com
Type: Volume / Direction Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993 Date Start: 15-Feb-20
Tech: Judd / Mosdell / Anderson Date End: 15-Feb-20
Count: Axle Hits / 2 Deer Valley Dr N of Parking & S of Queen Esther VOL D1
DV Dr N Of Parking & S of Queen Esther
Deer Valley, Utah
Site Code: Day 1
Start 15-Feb-20 Total
Time Sat SB NB
12:00 AM * * *
12:15 * * *
12:30 3 2 5
12:45 1 2 3
01:00 0 1 1
01:15 0 1 1
01:30 3 2 5
01:45 1 0 1
02:00 1 0 1
02:15 2 0 2
02:30 0 0 0
02:45 0 0 0
03:00 0 0 0
03:15 0 0 0
03:30 0 2 2
03:45 0 0 0
04:00 0 0 0
04:15 1 3 4
04:30 0 0 0
04:45 0 0 0
05:00 2 0 2
05:15 1 1 2
05:30 0 1 1
05:45 1 0 1
06:00 6 0 6
06:15 1 1 2
06:30 9 2 11
06:45 23 4 27
07:00 31 5 36
07:15 61 8 69
07:30 81 13 94
07:45 106 10 116
08:00 122 26 148
08:15 73 25 98
08:30 72 48 120
08:45 47 44 91
09:00 40 48 88
09:15 38 44 82
09:30 36 50 86
09:45 27 46 73
10:00 21 45 66
10:15 20 33 53
10:30 28 38 66
10:45 21 29 50
11:00 22 34 56
11:15 19 23 42
11:30 21 34 55
11:45 19 24 43
Total 960 649 1609
Percent 59.7% 40.3%
Peak - 07:30 09:00 - - - - - - 07:45
Vol. - 382 188 - - - - - - 482
P.H.F. 0.783 0.940 0.814
Page 1
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Study: FEHR0119

Type: Volume / Direction

Tech: Judd / Mosdell / Anderson
Count: Axle Hits / 2

L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993 Date Start: 15-Feb-20
Date End: 15-Feb-20
Deer Valley Dr N of Parking & S of Queen Esther VOL D1
DV Dr N Of Parking & S of Queen Esther
Deer Valley, Utah
Site Code: Day 1

Start 15-Feb-20 Total
Time Sat SB NB
12:00 PM 22 40 62
12:15 19 28 47
12:30 27 36 63
12:45 19 32 51
01:00 25 26 51
01:15 13 37 50
01:30 20 31 51
01:45 16 41 57
02:00 15 46 61
02:15 21 38 59
02:30 24 44 68
02:45 27 36 63
03:00 28 51 79
03:15 26 56 82
03:30 47 62 109
03:45 44 72 116
04:00 29 80 109
04:15 36 82 118
04:30 40 86 126
04:45 34 52 86
05:00 24 48 72
05:15 22 34 56
05:30 28 62 90
05:45 22 40 62
06:00 14 36 50
06:15 16 33 49
06:30 14 20 34
06:45 16 16 32
07:00 20 23 43
07:15 12 12 24
07:30 8 15 23
07:45 10 16 26
08:00 11 13 24
08:15 8 18 26
08:30 12 15 27
08:45 7 12 19
09:00 15 24 39
09:15 10 13 23
09:30 5 16 21
09:45 5 16 21
10:00 8 17 25
10:15 8 9 17
10:30 4 11 15
10:45 4 8 12
11:00 * * *
11:15 * * *
11:30 * * *
11:45 * * *
Total 835 1503 2338
Percent 35.7% 64.3%
Peak - 15:30 15:45 - - - - - - 15:45
Vol. - 156 320 - - - - - - 469
P.H.F. 0.830 0.930 0.931
Grand 1795 2152 3947
Total
Percent 45.5% 54.5%
Page 2
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L2 Data Collection

Study: FEHR0119 L2DataCollection.com
Type: Volume / Direction Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993 Date Start: 15-Feb-20
Tech: Judd / Mosdell / Anderson Date End: 15-Feb-20
Count: Axle Hits / 2 Deer Valley Dr S of the DV Dr Split Intersect VOL D1
DV Dr south of the DV Dr Split Intersect
Deer Valley, Utah
Site Code: Day 1
Start 15-Feb-20 Total
Time Sat SB NB
12:00 AM 6 10 16
12:15 3 6 9
12:30 2 9 11
12:45 4 2 6
01:00 4 3 7
01:15 3 2 5
01:30 0 2 2
01:45 2 1 3
02:00 4 4 8
02:15 0 3 3
02:30 0 0 0
02:45 1 0 1
03:00 1 1 2
03:15 4 1 5
03:30 1 1 2
03:45 1 0 1
04:00 1 3 4
04:15 0 1 1
04:30 0 0 0
04:45 0 1 1
05:00 4 1 5
05:15 2 3 5
05:30 1 0 1
05:45 1 0 1
06:00 4 4 8
06:15 4 2 6
06:30 21 6 27
06:45 28 10 38
07:00 32 10 42
07:15 36 13 49
07:30 62 26 88
07:45 70 22 92
08:00 114 28 142
08:15 127 30 157
08:30 129 38 167
08:45 134 41 175
09:00 113 34 147
09:15 98 34 132
09:30 90 48 138
09:45 98 44 142
10:00 75 42 117
10:15 62 46 108
10:30 48 43 91
10:45 48 40 88
11:00 54 50 104
11:15 48 40 88
11:30 42 31 73
11:45 66 40 106
Total 1648 776 2424
Percent 68.0% 32.0%
Peak - 08:00 09:30 - - - - - - 08:15
Vol. - 504 180 - - - - - - 646
P.H.F. 0.940 0.938 0.923
Page 1

Page 272 of 539



Study: FEHR0119

Type: Volume / Direction

Tech: Judd / Mosdell / Anderson
Count: Axle Hits / 2

L2 Data Collection

L2DataCollection.com
Idaho (208) 860-7554 Utah (801) 413-2993 Date Start: 15-Feb-20
Date End: 15-Feb-20
Deer Valley Dr S of the DV Dr Split Intersect VOL D1
DV Dr south of the DV Dr Split Intersect
Deer Valley, Utah
Site Code: Day 1

Start 15-Feb-20 Total
Time Sat SB NB
12:00 PM 44 47 91
12:15 46 34 80
12:30 54 25 79
12:45 43 43 86
01:00 46 36 82
01:15 51 39 90
01:30 45 53 98
01:45 42 40 82
02:00 57 54 111
02:15 54 70 124
02:30 53 78 131
02:45 62 66 128
03:00 63 71 134
03:15 77 74 151
03:30 82 86 168
03:45 64 112 176
04:00 77 146 223
04:15 53 170 223
04:30 53 122 175
04:45 60 106 166
05:00 46 108 154
05:15 34 90 124
05:30 52 116 168
05:45 38 116 154
06:00 48 56 104
06:15 38 48 86
06:30 38 34 72
06:45 40 26 66
07:00 30 24 54
07:15 22 38 60
07:30 34 25 59
07:45 40 30 70
08:00 26 22 48
08:15 31 22 53
08:30 11 18 29
08:45 27 22 49
09:00 18 28 46
09:15 16 21 37
09:30 12 12 24
09:45 16 23 39
10:00 10 19 29
10:15 16 24 40
10:30 9 7 16
10:45 * * *
11:00 * * *
11:15 * * *
11:30 * * *
11:45 * * *
Total 1778 2401 4179
Percent 42.5% 57.5%
Peak - 15:15 15:45 - - - - - - 15:45
Vol. - 300 550 - - - - - - 797
P.H.F. 0.915 0.809 0.893
Grand 3426 3177 6603
Total
Percent 51.9% 48.1%
Page 2
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Internal Capture 1.9% 3.7% 10.6%
Shift to Transit 3% 1.9% 2.9%
Shift to Walk/Bike 4.6% 5.6% 3.4%

Predicted
Probabilities

Daily

AM

PM

Internal Capture 4.35% 1.53% 1.45% 5.00% 2.88% 1.52% 21.06% 7.42% 7.04%
Walking External 259% 6.40% 0.30% 311% 8.32% 0.30% 2.50% 6.40% 0.30%
Transit External 0.25% 3.38% 4.43% 0.35% 3.72% 4.43% 035%  338% 443%
Internal Capture 4.28% 1.51% 1.45% 5.00% 2.88% 1.52% 21.06% 7.42% 7.04%
Walking External 2.56% 6.38% 0.30% 3.07% 7.66% 0.30% 2.56% 6.38% 0.30%
Transit External 0.25% 3.35% 4.44% 0.34% 4.69% 6.21% 0.34% 3.35% 1.44%
© Numberof Trips Daily AM PM \
Internal Capture 7 9 2 1 1 \ 0 4 2
Walking External 5 35 0 1 2 | 0 0 0
Transit External 0 18 8 0 \ 0 0 \ 1

Internal Capture T 9 2 1 1 | 0 4 5 | 2
Walking External 2 43 1 0 3 \ 0 0 5 \ 0
Transit External 0 23 9 0 1 0 0 3 1
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village

Existing

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 70 74 105.4% 0.3 0.2 A
Right Turn 17 19 112.4% 0.3 0.6 A
Subtotal 87 93 106.8% 0.3 0.2 A
Left Turn 50 50 99.4% 4.1 0.3 A
B Through 116 116 99.6% 0.9 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 166 165 99.5% 1.8 0.4 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 18 91.0% 5.8 1.2 A
WB Through
Right Turn 55 56 101.6% 5.2 0.6 A
Subtotal 75 74 98.8% 5.4 0.5 A
Total 328 332 101.3% 2.3 0.3 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 24 23 95.4% 6.8 2.3 A
B Through
Right Turn 57 60 104.6% 5.8 0.4 A
Subtotal 81 83 101.9% 5.9 0.4 A
Left Turn 49 49 100.0% 4.2 0.8 A
EB Through 142 144 101.1% 1.3 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 191 193 100.8% 2.0 0.5 A
Left Turn
WB Through 106 108 101.7% 1.1 0.2 A
Right Turn 19 21 110.0% 1.3 0.6 A
Subtotal 125 129 103.0% 1.1 0.2 A
Total 397 404 101.7% 2.6 0.2 A
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village

Existing

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 147 148 100.6% 1.1 0.6 A
Right Turn 15 15 98.7% 1.0 1.7 A
Subtotal 162 163 100.4% 1.1 0.5 A
Left Turn 176 176 100.2% 5.3 0.9 A
B Through 627 645 102.9% 3.7 0.6 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 803 822 102.3% 4.0 0.6 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 7 7 97.1% 15.3 8.3 C
WB Through
Right Turn 156 161 103.2% 4.2 0.9 A
Subtotal 163 168 102.9% 4.9 0.8 A
Total 1,128 1,152 102.1% 3.8 0.5 A
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 263 266 101.2% 13.0 2.4 B
Right Turn 151 158 104.8% 3.7 0.8 A
Subtotal 414 424 102.5% 9.5 1.7 A
Left Turn 105 101 96.4% 12.9 1.8 B
B Through 631 635 100.7% 8.9 1.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 736 737 100.1% 9.4 1.1 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 553 558 101.0% 15.8 1.5 B
WB Through
Right Turn 198 196 98.7% 5.4 1.5 A
Subtotal 751 754 100.4% 13.0 1.5 B
Total 1,901 1,915 100.7% 10.8 1.0 B
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 36 35 96.1% 32.0 10.4 C

NB Through 191 196 102.4% 52.3 3.8 D
Right Turn 67 74 110.0% 17.5 6.3 B

Subtotal 294 304 103.3% 42.7 4.9 D

Left Turn 477 429 90.0% 206.7 15.7 F

B Through 169 154 90.8% 173.8 18.6 F
Right Turn 901 853 94.6% 62.6 9.2 E

Subtotal 1,547 1,436 92.8% 117.7 10.8 F

Left Turn 320 316 98.7% 40.5 6.2 D

EB Through 172 175 101.7% 26.9 8.7 C
Right Turn 16 17 104.4% 19.7 18.3 B

Subtotal 508 508 99.9% 35.2 5.4 D

Left Turn 50 49 98.2% 53.8 9.2 D

WB Through 253 281 110.9% 42.0 6.4 D
Right Turn 215 215 99.9% 8.4 1.3 A

Subtotal 518 545 105.1% 29.9 4.1 C

Total 2,867 2,791 97.4% 77.1 4.5 E

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 64 64 99.8% 22.0 4.6 C

NB Through 28 30 106.4% 23.3 7.8 C
Right Turn 101 100 98.9% 3.2 0.9 A

Subtotal 193 194 100.3% 12.7 2.6 B

Left Turn 54 54 100.6% 16.7 4.9 B

B Through 71 71 99.4% 26.4 5.1 C
Right Turn 29 30 101.7% 4.3 1.0 A

Subtotal 154 154 100.3% 18.4 3.0 B

Left Turn 22 20 92.7% 12.9 3.6 B

EB Through 230 234 101.6% 16.4 2.4 B
Right Turn 95 98 103.2% 8.2 2.5 A

Subtotal 347 352 101.5% 13.9 2.2 B

Left Turn 287 284 98.9% 13.8 1.7 B

WB Through 324 323 99.7% 7.7 1.7 A
Right Turn 47 47 100.2% 3.7 1.9 A

Subtotal 658 654 99.4% 10.0 1.3 B

Total 1,352 1,354 100.1% 12.4 1.5 B

Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
7 site: 101 [Existing AM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 1 100.0 0.157 134 LOSB 0.6 14.5 0.63 0.63 0.63 33.7
8 T1 127 3.0 0.157 78 LOSA 0.6 14.5 0.63 0.63 0.63 34.3
18b R3 62 3.0 0.157 7.8 LOSA 0.6 14.5 0.63 0.63 0.63 32.5
Approach 189 3.5 0.157 79 LOSA 0.6 14.5 0.63 0.63 0.63 33.7
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 32 3.0 0.142 43 LOSA 0.5 14.7 0.29 0.17 0.29 359
3ax L1 19 100.0 0.142 71 LOSA 0.5 14.7 0.29 0.17 0.29 345
18ax R1 269 3.0 0.142 43 LOSA 0.6 15.2 0.29 0.17 0.29 35.6
Approach 320 8.8 0.142 44 LOSA 0.6 15.2 0.29 0.17 0.29 35.5
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 23 3.0 0.748 143 LOSB 8.6 2214 0.52 0.26 0.52 30.4
7a L1 804 3.0 0.748 143 LOSB 8.6 221.4 0.52 0.26 0.52 29.5
4 T1 378 3.0 0.748 8.1 LOSA 8.6 221.4 0.32 0.15 0.32 335
14 R2 12 100.0 0.204 72 LOSA 0.9 235 0.20 0.09 0.20 345
Approach 1217 3.9 0.748 123 LOSB 8.6 221.4 0.45 0.23 0.45 30.7
West: Transit Center

5 L2 2 100.0 0.159 186 LOSC 0.3 1.7 0.68 0.68 0.68 29.6
12a R1 23 100.0 0.159 186 LOSC 0.3 11.7 0.68 0.68 0.68 29.2
12 R2 13 100.0 0.159 186 LOSC 0.3 11.7 0.68 0.68 0.68 28.6
Approach 38 100.0 0.159 186 LOSC 0.3 11.7 0.68 0.68 0.68 29.0
All Vehicles 1765 6.9 0.748 10.5 LOSB 8.6 221.4 0.45 0.27 0.45 31.7

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Sunday, February 28, 2021 2:14:36 AM
Project: P:\20-2245 Snow Park Development\Analysis\SIDRA\DeerValleyDrRoundabout.sip8
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village

Existing

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 293 298 101.6% 1.0 0.3 A
Right Turn 30 33 111.3% 0.8 0.6 A
Subtotal 323 331 102.5% 1.0 0.3 A
Left Turn 85 81 95.4% 4.6 0.7 A
B Through 78 78 99.9% 1.2 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 163 159 97.5% 2.9 0.5 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 29 29 100.7% 8.5 4.0 A
WB Through
Right Turn 60 60 100.7% 6.0 0.9 A
Subtotal 89 90 100.7% 6.6 1.4 A
Total 575 580 100.8% 2.4 0.3 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 17 19 112.4% 10.6 4.9 B
B Through
Right Turn 80 87 108.6% 7.1 2.1 A
Subtotal 97 106 109.3% 7.7 2.2 A
Left Turn 87 84 96.4% 5.3 0.9 A
EB Through 146 138 94.7% 1.9 0.8 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 233 222 95.3% 3.3 0.9 A
Left Turn
WB Through 319 324 101.6% 1.2 0.2 A
Right Turn 34 35 102.1% 1.0 0.5 A
Subtotal 353 359 101.6% 1.2 0.2 A
Total 683 687 100.6% 3.0 0.6 A
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village

Existing

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 536 536 100.0% 3.4 0.3 A
Right Turn 44 45 102.3% 3.2 1.3 A
Subtotal 580 581 100.2% 3.4 0.3 A
Left Turn 189 178 94.2% 8.5 2.0 A
B Through 204 205 100.6% 2.0 0.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 393 383 97.5% 5.0 1.2 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 22 25 113.6% 39.3 37.1 E
WB Through
Right Turn 377 382 101.2% 31.9 17.5 D
Subtotal 399 407 101.9% 32.3 18.3 D
Total 1,372 1,371 99.9% 12.2 5.4 B
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 754 744 98.6% 29.8 7.7 C
Right Turn 651 660 101.4% 20.8 8.4 C
Subtotal 1,405 1,404 99.9% 25.6 7.8 C
Left Turn 251 205 81.6% 19.8 1.7 B
B Through 460 431 93.6% 7.8 1.0 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 711 635 89.4% 11.5 1.5 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 419 415 99.0% 23.4 4.0 C
WB Through
Right Turn 129 129 99.8% 13.3 8.1 B
Subtotal 548 544 99.2% 20.8 5.1 C
Total 2,664 2,583 96.9% 21.2 5.2 C
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 35 34 96.3% 26.9 5.4 C

NB Through 395 387 98.1% 48.2 4.5 D
Right Turn 68 74 108.1% 26.7 8.6 C

Subtotal 498 495 99.3% 44.0 4.2 D

Left Turn 495 389 78.7% 208.5 18.4 F

B Through 363 286 78.8% 164.0 18.2 F
Right Turn 364 294 80.9% 44.7 5.1 D

Subtotal 1,222 970 79.4% 147.7 13.7 F

Left Turn 633 526 83.1% 87.2 7.4 F

EB Through 277 240 86.5% 70.2 16.8 E
Right Turn 36 30 83.6% 65.0 22.4 E

Subtotal 946 796 84.1% 81.4 10.3 F

Left Turn 75 74 98.9% 73.7 14.1 E

WB Through 239 285 119.4% 56.1 8.1 E
Right Turn 640 624 97.6% 40.2 5.9 D

Subtotal 954 984 103.1% 47.7 3.3 D

Total 3,620 3,244 89.6% 84.3 3.4 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 176 166 94.4% 34.5 8.0 C

NB Through 89 93 104.5% 29.9 6.0 C
Right Turn 479 455 95.0% 11.2 2.4 B

Subtotal 744 714 96.0% 19.4 2.8 B

Left Turn 90 88 98.2% 30.0 5.6 C

B Through 55 50 91.5% 34.5 7.9 C
Right Turn 63 59 92.9% 5.5 1.2 A

Subtotal 208 197 94.8% 23.9 3.5 C

Left Turn 71 68 96.3% 15.8 3.5 B

EB Through 584 589 100.9% 26.4 3.4 C
Right Turn 149 148 99.3% 21.2 4.8 C

Subtotal 804 805 100.2% 24.6 3.1 C

Left Turn 218 216 99.1% 17.7 3.0 B

WB Through 384 386 100.5% 11.3 2.2 B
Right Turn 46 49 106.3% 6.8 4.2 A

Subtotal 648 651 100.4% 13.1 1.7 B

Total 2,404 2,367 98.5% 19.7 1.9 B

Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
7 site: 101 [Existing PM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 1 100.0 0.344 13.5 LOSB 1.5 38.8 0.64 0.65 0.68 329
8 T1 454 3.0 0.344 9.0 LOSA 1.5 38.8 0.64 0.65 0.68 33.8
18b R3 62 3.0 0.344 9.0 LOSA 1.5 38.8 0.64 0.65 0.68 32.1
Approach 516 3.2 0.344 9.0 LOSA 15 38.8 0.64 0.65 0.68 33.6
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 36 3.0 0.559 143 LOSB 3.7 97.6 0.74 0.91 1.23 31.7
3ax L1 13 100.0 0.559 19.1 LOSC 3.7 97.6 0.74 0.91 1.23 30.4
18ax R1 732 3.0 0.559 142 LOSB 3.8 98.4 0.75 0.91 1.23 31.0
Approach 782 4.6 0.559 143 LOSB 3.8 98.4 0.75 0.91 1.23 31.0
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 242 3.0 0.617 10.2 LOSB 5.3 134.5 0.36 0.17 0.36 31.9
7a L1 368 3.0 0.617 10.2 LOSB 5.3 134.5 0.36 0.17 0.36 31.0
4 T1 398 3.0 0.617 71 LOSA 5.3 134.5 0.27 0.12 0.27 33.7
14 R2 6 100.0 0.169 6.8 LOSA 0.7 18.8 0.18 0.08 0.18 34.6
Approach 1014 3.6 0.617 9.0 LOSA 53 134.5 0.32 0.15 0.32 32.2
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.078 14.1 LOS B 0.1 5.8 0.61 0.61 0.61 31.0
12a R1 12 100.0 0.078 14.1 LOS B 0.1 5.8 0.61 0.61 0.61 30.5
12 R2 5 100.0 0.078 14.1 LOS B 0.1 5.8 0.61 0.61 0.61 29.9
Approach 22 100.0 0.078 14.1 LOS B 0.1 5.8 0.61 0.61 0.61 30.5
All Vehicles 2334 4.8 0.617 10.8 LOSB 53 134.5 0.54 0.52 0.71 32.1

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Wednesday, February 17, 2021 4:00:01 PM
Project: P:\20-2245 Snow Park Development\Analysis\SIDRA\DeerValleyDrRoundabout.sip8

Page 282 of 539



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 119 119 99.7% 7.2 2.3 A
NB Through 67 69 103.6% 4.7 1.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 186 188 101.1% 6.2 1.7 A
Left Turn
B Through 194 200 103.2% 5.3 1.6 A
Right Turn 15 16 105.3% 1.9 1.0 A
Subtotal 209 216 103.4% 5.1 1.4 A
Left Turn 15 15 100.0% 10.7 4.6 B
EB Through
Right Turn 100 99 99.0% 5.4 1.1 A
Subtotal 115 114 99.1% 6.3 1.6 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 510 518 101.6% 5.7 1.2 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 20 101.5% 7.9 2.2 A
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 20 101.5% 7.9 2.2 A
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 702 711 101.3% 3.7 0.6 A
Right Turn 20 21 104.0% 2.2 1.2 A
Subtotal 722 732 101.4% 3.7 0.6 A
Left Turn
WB Through 185 183 98.9% 0.3 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 185 183 98.9% 0.3 0.1 A
Total 927 935 100.9% 3.2 0.5 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 112 114 102.1% 0.9 0.2 A
Right Turn 17 21 125.3% 1.0 0.6 A
Subtotal 129 136 105.1% 0.9 0.1 A
Left Turn 50 49 97.0% 4.0 0.3 A
B Through 204 213 104.4% 1.2 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 254 261 102.9% 1.7 0.2 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 22 108.0% 7.5 2.8 A
WB Through
Right Turn 55 52 94.0% 5.3 0.3 A
Subtotal 75 73 97.7% 5.9 0.8 A
Total 458 470 102.7% 2.1 0.3 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 24 24 97.9% 8.2 2.6 A
B Through
Right Turn 57 56 97.5% 5.7 0.7 A
Subtotal 81 79 97.7% 6.5 1.1 A
Left Turn 49 49 99.8% 4.4 0.6 A
EB Through 230 236 102.8% 1.7 0.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 279 285 102.3% 2.2 0.3 A
Left Turn
WB Through 148 145 97.7% 1.0 0.3 A
Right Turn 19 20 103.7% 0.8 0.4 A
Subtotal 167 164 98.4% 0.9 0.2 A
Total 527 529 100.3% 2.5 0.3 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 190 190 100.0% 1.4 0.4 A
Right Turn 15 14 96.0% 1.4 1.3 A
Subtotal 205 204 99.7% 1.4 0.3 A
Left Turn 264 271 102.7% 7.1 0.6 A
B Through 715 721 100.8% 4.3 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 979 992 101.3% 5.0 0.3 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 7 7 97.1% 26.3 26.8 D
WB Through
Right Turn 198 194 97.7% 5.6 1.2 A
Subtotal 205 200 97.7% 6.4 1.4 A
Total 1,389 1,396 100.5% 4.7 0.4 A
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 305 299 98.1% 13.3 2.0 B
Right Turn 168 161 96.0% 3.1 0.9 A
Subtotal 473 461 97.4% 9.6 1.4 A
Left Turn 105 90 85.6% 13.2 1.9 B
B Through 719 660 91.8% 9.8 1.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 824 750 91.0% 10.2 1.2 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 588 589 100.2% 16.0 2.1 B
WB Through
Right Turn 198 196 99.0% 5.7 1.1 A
Subtotal 786 785 99.9% 13.3 1.7 B
Total 2,083 1,996 95.8% 11.3 1.0 B
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 36 38 104.4% 311 6.3 C

NB Through 191 194 101.7% 49.3 4.9 D
Right Turn 67 68 102.1% 15.3 5.9 B

Subtotal 294 300 102.1% 39.3 5.1 D

Left Turn 565 435 77.0% 215.8 13.6 F

B Through 169 139 82.0% 174.7 19.3 F
Right Turn 901 715 79.3% 55.4 10.9 E

Subtotal 1,635 1,289 78.8% 119.7 6.7 F

Left Turn 320 314 98.2% 39.3 4.6 D

EB Through 172 177 102.7% 31.2 6.4 C
Right Turn 16 16 99.4% 21.7 12.3 C

Subtotal 508 507 99.7% 36.0 4.9 D

Left Turn 50 47 93.4% 59.7 16.5 E

WB Through 253 281 111.1% 43.7 6.9 D
Right Turn 257 248 96.6% 9.1 3.1 A

Subtotal 560 576 102.9% 31.0 3.8 C

Total 2,997 2,672 89.1% 75.1 3.9 E

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 64 57 89.5% 21.3 4.2 C

NB Through 28 27 97.9% 22.2 7.6 C
Right Turn 118 109 92.5% 2.7 0.6 A

Subtotal 210 194 92.3% 11.0 2.2 B

Left Turn 54 52 96.5% 19.2 3.9 B

B Through 71 72 102.0% 24.5 5.0 C
Right Turn 29 29 99.3% 4.0 0.9 A

Subtotal 154 153 99.5% 18.6 2.2 B

Left Turn 22 21 96.4% 10.8 3.3 B

EB Through 230 226 98.3% 18.6 2.7 B
Right Turn 95 97 102.4% 8.8 2.6 A

Subtotal 347 345 99.3% 15.3 2.2 B

Left Turn 322 319 98.9% 13.8 2.6 B

WB Through 324 324 100.0% 8.7 1.4 A
Right Turn 47 46 98.7% 4.6 2.1 A

Subtotal 693 689 99.4% 10.8 1.5 B

Total 1,404 1,381 98.3% 12.8 1.1 B

Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
7 Site: 101 [Existing Plus Project AM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 1 100.0 0.204 164 LOSC 0.7 18.5 0.68 0.68 0.68 32.7
8 T1 127 3.0 0.204 9.8 LOSA 0.7 18.5 0.68 0.68 0.68 33.3
18b R3 81 3.0 0.204 9.8 LOSA 0.7 18.5 0.68 0.68 0.68 31.6
Approach 209 3.5 0.204 99 LOSA 0.7 18.5 0.68 0.68 0.68 32.6
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 41 3.0 0.181 47 LOSA 0.7 19.5 0.30 0.18 0.30 35.8
3ax L1 23 100.0 0.181 75 LOSA 0.7 19.5 0.30 0.18 0.30 34.3
18ax R1 346 3.0 0.181 46 LOSA 0.8 20.1 0.30 0.18 0.30 354
Approach 411 8.5 0.181 48 LOSA 0.8 20.1 0.30 0.18 0.30 35.3
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 23 3.0 0.858 212 LOSC 13.6 349.0 0.81 0.45 0.81 27.8
7a L1 963 3.0 0.858 212 LOSC 13.6 349.0 0.81 0.45 0.81 271
4 T1 378 3.0 0.858 9.3 LOSA 13.6 349.0 0.39 0.21 0.39 33.1
14 R2 12 100.0 0.235 76 LOSA 1.1 27.7 0.24 0.12 0.24 34.3
Approach 1376 3.8 0.858 178 LOSC 13.6 349.0 0.69 0.38 0.69 28.5
West: Transit Center

5 L2 2 100.0 0.231 236 LOSC 0.4 16.9 0.73 0.74 0.75 27.8
12a R1 33 100.0 0.231 236 LOSC 0.4 16.9 0.73 0.74 0.75 274
12 R2 13 100.0 0.231 236 LOSC 0.4 16.9 0.73 0.74 0.75 26.9
Approach 48 100.0 0.231 236 LOSC 0.4 16.9 0.73 0.74 0.75 27.3
All Vehicles 2043 7.0 0.858 145 LOSB 13.6 349.0 0.61 0.38 0.61 30.0

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 9:41:40 AM
Project: C:\Users\syamagata\Desktop\Projects\Snow Park Village\Mar 2023\SIDRA\DeerValleyDrRoundabout.sip8
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 150 147 97.9% 10.0 3.6 B
NB Through 377 376 99.8% 7.5 2.7 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 527 523 99.2% 8.2 2.9 A
Left Turn
B Through 97 92 94.6% 4.3 1.5 A
Right Turn 15 20 130.0% 2.3 0.8 A
Subtotal 112 111 99.4% 3.9 1.2 A
Left Turn 15 15 101.3% 17.9 10.4 B
EB Through
Right Turn 146 143 97.9% 6.6 3.0 A
Subtotal 161 158 98.3% 7.7 3.9 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 800 792 99.1% 7.4 2.6 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 17 85.5% 15.5 8.6 C
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 17 85.5% 15.5 8.6 C
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 264 260 98.6% 1.7 0.6 A
Right Turn 20 19 93.5% 0.6 0.6 A
Subtotal 284 279 98.2% 1.7 0.5 A
Left Turn
WB Through 664 673 101.3% 2.2 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 664 673 101.3% 2.2 0.1 A
Total 968 969 100.1% 2.2 0.3 A
Fehr & Peers 4/2/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 396 400 101.0% 1.4 0.2 A
Right Turn 30 29 95.0% 1.6 0.7 A
Subtotal 426 429 100.6% 1.4 0.2 A
Left Turn 85 84 98.5% 4.9 0.5 A
B Through 135 137 101.6% 1.5 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 220 221 100.4% 2.7 0.3 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 29 24 84.1% 10.8 2.7 B
WB Through
Right Turn 60 61 101.5% 7.7 2.1 A
Subtotal 89 85 95.8% 8.5 1.8 A
Total 735 735 99.9% 2.6 0.3 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 17 17 99.4% 13.4 12.8 B
B Through
Right Turn 80 74 92.8% 9.6 6.8 A
Subtotal 97 91 93.9% 10.2 7.1 B
Left Turn 87 89 102.8% 5.4 0.7 A
EB Through 203 202 99.7% 2.2 0.6 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 290 292 100.6% 3.1 0.6 A
Left Turn
WB Through 422 424 100.4% 2.6 2.8 A
Right Turn 34 35 101.5% 3.0 4.5 A
Subtotal 456 458 100.4% 2.6 2.9 A
Total 843 841 99.7% 3.7 2.3 A
Fehr & Peers 4/2/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 640 651 101.7% 3.0 0.2 A
Right Turn 44 44 100.9% 2.5 0.8 A
Subtotal 684 695 101.7% 3.0 0.2 A
Left Turn 246 247 100.6% 9.5 1.7 A
B Through 262 257 98.2% 2.1 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 508 505 99.3% 5.8 0.9 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 22 19 85.9% 128.3 30.8 F
WB Through
Right Turn 480 436 90.9% 125.0 18.2 F
Subtotal 502 455 90.7% 125.3 17.9 F
Total 1,694 1,655 97.7% 39.3 4.3 E
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 857 840 98.0% 44.8 24.2 D
Right Turn 692 697 100.8% 38.1 29.4 D
Subtotal 1,549 1,537 99.3% 41.7 26.5 D
Left Turn 251 212 84.5% 18.3 3.1 B
B Through 518 473 91.3% 6.7 1.0 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 769 685 89.1% 10.4 14 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 442 428 96.9% 20.9 2.7 C
WB Through
Right Turn 129 132 101.9% 9.9 2.5 A
Subtotal 571 560 98.0% 18.4 2.7 B
Total 2,889 2,782 96.3% 29.1 14.3 C
Fehr & Peers 4/2/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 35 33 93.1% 39.3 9.0 D

NB Through 395 397 100.6% 64.0 7.4 E
Right Turn 68 65 94.9% 44.0 12.8 D

Subtotal 498 494 99.3% 59.2 7.4 E

Left Turn 553 492 88.9% 163.8 11.4 F

B Through 363 323 89.0% 129.2 4.7 F
Right Turn 364 319 87.6% 41.9 4.3 D

Subtotal 1,280 1,134 88.6% 120.6 8.2 F

Left Turn 633 469 74.1% 105.2 6.6 F

EB Through 277 199 71.9% 75.3 13.8 E
Right Turn 36 25 69.7% 64.9 24.0 E

Subtotal 946 693 73.3% 94.7 7.7 F

Left Turn 75 75 99.3% 97.3 18.6 F

WB Through 239 295 123.6% 66.7 18.8 E
Right Turn 743 719 96.8% 35.3 4.7 D

Subtotal 1,057 1,089 103.0% 48.2 6.5 D

Total 3,781 3,410 90.2% 82.8 3.4 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 176 173 98.2% 36.7 3.8 D

NB Through 89 94 105.7% 27.4 6.6 C
Right Turn 520 499 95.9% 12.1 2.8 B

Subtotal 785 765 97.5% 19.7 3.1 B

Left Turn 90 88 97.4% 32.6 7.3 C

B Through 55 51 93.5% 39.1 10.0 D
Right Turn 63 65 102.5% 5.4 0.9 A

Subtotal 208 204 97.9% 25.3 4.8 C

Left Turn 71 74 104.5% 14.2 3.2 B

EB Through 584 583 99.8% 26.2 3.6 C
Right Turn 149 144 96.9% 21.8 3.1 C

Subtotal 804 801 99.7% 24.3 3.4 C

Left Turn 241 239 99.0% 19.0 1.5 B

WB Through 384 387 100.8% 10.7 1.6 B
Right Turn 46 46 100.9% 8.3 2.9 A

Subtotal 671 672 100.2% 13.6 1.3 B

Total 2,468 2,443 99.0% 20.1 2.0 C

Fehr & Peers 4/2/2023
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
‘@' Site: 101 [Existing Plus Project PM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 1 100.0 0.390 156 LOSC 1.9 48.1 0.68 0.74 0.86 32.2
8 T1 454 3.0 0.390 106 LOSB 1.9 48.1 0.68 0.74 0.86 33.0
18b R3 74 3.0 0.390 106 LOSB 1.9 48.1 0.68 0.74 0.86 314
Approach 528 3.2 0.390 106 LOSB 1.9 48.1 0.68 0.74 0.86 32.8
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 58 3.0 0.713 20.7 LOSC 6.6 175.2 0.82 1.13 1.74 29.1
3ax L1 23 100.0 0.713 254 LOSD 6.6 175.2 0.82 1.13 1.74 27.9
18ax R1 910 3.0 0.713 204 LOSC 6.9 176.8 0.83 1.13 1.73 28.5
Approach 991 5.3 0.713 205 LOSC 6.9 176.8 0.83 1.13 1.73 28.6
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 242 3.0 0.702 129 LOSB 6.8 174.2 0.54 0.32 0.54 30.8
7a L1 466 3.0 0.702 129 LOSB 6.8 174.2 0.54 0.32 0.54 29.9
4 T1 398 3.0 0.702 8.1 LOSA 6.8 174.2 0.37 0.21 0.37 33.3
14 R2 6 100.0 0.192 7.3 LOSA 0.8 21.7 0.25 0.13 0.25 344
Approach 1112 3.5 0.702 11.1 LOS B 6.8 174.2 0.48 0.28 0.48 31.2
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.110 16.3 LOSC 0.2 8.1 0.65 0.65 0.65 30.2
12a R1 18 100.0 0.110 16.3 LOSC 0.2 8.1 0.65 0.65 0.65 29.8
12 R2 5 100.0 0.110 16.3 LOSC 0.2 8.1 0.65 0.65 0.65 29.2
Approach 28 100.0 0.110 16.3 LOSC 0.2 8.1 0.65 0.65 0.65 29.8
All Vehicles 2660 5.1 0.713 146 LOSB 6.9 176.8 0.65 0.69 1.02 30.4

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 9:50:03 AM
Project: C:\Users\syamagata\Desktop\Projects\Snow Park Village\Mar 2023\SIDRA\DeerValleyDrRoundabout.sip8
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 119 108 91.0% 5.5 2.3 A
NB Through 67 93 138.2% 3.9 2.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 186 201 108.0% 4.6 1.6 A
Left Turn
B Through 194 211 108.6% 2.9 1.3 A
Right Turn 15 15 101.3% 1.4 2.4 A
Subtotal 209 226 108.0% 2.8 1.3 A
Left Turn 15 14 94.0% 7.2 0.9 A
EB Through
Right Turn 100 90 89.6% 5.5 2.1 A
Subtotal 115 104 90.2% 6.3 0.7 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 510 530 104.0% 4.2 1.1 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 20 100.5% 11.5 2.6 B
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 20 100.5% 11.5 2.6 B
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 702 709 101.0% 1.2 0.2 A
Right Turn 20 21 107.0% 1.3 0.4 A
Subtotal 722 731 101.2% 1.2 0.2 A
Left Turn
WB Through 185 172 92.9% 0.7 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 185 172 92.9% 0.7 0.1 A
Total 927 923 99.5% 1.3 0.2 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village

Existing Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 112 135 120.9% 0.1 0.1 A
Right Turn 17 17 101.2% 0.1 0.1 A
Subtotal 129 153 118.3% 0.1 0.1 A
Left Turn 50 49 98.2% 3.5 0.4 A
B Through 204 226 110.9% 0.4 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 254 275 108.4% 1.0 0.1 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 19 97.0% 5.4 0.9 A
WB Through
Right Turn 55 53 96.5% 5.1 0.4 A
Subtotal 75 73 96.7% 5.2 0.5 A
Total 458 500 109.3% 14 0.1 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 24 23 97.1% 5.9 1.1 A
B Through
Right Turn 57 59 104.0% 5.7 0.8 A
Subtotal 81 83 102.0% 5.8 0.5 A
Left Turn 49 52 106.1% 4.6 0.7 A
EB Through 230 249 108.3% 1.8 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 279 301 108.0% 2.2 0.4 A
Left Turn
WB Through 148 168 113.4% 0.2 0.1 A
Right Turn 19 20 105.3% 0.0 0.1 A
Subtotal 167 188 112.5% 0.1 0.1 A
Total 527 572 108.5% 2.1 0.4 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 5 Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 190 178 93.6% 13.6 4.2 B
Right Turn 15 16 103.3% 7.6 4.4 A
Subtotal 205 193 94.3% 12.8 3.4 B
Left Turn 264 284 107.7% 10.6 1.5 B
B Through 715 719 100.6% 8.1 0.9 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 979 1,004 102.5% 8.8 0.8 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 7 7 94.3% 12.5 13.1 B
WB Through
Right Turn 198 218 109.9% 4.3 1.0 A
Subtotal 205 224 109.4% 4.7 0.9 A
Total 1,389 1,421 102.3% 8.6 0.8 A
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 305 308 101.1% 14.6 1.7 B
Right Turn 168 167 99.3% 3.3 0.6 A
Subtotal 473 475 100.4% 10.7 1.3 B
Left Turn 105 92 87.5% 13.3 2.4 B
B Through 719 639 88.9% 9.9 1.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 824 731 88.7% 10.3 1.1 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 588 606 103.0% 16.6 2.1 B
WB Through
Right Turn 198 208 105.1% 5.8 1.2 A
Subtotal 786 814 103.5% 13.9 1.9 B
Total 2,083 2,020 97.0% 11.8 1.0 B
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village

Existing Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 36 45 125.6% 32.0 6.1 C

NB Through 191 194 101.8% 49.3 5.7 D
Right Turn 67 70 104.2% 17.7 8.0 B

Subtotal 294 309 105.2% 39.3 3.9 D

Left Turn 565 422 74.7% 203.8 44.0 F

B Through 169 129 76.4% 167.4 39.9 F
Right Turn 901 732 81.3% 57.5 23.3 E

Subtotal 1,635 1,284 78.5% 119.1 7.6 F

Left Turn 320 338 105.8% 40.5 11.7 D

EB Through 172 190 110.3% 27.5 7.5 C
Right Turn 16 19 116.3% 21.1 8.6 C

Subtotal 508 547 107.6% 35.2 9.0 D

Left Turn 50 47 94.6% 64.6 12.7 E

WB Through 253 303 119.7% 49.8 16.5 D
Right Turn 257 261 101.4% 10.3 2.3 B

Subtotal 560 611 109.1% 34.2 12.1 C

Total 2,997 2,751 91.8% 76.3 2.1 E

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 64 57 88.4% 21.8 5.7 C

NB Through 28 28 100.0% 24.9 6.2 C
Right Turn 118 112 94.9% 3.5 0.9 A

Subtotal 210 197 93.6% 12.0 2.4 B

Left Turn 54 57 106.3% 21.2 5.8 C

B Through 71 75 105.5% 24.3 4.0 C
Right Turn 29 31 107.9% 4.4 1.2 A

Subtotal 154 164 106.2% 19.5 2.1 B

Left Turn 22 22 100.9% 13.4 6.2 B

EB Through 230 245 106.7% 18.2 3.2 B
Right Turn 95 98 103.5% 10.8 3.7 B

Subtotal 347 366 105.4% 16.1 3.3 B

Left Turn 322 335 104.0% 14.4 2.3 B

WB Through 324 340 105.0% 7.9 1.7 A
Right Turn 47 49 104.7% 4.7 1.5 A

Subtotal 693 724 104.5% 10.6 1.4 B

Total 1,404 1,450 103.3% 13.2 1.6 B

Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 150 148 98.7% 7.6 1.7 A
NB Through 377 382 101.4% 7.7 1.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 527 530 100.6% 7.7 1.2 A
Left Turn
B Through 97 93 95.4% 4.6 1.8 A
Right Turn 15 16 107.3% 1.6 1.9 A
Subtotal 112 109 97.0% 4.3 1.7 A
Left Turn 15 15 97.3% 12.5 6.4 B
EB Through
Right Turn 146 154 105.2% 5.2 1.5 A
Subtotal 161 168 104.5% 5.9 2.3 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 800 807 100.9% 6.9 1.1 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 20 98.5% 19.0 10.0 C
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 20 98.5% 19.0 10.0 C
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
£B Through 264 271 102.6% 0.3 0.1 A
Right Turn 20 25 123.5% 0.4 0.3 A
Subtotal 284 296 104.1% 0.3 0.1 A
Left Turn
WB Through 664 656 98.8% 2.1 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 664 656 98.8% 2.1 0.1 A
Total 968 971 100.3% 2.0 0.3 A
Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 396 405 102.3% 0.4 0.1 A
Right Turn 30 31 101.7% 0.4 0.1 A
Subtotal 426 436 102.3% 0.4 0.1 A
Left Turn 85 83 97.2% 5.0 1.4 A
B Through 135 139 103.1% 0.2 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 220 222 100.8% 2.1 0.5 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 29 25 86.6% 11.0 4.3 B
WB Through
Right Turn 60 61 100.8% 7.1 0.9 A
Subtotal 89 86 96.2% 8.1 1.2 A
Total 735 743 101.1% 1.9 0.2 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 17 18 105.3% 8.5 2.0 A
B Through
Right Turn 80 81 100.9% 8.2 1.3 A
Subtotal 97 99 101.6% 8.4 1.1 A
Left Turn 87 88 101.6% 6.1 1.1 A
£B Through 203 203 99.8% 1.6 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 290 291 100.3% 3.0 0.3 A
Left Turn
WB Through 422 430 101.8% 0.6 0.1 A
Right Turn 34 35 103.5% 0.4 0.2 A
Subtotal 456 465 101.9% 0.5 0.1 A
Total 843 854 101.3% 2.3 0.2 A
Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village

Existing Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 5 Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 640 634 99.1% 21.8 4.0 C
Right Turn 44 44 99.1% 19.2 4.0 B
Subtotal 684 678 99.1% 21.6 4.0 C
Left Turn 246 247 100.4% 20.6 4.1 C
B Through 262 272 104.0% 3.8 1.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 508 519 102.2% 12.1 2.7 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 22 22 98.2% 42.2 10.1 D
WB Through
Right Turn 480 481 100.1% 27.2 8.3 C
Subtotal 502 502 100.1% 27.7 8.1 C
Total 1,694 1,700 100.3% 20.5 3.6 C
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 857 850 99.2% 59.5 28.4 E
Right Turn 692 683 98.6% 56.0 40.0 E
Subtotal 1,549 1,533 99.0% 58.0 33.5 E
Left Turn 251 215 85.5% 19.5 2.5 B
B Through 518 475 91.6% 7.1 0.9 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 769 689 89.6% 11.1 1.3 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 442 440 99.6% 19.6 2.1 B
WB Through
Right Turn 129 136 105.0% 8.3 1.3 A
Subtotal 571 576 100.8% 16.8 1.8 B
Total 2,889 2,798 96.8% 38.4 18.8 D
Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Existing Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 35 35 100.3% 343 9.1 C

NB Through 395 403 102.0% 63.1 10.1 E
Right Turn 68 64 94.7% 44.2 14.6 D

Subtotal 498 503 100.9% 58.9 10.4 E

Left Turn 553 488 88.2% 169.2 8.9 F

B Through 363 322 88.6% 132.8 8.7 F
Right Turn 364 335 92.0% 42.6 5.1 D

Subtotal 1,280 1,144 89.4% 123.1 6.8 F

Left Turn 633 470 74.3% 104.1 4.8 F

£B Through 277 204 73.5% 74.9 7.4 E
Right Turn 36 27 74.2% 64.1 14.8 E

Subtotal 946 701 74.1% 93.6 3.3 F

Left Turn 75 78 103.9% 104.7 38.2 F

WB Through 239 286 119.5% 51.8 12.5 D
Right Turn 743 724 97.4% 38.5 3.8 D

Subtotal 1,057 1,087 102.8% 47.2 5.4 D

Total 3,781 3,434 90.8% 83.7 2.1 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 176 172 97.7% 37.0 10.5 D

NB Through 89 88 98.8% 39.8 9.2 D
Right Turn 520 502 96.6% 11.0 3.0 B

Subtotal 785 762 97.1% 20.3 4.2 C

Left Turn 90 86 95.0% 29.7 5.5 C

B Through 55 53 96.4% 42.1 11.1 D
Right Turn 63 64 101.6% 5.0 1.1 A

Subtotal 208 203 97.4% 25.6 6.3 C

Left Turn 71 67 94.8% 14.6 34 B

£B Through 584 593 101.5% 26.2 2.1 C
Right Turn 149 153 102.8% 19.9 34 B

Subtotal 804 813 101.1% 24.2 1.7 C

Left Turn 241 240 99.7% 18.8 3.0 B

WB Through 384 395 102.9% 10.8 1.8 B
Right Turn 46 47 101.5% 6.4 31 A

Subtotal 671 682 101.7% 134 1.6 B

Total 2,468 2,460 99.7% 20.2 2.4 C

Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village

Opening Year Background

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 75 75 99.6% 0.2 0.2 A
Right Turn 20 18 90.0% 0.5 1.0 A
Subtotal 95 93 97.6% 0.2 0.3 A
Left Turn 50 50 99.8% 4.0 0.4 A
B Through 120 126 105.3% 1.0 0.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 170 176 103.7% 1.9 0.3 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 22 111.0% 5.9 1.1 A
WB Through
Right Turn 55 55 100.2% 5.1 0.3 A
Subtotal 75 77 103.1% 5.3 0.5 A
Total 340 346 101.9% 2.2 0.2 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 24 94.8% 6.2 1.6 A
B Through
Right Turn 60 62 104.0% 5.8 0.8 A
Subtotal 85 86 101.3% 5.9 0.9 A
Left Turn 50 51 101.0% 4.3 0.6 A
EB Through 145 153 105.4% 1.5 0.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 195 203 104.3% 2.3 0.5 A
Left Turn
WB Through 110 109 99.2% 1.0 0.3 A
Right Turn 20 21 104.0% 0.8 0.6 A
Subtotal 130 130 99.9% 1.0 0.2 A
Total 410 419 102.3% 2.6 0.4 A
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Background
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 150 151 100.9% 1.2 0.3 A
Right Turn 15 15 101.3% 0.7 0.8 A
Subtotal 165 167 100.9% 1.2 0.3 A
Left Turn 180 186 103.6% 5.7 0.5 A
B Through 635 636 100.2% 3.6 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 815 823 100.9% 4.1 0.2 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 10 9 90.0% 14.2 10.1 B
WB Through
Right Turn 160 162 101.2% 4.5 0.6 A
Subtotal 170 171 100.5% 5.0 1.0 A
Total 1,150 1,160 100.9% 3.8 0.2 A
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 265 263 99.3% 12.8 2.3 B
Right Turn 165 170 102.7% 2.7 0.9 A
Subtotal 430 433 100.6% 9.1 1.6 A
Left Turn 115 102 89.0% 11.7 2.9 B
B Through 635 620 97.6% 9.7 1.8 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 750 722 96.3% 10.0 1.9 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 585 591 101.0% 15.6 0.8 B
WB Through
Right Turn 215 222 103.4% 5.4 1.3 A
Subtotal 800 813 101.6% 12.8 0.9 B
Total 1,980 1,968 99.4% 11.0 1.1 B
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village

Opening Year Background

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 55 51 93.5% 34.8 3.8 C

NB Through 195 198 101.3% 51.8 5.3 D
Right Turn 75 73 96.9% 19.4 5.8 B

Subtotal 325 322 99.0% 41.9 4.6 D

Left Turn 475 404 85.1% 212.0 13.3 F

B Through 170 146 85.7% 173.4 18.6 F
Right Turn 1,065 917 86.1% 72.5 16.1 E

Subtotal 1,710 1,467 85.8% 121.5 7.1 F

Left Turn 385 392 101.7% 44.4 7.5 D

EB Through 240 238 99.0% 28.5 5.7 C
Right Turn 25 28 111.6% 28.3 14.5 C

Subtotal 650 657 101.1% 38.2 7.0 D

Left Turn 50 48 96.2% 75.9 14.9 E

WB Through 325 355 109.3% 68.7 15.7 E
Right Turn 215 218 101.2% 10.0 1.9 B

Subtotal 590 621 105.2% 49.4 9.8 D

Total 3,275 3,067 93.6% 81.9 6.0 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 65 58 89.4% 22.8 5.7 C

NB Through 30 30 99.0% 23.4 6.9 C
Right Turn 110 106 96.5% 3.1 0.7 A

Subtotal 205 194 94.6% 12.2 2.4 B

Left Turn 60 56 93.2% 18.4 7.3 B

B Through 75 75 99.9% 25.4 4.2 C
Right Turn 30 31 103.0% 4.8 1.0 A

Subtotal 165 162 98.0% 18.9 3.0 B

Left Turn 25 24 95.6% 14.8 1.9 B

EB Through 250 247 98.9% 18.6 2.4 B
Right Turn 100 99 98.6% 8.5 2.4 A

Subtotal 375 370 98.6% 15.8 2.2 B

Left Turn 305 309 101.3% 14.0 2.3 B

WB Through 350 344 98.4% 8.6 1.3 A
Right Turn 50 49 98.8% 4.8 2.0 A

Subtotal 705 703 99.7% 10.7 1.3 B

Total 1,450 1,428 98.5% 13.1 1.2 B

Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
7 site: 101 [2024 BG AM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 5 100.0 0.174 14.0 LOSB 0.6 15.9 0.63 0.63 0.63 33.7
8 T1 133 3.0 0.174 82 LOSA 0.6 16.1 0.63 0.63 0.63 33.9
18b R3 64 3.0 0.174 82 LOSA 0.6 16.1 0.64 0.64 0.64 324
Approach 202 5.6 0.174 84 LOSA 0.6 16.1 0.63 0.63 0.63 334
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 32 3.0 0.150 45 LOSA 0.5 15.5 0.32 0.19 0.32 35.8
3ax L1 21 100.0 0.150 74 LOSA 0.5 15.5 0.32 0.19 0.32 344
18ax R1 277 3.0 0.150 44 LOSA 0.6 16.1 0.32 0.20 0.32 355
Approach 330 9.3 0.150 46 LOSA 0.6 16.1 0.32 0.20 0.32 354
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 27 3.0 0.769 154 LOSC 9.2 236.0 0.59 0.32 0.59 30.0
7a L1 809 3.0 0.769 154 LOSC 9.2 236.0 0.59 0.32 0.59 29.1
4 T1 383 3.0 0.769 8.7 LOSA 9.2 236.0 0.36 0.19 0.36 33.1
14 R2 16 100.0 0.210 7.3 LOSA 0.9 241 0.22 0.11 0.22 344
Approach 1234 4.3 0.769 132 LOSB 9.2 236.0 0.51 0.27 0.51 30.3
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.201 199 LOSC 0.3 14.9 0.69 0.69 0.69 28.9
12a R1 27 100.0 0.201 199 LOSC 0.3 14.9 0.69 0.69 0.69 28.6
12 R2 16 100.0 0.201 199 LOSC 0.3 14.9 0.69 0.69 0.69 28.0
Approach 48 100.0 0.201 199 LOSC 0.3 14.9 0.69 0.69 0.69 28.4
All Vehicles 1814 7.8 0.769 1.3 LOSB 9.2 236.0 0.50 0.31 0.50 314

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Thursday, July 21, 2022 9:44:32 AM
Project: C:\Users\syamagata\Desktop\Projects\Snow Park Village\July 2022 TIS Update\SIDRA\DeerValleyDrRoundabout.sip8
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village

Opening Year Background

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 305 317 103.8% 1.0 0.2 A
Right Turn 30 32 108.0% 0.9 0.7 A
Subtotal 335 349 104.1% 1.0 0.2 A
Left Turn 85 86 100.8% 5.1 0.7 A
B Through 85 84 99.3% 1.8 0.9 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 170 170 100.1% 3.3 0.7 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 30 25 83.7% 8.2 2.8 A
WB Through
Right Turn 60 61 102.3% 5.8 0.5 A
Subtotal 90 87 96.1% 6.5 0.9 A
Total 595 606 101.8% 2.4 0.3 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 19 93.0% 11.2 4.5 B
B Through
Right Turn 80 80 99.9% 6.5 0.7 A
Subtotal 100 99 98.5% 7.3 1.1 A
Left Turn 90 89 99.1% 5.8 1.1 A
EB Through 150 149 99.3% 1.8 0.6 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 240 238 99.3% 3.3 0.8 A
Left Turn
WB Through 330 339 102.6% 1.1 0.1 A
Right Turn 35 38 108.6% 1.4 0.5 A
Subtotal 365 377 103.2% 1.1 0.1 A
Total 705 713 101.2% 2.7 0.3 A
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Background
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 545 547 100.3% 3.6 0.4 A
Right Turn 45 45 100.9% 1.8 0.7 A
Subtotal 590 592 100.3% 3.5 0.3 A
Left Turn 195 191 98.1% 8.7 2.1 A
B Through 210 209 99.6% 1.7 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 405 401 98.9% 5.1 1.3 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 27 108.0% 41.3 27.9 E
WB Through
Right Turn 385 390 101.3% 36.6 16.7 E
Subtotal 410 417 101.7% 36.7 16.9 E
Total 1,405 1,410 100.3% 13.6 5.5 B
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 755 743 98.4% 27.5 2.6 C
Right Turn 690 696 100.9% 17.7 1.5 B
Subtotal 1,445 1,440 99.6% 22.9 1.9 C
Left Turn 275 204 74.3% 20.6 3.6 C
B Through 460 376 81.8% 7.6 1.8 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 735 581 79.0% 12.2 1.6 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 445 444 99.7% 25.4 4.0 C
WB Through
Right Turn 145 148 101.7% 10.0 2.0 A
Subtotal 590 591 100.2% 21.6 3.2 C
Total 2,770 2,611 94.3% 20.1 1.3 C
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Background
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 35 34 97.1% 33.2 6.1 C

NB Through 395 399 101.0% 50.8 4.0 D
Right Turn 70 77 110.6% 29.5 7.9 C

Subtotal 500 510 102.0% 46.6 3.9 D

Left Turn 495 370 74.7% 223.0 17.6 F

B Through 365 274 75.2% 174.9 13.5 F
Right Turn 445 334 75.0% 47.8 7.2 D

Subtotal 1,305 978 75.0% 151.2 13.7 F

Left Turn 765 500 65.3% 84.9 4.7 F

EB Through 355 231 65.1% 62.3 12.7 E
Right Turn 50 37 73.6% 54.3 17.3 D

Subtotal 1,170 768 65.6% 77.0 6.3 E

Left Turn 80 76 94.8% 81.2 17.1 F

WB Through 310 357 115.0% 63.5 15.9 E
Right Turn 640 630 98.4% 37.7 7.7 D

Subtotal 1,030 1,062 103.1% 49.3 9.0 D

Total 4,005 3,318 82.8% 84.7 2.6 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 180 175 97.0% 32.9 5.9 C

NB Through 90 93 103.3% 31.5 5.6 C
Right Turn 505 468 92.6% 12.2 2.4 B

Subtotal 775 735 94.9% 19.7 2.1 B

Left Turn 100 99 99.4% 34.1 6.9 C

B Through 55 58 105.6% 39.6 4.9 D
Right Turn 65 66 101.5% 6.1 1.7 A

Subtotal 220 224 101.6% 28.0 3.2 C

Left Turn 75 76 101.2% 16.2 3.3 B

EB Through 635 642 101.0% 25.9 2.6 C
Right Turn 150 147 97.9% 20.9 3.6 C

Subtotal 860 864 100.5% 24.3 2.2 C

Left Turn 230 223 97.0% 19.6 3.8 B

WB Through 420 430 102.4% 11.5 2.2 B
Right Turn 50 51 102.8% 8.4 3.4 A

Subtotal 700 705 100.7% 13.8 1.9 B

Total 2,555 2,528 98.9% 20.4 1.5 C

Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
7 site: 101 [2024 BG PM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 1 100.0 0.356 139 LOSB 1.6 41.4 0.65 0.67 0.73 32.8
8 T1 460 3.0 0.356 93 LOSA 1.6 41.5 0.65 0.67 0.73 33.6
18b R3 66 3.0 0.356 9.3 LOSA 1.6 41.5 0.65 0.67 0.73 32.0
Approach 526 3.2 0.356 9.3 LOSA 1.6 41.5 0.65 0.67 0.73 334
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 40 3.0 0.582 151 LOSC 4.0 106.0 0.75 0.94 1.29 314
3ax L1 15 100.0 0.582 199 LOSC 4.0 106.0 0.75 0.94 1.29 30.0
18ax R1 753 3.0 0.582 150 LOSB 4.2 107.0 0.76 0.94 1.29 30.7
Approach 808 4.8 0.582 151 LOSC 4.2 107.0 0.76 0.94 1.29 30.7
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 242 3.0 0.636 10.7 LOSB 5.6 143.3 0.40 0.20 0.40 31.7
7a L1 379 3.0 0.636 10.7 LOSB 5.6 143.3 0.40 0.20 0.40 30.8
4 T1 404 3.0 0.636 75 LOSA 5.6 143.3 0.30 0.14 0.30 334
14 R2 10 100.0 0.174 69 LOSA 0.7 19.3 0.20 0.09 0.20 34.6
Approach 1035 3.9 0.636 94 LOSA 5.6 143.3 0.35 0.17 0.35 32.0
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.090 146 LOSB 0.1 6.7 0.62 0.62 0.62 30.9
12a R1 15 100.0 0.090 146 LOSB 0.1 6.7 0.62 0.62 0.62 30.4
12 R2 5 100.0 0.090 146 LOSB 0.1 6.7 0.62 0.62 0.62 29.8
Approach 25 100.0 0.090 146 LOSB 0.1 6.7 0.62 0.62 0.62 30.4
All Vehicles 2395 5.1 0.636 1.4 LOSB 5.6 143.3 0.56 0.55 0.75 31.8

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Thursday, July 21, 2022 9:46:48 AM
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 119 114 96.0% 9.0 2.4 A
NB Through 75 76 100.9% 6.8 2.8 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 194 190 97.9% 8.1 1.7 A
Left Turn
B Through 198 193 97.4% 5.7 2.0 A
Right Turn 15 15 102.0% 2.9 2.1 A
Subtotal 213 208 97.7% 5.5 1.8 A
Left Turn 15 15 98.7% 12.9 6.8 B
EB Through
Right Turn 100 100 100.2% 5.5 0.4 A
Subtotal 115 115 100.0% 6.6 1.1 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 522 513 98.3% 6.7 1.1 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 21 106.5% 14.8 10.0 B
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 21 106.5% 14.8 10.0 B
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 713 709 99.4% 3.7 0.3 A
Right Turn 20 20 100.5% 2.6 1.4 A
Subtotal 733 729 99.4% 3.6 0.4 A
Left Turn
WB Through 188 186 99.0% 0.3 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 188 186 99.0% 0.3 0.1 A
Total 941 936 99.5% 3.2 0.3 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village

Opening Year Plus Project

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 117 113 96.8% 1.1 0.2 A
Right Turn 20 23 115.5% 1.0 0.7 A
Subtotal 137 136 99.5% 1.1 0.2 A
Left Turn 50 45 90.8% 4.3 0.9 A
B Through 208 211 101.4% 1.1 0.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 258 256 99.4% 1.7 0.2 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 17 86.5% 7.7 2.8 A
WB Through
Right Turn 55 58 105.6% 5.3 0.7 A
Subtotal 75 75 100.5% 5.8 0.4 A
Total 470 468 99.6% 2.2 0.2 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 26 102.4% 7.6 3.0 A
B Through
Right Turn 60 57 94.2% 5.5 0.4 A
Subtotal 85 82 96.6% 6.1 0.9 A
Left Turn 50 54 107.4% 4.8 0.9 A
EB Through 233 230 98.8% 1.7 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 283 284 100.3% 2.3 0.5 A
Left Turn
WB Through 152 151 99.1% 1.0 0.2 A
Right Turn 20 19 95.5% 0.8 0.4 A
Subtotal 172 170 98.7% 0.9 0.2 A
Total 540 536 99.2% 2.5 0.3 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village

Opening Year Plus Project

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 193 191 99.0% 1.6 0.3 A
Right Turn 15 17 113.3% 1.4 1.6 A
Subtotal 208 208 100.0% 1.6 0.3 A
Left Turn 268 265 98.9% 7.1 0.7 A
B Through 723 717 99.2% 4.1 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 991 982 99.1% 4.9 0.5 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 10 9 89.0% 20.4 20.2 C
WB Through
Right Turn 202 197 97.5% 4.9 0.8 A
Subtotal 212 206 97.1% 5.7 1.3 A
Total 1,411 1,396 98.9% 4.5 0.5 A
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 307 309 100.5% 14.2 1.8 B
Right Turn 182 181 99.3% 3.5 0.8 A
Subtotal 489 489 100.1% 10.2 1.2 B
Left Turn 115 97 84.2% 13.4 2.5 B
B Through 723 643 89.0% 10.0 1.8 B
Right Turn
Subtotal 838 740 88.3% 10.5 1.7 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 620 620 100.0% 16.8 3.4 B
WB Through
Right Turn 215 219 102.0% 6.0 14 A
Subtotal 835 839 100.5% 14.1 3.1 B
Total 2,162 2,069 95.7% 11.9 1.7 B
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village

Opening Year Plus Project

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 55 50 91.6% 35.2 8.4 D

NB Through 195 202 103.5% 55.5 5.9 E
Right Turn 75 76 101.6% 25.5 7.0 C

Subtotal 325 329 101.1% 44.9 5.2 D

Left Turn 563 409 72.6% 223.7 17.0 F

B Through 170 125 73.4% 194.1 10.7 F
Right Turn 1,065 815 76.5% 62.0 7.1 E

Subtotal 1,798 1,348 75.0% 126.3 5.7 F

Left Turn 385 388 100.9% 43.5 3.6 D

EB Through 240 240 99.9% 28.2 3.9 C
Right Turn 25 25 98.4% 21.2 10.3 C

Subtotal 650 653 100.4% 37.2 3.3 D

Left Turn 50 52 103.8% 85.1 18.4 F

WB Through 325 366 112.6% 64.2 13.7 E
Right Turn 257 255 99.1% 9.1 1.3 A

Subtotal 632 673 106.4% 45.9 9.9 D

Total 3,405 3,002 88.2% 80.0 2.7 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 65 61 93.4% 23.7 4.2 C

NB Through 30 30 101.3% 28.1 5.7 C
Right Turn 127 116 91.5% 3.7 1.1 A

Subtotal 222 207 93.4% 13.1 1.2 B

Left Turn 60 60 99.5% 21.2 7.2 C

B Through 75 74 98.9% 24.2 3.7 C
Right Turn 30 30 101.0% 4.4 0.9 A

Subtotal 165 164 99.5% 19.7 4.2 B

Left Turn 25 24 94.0% 13.5 4.4 B

EB Through 250 258 103.2% 20.1 2.5 C
Right Turn 100 102 102.4% 12.0 2.5 B

Subtotal 375 384 102.4% 17.7 2.2 B

Left Turn 340 340 100.1% 14.4 1.8 B

WB Through 350 351 100.4% 8.5 1.0 A
Right Turn 50 53 106.6% 6.4 2.5 A

Subtotal 740 745 100.6% 11.1 1.5 B

Total 1,502 1,500 99.9% 14.0 1.4 B

Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
v Site: 101 [Opening Year Plus Project AM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 5 100.0 0.225 172 LOSC 0.8 20.2 0.69 0.69 0.69 32.6
8 T1 133 3.0 0.225 104 LOSB 0.8 20.5 0.69 0.69 0.69 329
18b R3 83 3.0 0.225 10.3 LOSB 0.8 20.5 0.69 0.69 0.69 314
Approach 221 5.3 0.225 105 LOSB 0.8 20.5 0.69 0.69 0.69 32.3
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 41 3.0 0.190 49 LOSA 0.7 204 0.33 0.21 0.33 35.6
3ax L1 26 100.0 0.190 78 LOSA 0.7 204 0.33 0.21 0.33 34.2
18ax R1 353 3.0 0.190 48 LOSA 0.8 21.2 0.33 0.21 0.33 35.3
Approach 420 8.9 0.190 50 LOSA 0.8 21.2 0.33 0.21 0.33 35.2
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 27 3.0 0.881 236 LOSC 15.0 384.2 0.92 0.54 0.92 271
7a L1 967 3.0 0.881 236 LOSC 15.0 384.2 0.92 0.54 0.92 26.3
4 T1 383 3.0 0.881 104 LOSB 15.0 384.2 0.45 0.25 0.45 325
14 R2 16 100.0 0.241 77 LOSA 1.1 28.4 0.26 0.13 0.26 34.2
Approach 1393 4.1 0.881 19.8 LOSC 15.0 384.2 0.78 0.46 0.79 27.9
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.280 256 LOSD 0.5 221 0.74 0.82 0.96 27.0
12a R1 36 100.0 0.280 256 LOSD 0.5 221 0.74 0.82 0.96 26.7
12 R2 16 100.0 0.280 256 LOSD 0.5 221 0.74 0.82 0.96 26.2
Approach 57 100.0 0.280 256 LOSD 0.5 22.1 0.74 0.82 0.96 26.6
All Vehicles 2091 7.8 0.881 16.0 LOSC 15.0 384.2 0.68 0.44 0.69 29.5

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Wednesday, March 29, 2023 9:45:48 AM
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 150 151 100.4% 8.5 2.7 A
NB Through 389 384 98.7% 8.3 3.0 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 539 535 99.2% 8.3 2.8 A
Left Turn
B Through 105 101 96.0% 5.0 1.2 A
Right Turn 15 16 104.0% 1.6 1.5 A
Subtotal 120 116 97.0% 4.6 1.1 A
Left Turn 15 15 100.7% 15.1 8.4 B
EB Through
Right Turn 146 142 96.9% 5.2 0.8 A
Subtotal 161 157 97.3% 6.0 1.0 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 820 808 98.5% 7.3 2.0 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 21 104.5% 24.3 18.6 C
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 21 104.5% 24.3 18.6 C
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 273 267 97.9% 1.6 0.4 A
Right Turn 20 20 99.0% 1.7 0.8 A
Subtotal 293 287 98.0% 1.6 0.3 A
Left Turn
WB Through 674 669 99.2% 2.2 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 674 669 99.2% 2.2 0.1 A
Total 987 977 99.0% 2.5 0.4 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village

Opening Year Plus Project

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 408 405 99.3% 5.0 9.1 A
Right Turn 30 31 102.0% 3.7 5.2 A
Subtotal 438 436 99.5% 5.0 9.0 A
Left Turn 85 84 98.2% 5.1 1.0 A
B Through 142 140 98.5% 1.3 0.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 227 223 98.4% 2.7 0.7 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 30 29 97.3% 18.4 18.9 C
WB Through
Right Turn 60 59 98.3% 18.9 33.4 C
Subtotal 90 88 98.0% 19.1 29.1 C
Total 755 747 99.0% 6.1 8.9 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 19 94.5% 72.8 90.9 F
B Through
Right Turn 80 80 100.3% 78.0 92.7 F
Subtotal 100 99 99.1% 77.5 92.4 F
Left Turn 90 93 103.0% 5.5 1.1 A
EB Through 207 201 97.3% 1.8 0.6 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 297 294 99.0% 3.0 0.7 A
Left Turn
WB Through 433 424 97.8% 36.3 53.5 E
Right Turn 35 33 95.1% 42.0 58.8 E
Subtotal 468 457 97.6% 36.5 53.6 E
Total 865 850 98.3% 28.4 374 D
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village

Opening Year Plus Project

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 649 649 100.0% 2.9 0.5 A
Right Turn 45 44 97.6% 2.4 1.4 A
Subtotal 694 693 99.8% 2.8 0.4 A
Left Turn 252 250 99.3% 9.9 2.1 A
B Through 268 263 98.1% 2.0 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 520 513 98.7% 5.9 1.1 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 22 89.6% 120.8 28.5 F
WB Through
Right Turn 488 435 89.2% 126.2 7.6
Subtotal 513 458 89.2% 126.2 7.2
Total 1,727 1,664 96.3% 39.9 2.3
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 858 851 99.2% 96.3 49.4 F
Right Turn 731 736 100.6% 110.7 64.0 F
Subtotal 1,589 1,587 99.9% 102.4 55.3 F
Left Turn 275 198 71.9% 22.5 4.8 C
B Through 518 415 80.1% 8.0 1.8 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 793 613 77.2% 12.6 2.6 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 468 464 99.2% 29.7 8.0 C
WB Through
Right Turn 145 139 96.1% 16.5 4.7 B
Subtotal 613 603 98.4% 26.5 6.7
Total 2,995 2,803 93.6% 66.9 31.3 E
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 50 50 99.4% 31.3 7.8 C

NB Through 395 396 100.2% 50.4 5.8 D
Right Turn 70 72 102.7% 25.6 9.0 C

Subtotal 515 517 100.4% 44.5 5.0 D

Left Turn 553 380 68.7% 227.2 13.8 F

B Through 365 252 69.1% 179.2 12.4 F
Right Turn 445 307 69.0% 51.7 11.6 D

Subtotal 1,363 939 68.9% 155.6 7.3 F

Left Turn 765 523 68.3% 87.2 8.2 F

EB Through 355 236 66.4% 61.6 13.0 E
Right Turn 50 34 67.6% 52.9 15.7 D

Subtotal 1,170 792 67.7% 78.5 8.8 E

Left Turn 80 75 93.3% 85.6 13.9 F

WB Through 310 340 109.6% 60.0 8.1 E
Right Turn 743 660 88.8% 52.4 3.1 D

Subtotal 1,133 1,075 94.8% 57.1 3.9 E

Total 4,181 3,323 79.5% 88.1 2.8 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 180 166 92.4% 41.4 8.0 D

NB Through 90 94 104.1% 33.6 6.4 C
Right Turn 546 504 92.4% 12.8 1.9 B

Subtotal 816 764 93.7% 21.8 2.8 C

Left Turn 100 99 99.1% 34.3 5.6 C

B Through 55 55 100.4% 44.7 11.5 D
Right Turn 65 69 105.8% 5.3 0.9 A

Subtotal 220 223 101.4% 27.1 3.8 C

Left Turn 75 75 100.3% 14.9 2.7 B

EB Through 635 632 99.5% 29.3 3.4 C
Right Turn 150 152 101.1% 26.1 4.0 C

Subtotal 860 859 99.9% 27.4 3.1 C

Left Turn 253 250 98.6% 20.8 2.4 C

WB Through 420 415 98.9% 12.0 0.8 B
Right Turn 50 55 110.2% 7.7 2.8 A

Subtotal 723 720 99.6% 14.8 0.9 B

Total 2,619 2,566 98.0% 22.1 1.9 C

Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
v Site: 101 [Opening Year Plus Project PM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 1 100.0 0.403 16.1 LOSC 2.0 50.8 0.69 0.76 0.90 32.0
8 T1 460 3.0 0.403 11.0 LOSB 2.0 50.9 0.69 0.76 0.90 32.8
18b R3 78 3.0 0.403 11.0 LOSB 2.0 50.9 0.69 0.76 0.90 31.2
Approach 538 3.2 0.403 1.0 LOSB 2.0 50.9 0.69 0.76 0.90 32.6
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 62 3.0 0.737 222 LOSC 7.2 191.5 0.84 1.18 1.85 28.5
3ax L1 25 100.0 0.737 270 LOSD 7.2 191.5 0.84 1.18 1.85 27.4
18ax R1 930 3.0 0.737 219 LOSC 7.5 193.2 0.85 1.18 1.84 28.0
Approach 1017 5.4 0.737 220 LOSC 7.5 193.2 0.85 1.18 1.84 28.0
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 242 3.0 0.723 13.7 LOSB 7.3 185.9 0.59 0.35 0.59 30.5
7a L1 477 3.0 0.723 13.7 LOSB 7.3 185.9 0.59 0.35 0.59 29.6
4 T1 404 3.0 0.723 86 LOSA 7.3 185.9 0.40 0.23 0.40 33.0
14 R2 10 100.0 0.198 74 LOSA 0.8 22.3 0.26 0.14 0.26 344
Approach 1133 3.9 0.723 1.8 LOSB 7.3 185.9 0.52 0.31 0.52 30.9
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.124 170 LOSC 0.2 9.2 0.66 0.66 0.66 30.0
12a R1 21 100.0 0.124 170 LOSC 0.2 9.2 0.66 0.66 0.66 29.6
12 R2 5 100.0 0.124 170 LOSC 0.2 9.2 0.66 0.66 0.66 29.0
Approach 31 100.0 0.124 170 LOSC 0.2 9.2 0.66 0.66 0.66 29.6
All Vehicles 2720 5.4 0.737 155 LOSC 7.5 193.2 0.68 0.73 1.09 30.1

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 119 118 99.2% 6.4 2.3 A
NB Through 75 78 103.7% 3.9 1.9 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 194 196 101.0% 5.4 2.0 A
Left Turn
B Through 198 197 99.7% 4.1 2.4 A
Right Turn 15 15 101.3% 1.3 1.6 A
Subtotal 213 213 99.8% 3.9 2.3 A
Left Turn 15 14 90.0% 11.7 5.7 B
EB Through
Right Turn 100 99 98.8% 5.6 0.6 A
Subtotal 115 112 97.7% 6.4 0.9 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 522 521 99.8% 5.0 1.8 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 18 88.0% 9.9 2.5 A
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 18 88.0% 9.9 2.5 A
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 713 715 100.3% 1.2 0.1 A
Right Turn 20 19 94.0% 1.3 0.6 A
Subtotal 733 734 100.1% 1.2 0.1 A
Left Turn
WB Through 188 186 98.9% 0.7 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 188 186 98.9% 0.7 0.1 A
Total 941 937 99.6% 1.3 0.1 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 117 118 100.6% 0.1 0.1 A
Right Turn 20 20 100.5% 0.0 0.0 A
Subtotal 137 138 100.6% 0.1 0.0 A
Left Turn 50 46 92.2% 3.5 0.4 A
B Through 208 213 102.5% 0.3 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 258 259 100.5% 0.9 0.2 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 18 92.0% 4.9 2.0 A
WB Through
Right Turn 55 58 105.1% 5.1 0.3 A
Subtotal 75 76 101.6% 5.3 0.5 A
Total 470 473 100.7% 14 0.1 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 27 109.6% 6.3 1.3 A
B Through
Right Turn 60 58 96.2% 6.0 0.8 A
Subtotal 85 85 100.1% 6.1 0.9 A
Left Turn 50 48 95.8% 4.2 0.9 A
EB Through 233 232 99.6% 1.6 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 283 280 98.9% 2.0 0.3 A
Left Turn
WB Through 152 153 100.9% 0.2 0.1 A
Right Turn 20 21 102.5% 0.1 0.1 A
Subtotal 172 174 101.1% 0.2 0.1 A
Total 540 539 99.8% 2.2 0.4 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 5 Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 193 191 98.8% 12.3 2.7 B
Right Turn 15 14 94.7% 5.3 4.6 A
Subtotal 208 205 98.5% 12.0 2.7 B
Left Turn 268 265 98.8% 9.9 1.9 A
B Through 723 722 99.9% 8.1 1.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 991 987 99.6% 8.6 1.5 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 10 8 82.0% 10.6 9.2 B
WB Through
Right Turn 202 201 99.3% 4.5 1.1 A
Subtotal 212 209 98.5% 4.9 1.2 A
Total 1,411 1,400 99.2% 8.6 1.2 A
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 307 312 101.7% 13.3 1.5 B
Right Turn 182 179 98.6% 34 0.8 A
Subtotal 489 492 100.5% 9.6 1.0 A
Left Turn 115 94 81.6% 13.8 2.2 B
B Through 723 660 91.3% 9.4 1.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 838 754 90.0% 9.9 1.5 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 620 628 101.3% 17.1 1.9 B
WB Through
Right Turn 215 210 97.5% 6.5 1.2 A
Subtotal 835 838 100.3% 14.4 1.8 B
Total 2,162 2,083 96.4% 11.7 1.1 B
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 55 56 101.8% 32.3 4.9 C

NB Through 195 190 97.4% 50.6 3.7 D
Right Turn 75 75 100.5% 24.6 6.9 C

Subtotal 325 321 98.9% 42.0 4.4 D

Left Turn 563 415 73.8% 231.3 16.7 F

B Through 170 118 69.2% 190.7 19.7 F
Right Turn 1,065 789 74.1% 58.5 10.7 E

Subtotal 1,798 1,322 73.5% 127.2 11.5 F

Left Turn 385 382 99.1% 49.5 13.2 D

EB Through 240 245 102.1% 32.3 11.8 C
Right Turn 25 25 99.2% 20.7 9.2 C

Subtotal 650 651 100.2% 41.8 12.4 D

Left Turn 50 49 97.0% 81.4 21.0 F

WB Through 325 355 109.1% 54.0 8.8 D
Right Turn 257 253 98.3% 11.1 1.7 B

Subtotal 632 656 103.8% 39.9 5.8 D

Total 3,405 2,951 86.7% 77.5 4.6 E

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 65 61 93.4% 21.5 4.2 C

NB Through 30 29 95.7% 21.4 9.2 C
Right Turn 127 115 90.2% 3.5 0.5 A

Subtotal 222 204 91.9% 11.2 1.5 B

Left Turn 60 56 93.0% 20.0 3.0 B

B Through 75 73 97.2% 24.5 4.8 C
Right Turn 30 32 107.7% 4.5 0.6 A

Subtotal 165 161 97.6% 18.9 2.5 B

Left Turn 25 24 94.0% 14.4 3.9 B

EB Through 250 258 103.2% 20.2 3.8 C
Right Turn 100 104 104.2% 11.5 3.5 B

Subtotal 375 386 102.8% 17.5 3.5 B

Left Turn 340 336 98.7% 14.4 2.1 B

WB Through 350 345 98.6% 9.0 1.2 A
Right Turn 50 49 98.6% 4.8 2.6 A

Subtotal 740 730 98.6% 11.3 14 B

Total 1,502 1,481 98.6% 13.8 1.8 B

Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 150 152 101.4% 8.6 4.0 A
NB Through 389 393 100.9% 7.4 2.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 539 545 101.0% 7.8 2.8 A
Left Turn
B Through 105 110 104.4% 4.1 1.7 A
Right Turn 15 14 96.0% 1.8 1.5 A
Subtotal 120 124 103.3% 3.9 1.6 A
Left Turn 15 13 88.7% 12.4 7.1 B
EB Through
Right Turn 146 140 95.8% 5.6 2.3 A
Subtotal 161 153 95.2% 6.6 3.1 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 820 822 100.2% 6.9 2.3 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 19 95.5% 17.9 10.6 C
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 19 95.5% 17.9 10.6 C
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
£B Through 273 263 96.4% 0.4 0.1 A
Right Turn 20 21 103.0% 0.3 0.2 A
Subtotal 293 284 96.8% 0.4 0.1 A
Left Turn
WB Through 674 680 100.9% 2.2 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 674 680 100.9% 2.2 0.1 A
Total 987 983 99.6% 2.0 0.2 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 408 411 100.6% 0.4 0.1 A
Right Turn 30 32 107.3% 0.3 0.1 A
Subtotal 438 443 101.1% 0.4 0.1 A
Left Turn 85 87 102.4% 5.1 0.8 A
B Through 142 149 104.6% 0.3 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 227 236 103.8% 2.2 0.6 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 30 31 102.3% 10.4 2.7 B
WB Through
Right Turn 60 65 109.0% 7.1 1.1 A
Subtotal 90 96 106.8% 8.3 1.3 A
Total 755 775 102.6% 1.9 0.3 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 20 102.0% 10.5 2.2 B
B Through
Right Turn 80 82 102.9% 7.8 1.4 A
Subtotal 100 103 102.7% 8.2 1.3 A
Left Turn 90 89 99.2% 6.9 1.3 A
£B Through 207 212 102.5% 1.7 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 297 301 101.5% 3.2 0.6 A
Left Turn
WB Through 433 443 102.2% 0.5 0.1 A
Right Turn 35 33 92.9% 0.4 0.2 A
Subtotal 468 475 101.5% 0.5 0.1 A
Total 865 879 101.6% 2.4 0.4 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village

Opening Year Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 5 Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 649 655 100.8% 22.5 4.1 C
Right Turn 45 51 112.4% 18.6 5.7 B
Subtotal 694 705 101.6% 22.2 4.1 C
Left Turn 252 250 99.3% 22.0 6.3 C
B Through 268 258 96.4% 3.1 1.0 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 520 509 97.8% 12.4 3.8 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 24 95.2% 47.1 12.8 D
WB Through
Right Turn 488 501 102.7% 31.7 8.6 C
Subtotal 513 525 102.3% 32.3 8.5 C
Total 1,727 1,739 100.7% 22.4 4.4 C
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 858 845 98.5% 102.5 55.6 F
Right Turn 731 701 95.9% 128.6 93.0 F
Subtotal 1,589 1,546 97.3% 115.0 72.3 F
Left Turn 275 208 75.5% 25.4 5.2 C
B Through 518 397 76.7% 7.3 1.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 793 605 76.3% 13.6 2.3 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 468 474 101.2% 34.0 10.8 C
WB Through
Right Turn 145 144 99.2% 18.3 4.6 B
Subtotal 613 617 100.7% 30.7 8.9 C
Total 2,995 2,768 92.4% 75.5 41.0 E
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
Opening Year Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 50 47 93.8% 33.2 7.0 C

NB Through 395 398 100.7% 50.8 4.1 D
Right Turn 70 69 98.0% 28.5 7.8 C

Subtotal 515 513 99.7% 46.2 3.4 D

Left Turn 553 381 68.9% 2215 12.2 F

B Through 365 255 69.9% 178.2 15.1 F
Right Turn 445 317 71.1% 49.3 7.2 D

Subtotal 1,363 953 69.9% 152.9 10.5 F

Left Turn 765 514 67.1% 89.6 7.8 F

£B Through 355 237 66.7% 66.7 13.6 E
Right Turn 50 37 73.8% 49.2 16.4 D

Subtotal 1,170 787 67.3% 81.3 9.6 F

Left Turn 80 73 91.0% 72.2 20.5 E

WB Through 310 325 104.9% 60.1 12.4 E
Right Turn 743 665 89.5% 51.8 3.0 D

Subtotal 1,133 1,063 93.8% 56.0 4.5 E

Total 4,181 3,317 79.3% 87.5 2.9 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 180 163 90.4% 37.4 10.1 D

NB Through 90 89 98.3% 33.2 8.6 C
Right Turn 546 491 90.0% 134 3.3 B

Subtotal 816 743 91.0% 21.5 5.0 C

Left Turn 100 99 98.9% 29.5 6.1 C

B Through 55 58 105.6% 43.4 8.4 D
Right Turn 65 69 106.0% 5.5 1.1 A

Subtotal 220 226 102.7% 25.6 4.3 C

Left Turn 75 76 101.3% 16.3 2.5 B

£B Through 635 640 100.7% 28.2 4.4 C
Right Turn 150 154 102.3% 23.3 4.4 C

Subtotal 860 869 101.0% 26.2 4.1 C

Left Turn 253 250 98.8% 20.8 2.7 C

WB Through 420 433 103.2% 12.3 1.5 B
Right Turn 50 48 96.2% 7.4 2.0 A

Subtotal 723 732 101.2% 14.9 1.5 B

Total 2,619 2,569 98.1% 21.5 2.8 C

Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village
2040 Background
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 105 110 104.8% 0.3 0.2 A
Right Turn 20 20 100.0% 0.1 0.2 A
Subtotal 125 130 104.0% 0.3 0.2 A
Left Turn 50 49 97.6% 3.9 0.6 A
B Through 160 169 105.3% 1.2 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 210 217 103.5% 1.8 0.3 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 21 104.0% 6.9 2.0 A
WB Through
Right Turn 55 56 100.9% 5.1 0.4 A
Subtotal 75 76 101.7% 5.5 0.5 A
Total 410 424 103.3% 2.1 0.3 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 23 92.0% 7.5 2.2 A
B Through
Right Turn 60 64 106.5% 5.6 0.7 A
Subtotal 85 87 102.2% 6.1 0.7 A
Left Turn 50 49 97.8% 4.5 0.9 A
EB Through 185 195 105.6% 1.5 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 235 244 103.9% 2.2 0.4 A
Left Turn
WB Through 140 145 103.7% 0.9 0.2 A
Right Turn 20 19 97.0% 1.3 0.6 A
Subtotal 160 165 102.9% 1.0 0.2 A
Total 480 496 103.3% 2.5 0.3 A
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village
2040 Background
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 185 188 101.4% 1.6 0.5 A
Right Turn 15 17 110.7% 1.2 0.8 A
Subtotal 200 204 102.1% 1.5 0.4 A
Left Turn 220 227 103.3% 6.6 0.8 A
B Through 740 735 99.4% 4.3 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 960 963 100.3% 4.8 0.4 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 10 11 106.0% 17.3 16.7 C
WB Through
Right Turn 190 195 102.7% 4.8 0.4 A
Subtotal 200 206 102.9% 5.5 0.9 A
Total 1,360 1,373 100.9% 4.4 0.3 A
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 275 273 99.4% 28.7 16.6 C
Right Turn 200 195 97.7% 3.4 1.0 A
Subtotal 475 469 98.7% 18.4 9.9 B
Left Turn 125 102 81.6% 14.8 3.6 B
B Through 655 546 83.3% 10.3 1.2 B
Right Turn
Subtotal 780 648 83.0% 11.0 1.2 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 700 707 101.0% 24.9 7.6 C
WB Through
Right Turn 225 220 97.7% 14.7 9.5 B
Subtotal 925 927 100.2% 22.5 7.9 C
Total 2,180 2,043 93.7% 18.0 5.9 B
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
2040 Background
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 95 98 102.8% 31.5 5.0 C

NB Through 195 194 99.3% 52.6 5.4 D
Right Turn 70 69 98.9% 24.0 9.8 C

Subtotal 360 361 100.1% 41.3 4.6 D

Left Turn 480 305 63.5% 80.6 11.6 F

B Through 170 111 65.1% 76.7 11.0 E
Right Turn 1,565 1,004 64.1% 122.1 2.4 F

Subtotal 2,215 1,419 64.1% 109.3 3.2 F

Left Turn 580 545 94.0% 73.7 6.0 E

EB Through 360 335 93.0% 50.4 7.6 D
Right Turn 45 43 95.8% 39.4 8.5 D

Subtotal 985 923 93.7% 63.6 6.0 E

Left Turn 50 44 88.6% 105.3 10.8 F

WB Through 425 412 96.8% 99.5 8.2 F
Right Turn 215 192 89.3% 14.7 4.5 B

Subtotal 690 648 93.9% 74.9 6.9 E

Total 4,250 3,350 78.8% 83.0 2.5 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 75 67 89.3% 29.5 5.9 C

NB Through 30 31 102.0% 25.6 4.5 C
Right Turn 120 111 92.2% 4.7 1.3 A

Subtotal 225 208 92.5% 15.7 2.7 B

Left Turn 65 65 99.4% 27.1 7.1 C

B Through 75 74 98.0% 29.9 33 C
Right Turn 35 36 102.0% 4.8 1.3 A

Subtotal 175 174 99.3% 23.6 3.9 C

Left Turn 25 25 98.4% 13.1 4.4 B

EB Through 340 342 100.6% 21.6 2.7 C
Right Turn 110 112 101.4% 12.9 3.8 B

Subtotal 475 478 100.7% 19.0 2.7 B

Left Turn 345 352 102.1% 17.2 2.1 B

WB Through 475 473 99.6% 9.5 1.4 A
Right Turn 55 57 103.5% 5.9 2.7 A

Subtotal 875 883 100.9% 12.2 1.7 B

Total 1,750 1,743 99.6% 15.7 1.7 B

Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
¥ site: 101 [2040 BG AM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 5 100.0 0.219 165 LOSC 0.7 19.8 0.67 0.67 0.67 32.8
8 T1 133 3.0 0.219 10.0 LOSA 0.8 20.0 0.67 0.67 0.67 33.1
18b R3 85 3.0 0.219 99 LOSA 0.8 20.0 0.68 0.68 0.68 31.5
Approach 223 5.3 0.219 10.1 LOS B 0.8 20.0 0.67 0.67 0.67 325
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 48 3.0 0.175 47 LOSA 0.7 18.6 0.32 0.20 0.32 35.6
3ax L1 21 100.0 0.175 76 LOSA 0.7 18.6 0.32 0.20 0.32 34.1
18ax R1 319 3.0 0.175 46 LOSA 0.8 19.2 0.33 0.20 0.33 35.3
Approach 388 8.3 0.175 48 LOSA 0.8 19.2 0.33 0.20 0.33 35.3
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 27 3.0 0.877 232 LOSC 14.5 370.9 0.90 0.53 0.90 27.2
7a L1 947 3.0 0.877 232 LOSC 14.5 370.9 0.90 0.53 0.90 26.5
4 T1 399 3.0 0.877 109 LOSB 14.5 370.9 0.46 0.26 0.46 32.3
14 R2 16 100.0 0.240 77 LOSA 1.1 28.2 0.25 0.13 0.25 34.2
Approach 1388 4.1 0.877 194 LOSC 14.5 370.9 0.77 0.44 0.77 28.0
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.234 240 LOSC 0.4 17.2 0.74 0.75 0.77 27.5
12a R1 27 100.0 0.234 240 LOSC 0.4 17.2 0.74 0.75 0.77 27.2
12 R2 16 100.0 0.234 240 LOSsC 0.4 17.2 0.74 0.75 0.77 26.6
Approach 48 100.0 0.234 240 LOSC 0.4 17.2 0.74 0.75 0.77 27.0
All Vehicles 2048 7.3 0.877 158 LOSC 14.5 370.9 0.67 0.43 0.67 29.6

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Friday, July 22, 2022 4:18:58 PM
Project: C:\Users\syamagata\Desktop\Projects\Snow Park Village\July 2022 TIS Update\SIDRA\DeerValleyDrRoundabout.sip8
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village
2040 Background
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 370 385 104.1% 1.2 0.2 A
Right Turn 30 32 107.7% 0.6 0.5 A
Subtotal 400 418 104.4% 1.2 0.2 A
Left Turn 85 88 103.6% 5.2 0.6 A
B Through 125 121 97.0% 1.8 0.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 210 209 99.7% 3.2 0.4 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 30 30 98.3% 9.1 3.8 A
WB Through
Right Turn 60 63 104.8% 7.3 2.1 A
Subtotal 90 92 102.7% 8.1 2.2 A
Total 700 719 102.8% 2.6 0.5 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 21 104.5% 15.0 6.1 B
B Through
Right Turn 80 79 98.1% 8.5 1.7 A
Subtotal 100 99 99.4% 10.1 3.0 B
Left Turn 90 94 104.8% 6.4 1.0 A
EB Through 190 186 97.7% 2.1 0.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 280 280 100.0% 3.6 0.6 A
Left Turn
WB Through 395 412 104.4% 1.3 0.2 A
Right Turn 35 37 105.1% 1.4 0.3 A
Subtotal 430 449 104.4% 1.3 0.2 A
Total 810 828 102.3% 3.0 0.4 A
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village
2040 Background
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 645 641 99.4% 4.0 0.7 A
Right Turn 45 48 107.6% 2.9 0.7 A
Subtotal 690 690 100.0% 3.9 0.7 A
Left Turn 235 232 98.6% 9.3 1.6 A
B Through 245 246 100.2% 1.8 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 480 477 99.4% 5.4 1.0 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 27 106.4% 107.4 23.1 F
WB Through
Right Turn 450 447 99.4% 111.6 22.5 F
Subtotal 475 474 99.7% 111.5 22.3 F
Total 1,645 1,641 99.7% 35.5 4.8 E
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 785 771 98.2% 78.6 50.6 E
Right Turn 820 786 95.9% 92.1 74.1 F
Subtotal 1,605 1,558 97.0% 85.7 62.8 F
Left Turn 290 189 65.2% 20.6 2.6 C
B Through 470 335 71.2% 8.6 2.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 760 524 68.9% 12.8 2.1 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 530 526 99.2% 37.2 15.3 D
WB Through
Right Turn 150 144 95.8% 20.4 8.7 C
Subtotal 680 670 98.5% 33.5 14.1 C
Total 3,045 2,751 90.3% 59.2 37.7 E
Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
2040 Background
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 70 71 101.3% 35.7 8.6 D

NB Through 395 396 100.4% 54.8 5.5 D
Right Turn 70 74 105.0% 41.2 9.5 D

Subtotal 535 541 101.1% 50.6 5.6 D

Left Turn 495 355 71.8% 216.3 16.0 F

B Through 365 259 71.1% 177.6 10.4 F
Right Turn 720 524 72.7% 55.9 7.5 E

Subtotal 1,580 1,138 72.0% 135.6 10.3 F

Left Turn 1,190 527 44.3% 96.1 7.7 F

EB Through 445 201 45.2% 75.2 18.2 E
Right Turn 70 32 45.9% 64.1 23.0 E

Subtotal 1,705 761 44.6% 89.7 9.7 F

Left Turn 75 64 85.7% 122.1 17.2 F

WB Through 405 396 97.7% 88.9 5.2 F
Right Turn 640 546 85.3% 37.1 5.8 D

Subtotal 1,120 1,006 89.8% 63.6 3.7 E

Total 4,940 3,445 69.7% 90.0 3.0 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 210 181 86.3% 51.9 15.5 D

NB Through 90 85 94.4% 43.4 12.4 D
Right Turn 565 508 89.8% 18.1 4.9 B

Subtotal 865 774 89.5% 29.4 7.6 C

Left Turn 105 103 97.7% 35.5 11.6 D

B Through 55 56 101.3% 47.5 6.9 D
Right Turn 75 76 101.9% 6.4 1.6 A

Subtotal 235 235 99.9% 28.6 4.7 C

Left Turn 85 90 105.8% 18.2 2.9 B

EB Through 865 882 101.9% 37.7 7.4 D
Right Turn 175 172 98.2% 34.7 9.8 C

Subtotal 1,125 1,144 101.6% 35.8 7.3 D

Left Turn 255 252 98.6% 25.9 2.6 C

WB Through 570 561 98.4% 12.7 1.8 B
Right Turn 55 54 98.9% 8.3 2.7 A

Subtotal 880 867 98.5% 16.4 1.3 B

Total 3,105 3,019 97.2% 28.1 3.0 C

Fehr & Peers 7/22/2022
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
7 site: 101 [2040 BG PM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 1 100.0 0.402 154 LOSC 2.0 51.3 0.68 0.74 0.87 32.2
8 T1 475 3.0 0.402 106 LOSB 2.0 51.3 0.68 0.74 0.87 33.0
18b R3 86 3.0 0.402 106 LOSB 2.0 51.3 0.68 0.74 0.87 314
Approach 562 3.2 0.402 106 LOSB 2.0 51.3 0.68 0.74 0.87 32.8
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 51 3.0 0.681 192 LOSC 5.8 151.3 0.81 1.08 1.61 29.7
3ax L1 15 100.0 0.681 241 LOSC 5.8 151.3 0.81 1.08 1.61 28.4
18ax R1 864 3.0 0.681 191 LOSC 6.0 152.4 0.82 1.08 1.61 29.1
Approach 929 4.6 0.681 192 LOSC 6.0 152.4 0.82 1.08 1.61 29.1
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 247 3.0 0.695 125 LOSB 6.9 176.1 0.48 0.26 0.48 31.0
7a L1 434 3.0 0.695 125 LOSB 6.9 176.1 0.48 0.26 0.48 30.1
4 T1 429 3.0 0.695 8.3 LOSA 6.9 176.1 0.34 0.17 0.34 33.1
14 R2 10 100.0 0.190 7.1 LOSA 0.8 215 0.22 0.10 0.22 345
Approach 1121 3.9 0.695 10.8 LOSB 6.9 176.1 0.43 0.22 0.43 314
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.098 16.0 LOSC 0.2 7.2 0.65 0.65 0.65 30.3
12a R1 15 100.0 0.098 16.0 LOSC 0.2 7.2 0.65 0.65 0.65 29.9
12 R2 5 100.0 0.098 16.0 LOSC 0.2 7.2 0.65 0.65 0.65 29.2
Approach 25 100.0 0.098 16.0 LOSC 0.2 7.2 0.65 0.65 0.65 29.8
All Vehicles 2637 4.9 0.695 13.8 LOSB 6.9 176.1 0.62 0.64 0.94 30.8

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Friday, July 22, 2022 4:20:11 PM
Project: C:\Users\syamagata\Desktop\Projects\Snow Park Village\July 2022 TIS Update\SIDRA\DeerValleyDrRoundabout.sip8
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 119 119 100.3% 7.7 2.5 A
NB Through 105 104 98.7% 6.0 2.9 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 224 223 99.6% 6.8 2.4 A
Left Turn
B Through 238 236 99.2% 4.6 2.5 A
Right Turn 15 17 114.0% 2.1 1.1 A
Subtotal 253 253 100.0% 4.4 2.3 A
Left Turn 15 15 100.0% 12.5 7.8 B
EB Through
Right Turn 100 105 105.0% 5.9 1.6 A
Subtotal 115 120 104.3% 6.8 2.4 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 592 596 100.7% 5.8 2.1 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 18 87.5% 21.2 23.2 C
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 18 87.5% 21.2 23.2 C
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 818 832 101.7% 4.4 0.4 A
Right Turn 20 18 91.5% 3.2 0.7 A
Subtotal 838 850 101.4% 4.3 0.4 A
Left Turn
WB Through 223 225 100.9% 0.3 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 223 225 100.9% 0.3 0.1 A
Total 1,081 1,092 101.1% 3.7 0.4 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 147 148 100.7% 1.1 0.2 A
Right Turn 20 22 107.5% 0.5 0.4 A
Subtotal 167 170 101.6% 1.0 0.2 A
Left Turn 50 45 90.6% 3.9 0.7 A
B Through 248 257 103.4% 1.2 0.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 298 302 101.3% 1.6 0.3 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 18 89.0% 6.6 1.9 A
WB Through
Right Turn 55 55 100.0% 5.2 0.6 A
Subtotal 75 73 97.1% 5.6 0.7 A
Total 540 544 100.8% 2.0 0.2 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 23 93.6% 9.6 2.6 A
B Through
Right Turn 60 63 105.0% 5.8 0.9 A
Subtotal 85 86 101.6% 6.6 0.9 A
Left Turn 50 51 101.4% 4.9 0.9 A
EB Through 273 275 100.7% 1.9 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 323 326 100.8% 2.4 0.4 A
Left Turn
WB Through 182 184 101.0% 0.8 0.2 A
Right Turn 20 19 97.0% 0.9 0.4 A
Subtotal 202 203 100.6% 0.8 0.1 A
Total 610 615 100.9% 2.5 0.3 A
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 228 228 99.9% 1.7 0.2 A
Right Turn 15 16 106.7% 0.8 1.2 A
Subtotal 243 244 100.3% 1.7 0.2 A
Left Turn 308 307 99.7% 7.8 0.8 A
B Through 828 841 101.6% 5.2 0.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 1,136 1,148 101.1% 5.9 0.5 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 10 9 93.0% 29.1 15.8 D
WB Through
Right Turn 232 236 101.9% 6.2 1.0 A
Subtotal 242 246 101.5% 7.1 1.3 A
Total 1,621 1,637 101.0% 5.5 0.3 A
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 317 306 96.4% 30.5 26.4 C
Right Turn 217 218 100.5% 4.3 0.9 A
Subtotal 534 524 98.1% 19.7 16.9 B
Left Turn 125 89 71.2% 14.7 1.9 B
B Through 743 556 74.8% 11.0 2.2 B
Right Turn
Subtotal 868 645 74.3% 11.5 2.0 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 735 720 97.9% 29.2 8.2 C
WB Through
Right Turn 225 215 95.6% 21.4 23.4 C
Subtotal 960 935 97.4% 27.4 11.3 C
Total 2,362 2,103 89.0% 20.5 8.9 C
Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 95 94 98.6% 32.2 5.8 C

NB Through 195 198 101.4% 52.8 4.2 D
Right Turn 75 75 99.9% 20.1 9.3 C

Subtotal 365 366 100.4% 40.6 4.0 D

Left Turn 568 377 66.3% 125.6 50.9 F

B Through 170 112 65.9% 99.0 33.1 F
Right Turn 1,565 1,011 64.6% 115.3 5.8 F

Subtotal 2,303 1,500 65.1% 117.2 12.8 F

Left Turn 580 372 64.1% 89.2 7.2 F

EB Through 360 232 64.5% 70.5 14.6 E
Right Turn 45 31 68.2% 75.1 28.9 E

Subtotal 985 635 64.4% 81.5 9.6 F

Left Turn 50 47 93.8% 114.6 15.3 F

WB Through 425 404 95.0% 93.8 8.4 F
Right Turn 257 230 89.4% 14.9 4.1 B

Subtotal 732 680 93.0% 69.3 4.9 E

Total 4,385 3,182 72.6% 90.7 6.5 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 75 64 85.6% 26.0 5.9 C

NB Through 30 28 94.7% 27.1 7.7 C
Right Turn 137 126 91.6% 3.3 0.8 A

Subtotal 242 218 90.1% 13.5 2.5 B

Left Turn 65 60 91.8% 26.8 6.1 C

B Through 75 73 97.9% 29.0 4.6 C
Right Turn 35 35 99.4% 4.3 0.6 A

Subtotal 175 168 95.9% 22.8 2.5 C

Left Turn 25 25 98.4% 14.5 3.8 B

EB Through 340 327 96.2% 22.6 2.1 C
Right Turn 110 108 98.5% 11.5 2.6 B

Subtotal 475 460 96.9% 19.6 1.5 B

Left Turn 380 384 101.1% 19.1 2.3 B

WB Through 475 466 98.1% 10.1 1.0 B
Right Turn 55 53 96.5% 4.4 1.4 A

Subtotal 910 904 99.3% 13.5 1.2 B

Total 1,802 1,750 97.1% 16.1 1.3 B

Fehr & Peers 3/28/2023
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
7 site: 101 [2040 Plus Project AM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 5 100.0 0.280 205 LOSC 1.0 26.0 0.74 0.77 0.83 31.6
8 T1 133 3.0 0.280 128 LOSB 1.0 26.2 0.74 0.77 0.83 31.8
18b R3 104 3.0 0.280 127 LOSB 1.0 26.2 0.74 0.77 0.83 30.3
Approach 243 5.1 0.280 129 LOSB 1.0 26.2 0.74 0.77 0.83 31.1
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 57 3.0 0.216 5.1 LOS A 0.9 23.7 0.33 0.21 0.33 354
3ax L1 26 100.0 0.216 8.0 LOSA 0.9 23.7 0.33 0.21 0.33 33.9
18ax R1 396 3.0 0.216 50 LOSA 1.0 24.6 0.34 0.22 0.34 35.1
Approach 479 8.2 0.216 52 LOSA 1.0 24.6 0.34 0.22 0.34 35.1
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 27 3.0 0.993 424 LOSE 725 1855.3 1.00 1.23 2.16 22.2
7a L1 1105 3.0 0.993 424 LOSE 725 1855.3 1.00 1.23 2.16 21.7
4 T1 399 3.0 0.993 142 LOSB 725 1855.3 0.45 0.41 0.73 31.0
14 R2 16 100.0 0.272 8.1 LOSA 1.2 329 0.29 0.16 0.29 34.0
Approach 1547 4.0 0.993 348 LOSD 725 1855.3 0.85 1.01 1.77 23.6
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.325 315 LOSD 0.6 26.4 0.78 0.92 1.19 253
12a R1 36 100.0 0.325 315 LOSD 0.6 26.4 0.78 0.92 1.19 25.0
12 R2 16 100.0 0.325 315 LOSD 0.6 26.4 0.78 0.92 1.19 24.5
Approach 57 100.0 0.325 315 LOSD 0.6 26.4 0.78 0.92 1.19 24.9
All Vehicles 2326 7.3 0.993 26.3 LOSD 72.5 1855.3 0.73 0.82 1.36 26.0

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 3:32:54 PM
Project: C:\Users\syamagata\Desktop\Projects\Snow Park Village\Feb 2023\SIDRA\DeerValleyDrRoundabout.sip8
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 150 142 94.6% 103.5 74.0 F
NB Through 454 428 94.2% 109.5 82.3 F
Right Turn
Subtotal 604 569 94.3% 108.3 80.5 F
Left Turn
B Through 145 143 98.8% 4.1 0.9 A
Right Turn 15 14 94.7% 0.8 0.8 A
Subtotal 160 158 98.4% 3.9 0.8 A
Left Turn 15 15 96.7% 63.4 75.9 E
EB Through
Right Turn 146 145 99.0% 18.1 18.7 B
Subtotal 161 159 98.8% 21.9 21.4 C
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 925 886 95.8% 65.1 43.8 E
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 20 99.5% 32.4 14.7 D
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 20 99.5% 32.4 14.7 D
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 308 308 99.8% 1.7 0.4 A
Right Turn 20 22 108.0% 2.2 1.5 A
Subtotal 328 329 100.3% 1.8 0.4 A
Left Turn
WB Through 774 773 99.9% 2.4 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 774 773 99.9% 2.4 0.1 A
Total 1,122 1,122 100.0% 2.8 0.2 A
Fehr & Peers 3/30/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 473 393 83.0% 246.9 41.6 F
Right Turn 30 27 88.7% 262.9 63.4 F
Subtotal 503 419 83.4% 247.7 42.1 F
Left Turn 85 88 103.3% 4.4 0.6 A
B Through 182 185 101.5% 1.1 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 267 273 102.1% 2.1 0.3 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 30 25 82.0% 330.2 150.8 F
WB Through
Right Turn 60 47 78.8% 386.0 200.5 F
Subtotal 90 72 79.9% 307.2 174.7 F
Total 860 764 88.8% 158.3 24.8 F
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 14 70.0% 414.6 262.7 F
B Through
Right Turn 80 58 72.4% 453.7 255.0 F
Subtotal 100 72 71.9% 352.9 232.3 F
Left Turn 90 87 96.3% 4.8 0.4 A
EB Through 247 254 102.7% 1.9 0.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 337 340 101.0% 2.6 0.6 A
Left Turn
WB Through 498 389 78.2% 167.8 24.9 F
Right Turn 35 27 76.6% 174.9 70.4 F
Subtotal 533 416 78.1% 167.9 25.8 F
Total 970 828 85.4% 109.9 20.4 F
Fehr & Peers 3/30/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 749 751 100.3% 34 0.4 A
Right Turn 45 48 106.2% 3.1 1.0 A
Subtotal 794 799 100.6% 3.3 0.4 A
Left Turn 292 292 99.9% 17.6 6.7 C
B Through 303 309 101.9% 2.4 0.7 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 595 600 100.9% 9.8 3.5 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 19 74.4% 200.9 106.5 F
WB Through
Right Turn 553 385 69.7% 153.4 13.7
Subtotal 578 404 69.9% 155.8 16.1
Total 1,967 1,803 91.7% 39.6 1.6
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 888 856 96.4% 141.2 68.7 F
Right Turn 861 825 95.8% 166.7 81.5 F
Subtotal 1,749 1,681 96.1% 153.7 74.4 F
Left Turn 290 176 60.8% 22.9 4.6 C
B Through 528 358 67.8% 8.1 1.6 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 818 534 65.3% 12.8 2.0 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 553 560 101.2% 36.3 9.3 D
WB Through
Right Turn 150 149 99.5% 20.8 7.2 C
Subtotal 703 709 100.9% 33.2 8.9 C
Total 3,270 2,925 89.4% 99.1 42.4 F
Fehr & Peers 3/30/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 70 68 97.6% 31.6 5.8 C

NB Through 395 399 101.0% 49.6 6.1 D
Right Turn 70 70 100.3% 32.0 9.8 C

Subtotal 535 537 100.4% 44.9 5.6 D

Left Turn 553 358 64.7% 229.7 14.2 F

B Through 365 232 63.7% 188.3 19.1 F
Right Turn 720 468 65.0% 53.4 6.9 D

Subtotal 1,638 1,058 64.6% 146.3 9.3 F

Left Turn 1,190 520 43.7% 86.8 7.6 F

EB Through 445 198 44.5% 59.8 13.7 E
Right Turn 70 30 43.1% 62.9 34.4 E

Subtotal 1,705 748 43.9% 78.6 9.6 E

Left Turn 80 66 82.6% 122.9 19.6 F

WB Through 405 395 97.4% 94.8 4.5 F
Right Turn 743 610 82.1% 443 4.4 D

Subtotal 1,228 1,071 87.2% 67.5 2.6 E

Total 5,106 3,415 66.9% 90.1 2.7 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 210 179 85.0% 67.1 20.4 E

NB Through 90 87 97.0% 50.2 13.4 D
Right Turn 606 526 86.8% 25.1 10.8 C

Subtotal 906 792 87.4% 37.9 13.3 D

Left Turn 105 105 99.9% 42.0 9.0 D

B Through 55 54 97.6% 42.9 5.4 D
Right Turn 75 78 103.3% 6.6 2.1 A

Subtotal 235 236 100.5% 30.5 5.6 C

Left Turn 85 85 100.0% 22.0 10.0 C

EB Through 865 865 100.0% 42.5 15.4 D
Right Turn 175 181 103.3% 42.0 19.3 D

Subtotal 1,125 1,131 100.5% 40.9 15.7 D

Left Turn 278 278 100.1% 26.4 3.3 C

WB Through 570 580 101.7% 13.0 1.6 B
Right Turn 55 53 96.2% 8.2 2.8 A

Subtotal 903 911 100.9% 16.8 1.6 B

Total 3,169 3,069 96.9% 324 8.0 C

Fehr & Peers 3/30/2023
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY
7 site: 101 [2040 Plus Project PM]

Deer Valley Drive / Marsac Avenue Roundabout
Site Category: (None)
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
Mov  Turn Demand Flows Deg. Average Levelof 95% Back of Queue Prop.  Effective Aver. No. Average

ID Total HV Satn Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued Stop Rate Cycles Speed
veh/h % v/c sec veh ft mph

South: Marsac Avenue

3 L2 1 100.0 0.452 179 LOSC 2.4 61.0 0.72 0.82 1.03 31.3
8 T1 475 3.0 0.452 125 LOSB 2.4 61.1 0.72 0.82 1.03 32.1
18b R3 98 3.0 0.452 125 LOSB 2.4 61.1 0.72 0.82 1.03 30.6
Approach 574 3.2 0.452 125 LOSB 24 61.1 0.72 0.82 1.03 31.8
SouthEast: RoadName

3bx L3 72 3.0 0.834 305 LOSD 10.8 286.1 0.90 1.42 2.46 25.8
3ax L1 25 100.0 0.834 354 LOSE 10.8 286.1 0.90 1.42 2.46 24.9
18ax R1 1041 3.0 0.834 301 LOSD 11.3 288.0 0.91 1.42 2.44 25.5
Approach 1138 5.2 0.834 30.3 LOSD 11.3 288.0 0.91 1.42 2.44 25.5
North: Deer Valley Drive

Tu U 242 3.0 0.782 164 LOSC 8.9 228.5 0.70 0.44 0.70 294
7a L1 532 3.0 0.782 164 LOSC 8.9 228.5 0.70 0.44 0.70 28.6
4 T1 429 3.0 0.782 9.8 LOSA 8.9 228.5 0.46 0.28 0.46 324
14 R2 10 100.0 0.214 76 LOSA 0.9 244 0.28 0.15 0.28 34.3
Approach 1214 3.8 0.782 140 LOSB 8.9 228.5 0.61 0.38 0.61 30.1
West: Transit Center

5 L2 5 100.0 0.135 186 LOSC 0.2 9.8 0.69 0.69 0.69 294
12a R1 21 100.0 0.135 186 LOSC 0.2 9.8 0.69 0.69 0.69 29.0
12 R2 5 100.0 0.135 186 LOSC 0.2 9.8 0.69 0.69 0.69 28.4
Approach 31 100.0 0.135 186 LOSC 0.2 9.8 0.69 0.69 0.69 29.0
All Vehicles 2958 5.2 0.834 20.0 LOSC 11.3 288.0 0.75 0.87 1.40 28.4

Site Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 6). Site LOS Method is specified in the Parameter Settings dialog (Site tab).
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Sign Control.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per movement.

LOS F will result if v/c > 1 irrespective of movement delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all movements (v/c not used as specified in HCM 6).
Roundabout Capacity Model: US HCM 6.

HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: Traditional M1.

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 8.0 | Copyright © 2000-2019 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: FEHR AND PEERS | Processed: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 3:36:10 PM
Project: C:\Users\syamagata\Desktop\Projects\Snow Park Village\Feb 2023\SIDRA\DeerValleyDrRoundabout.sip8
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Mitigated - Revised March 2023

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 119 123 103.4% 6.2 1.9 A
NB Through 105 106 100.8% 3.6 1.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 224 229 102.1% 5.2 1.3 A
Left Turn
B Through 238 231 97.1% 3.6 1.4 A
Right Turn 15 18 119.3% 2.2 2.2 A
Subtotal 253 249 98.4% 3.5 1.4 A
Left Turn 15 16 108.0% 12.2 4.2 B
EB Through
Right Turn 100 102 101.6% 5.7 0.5 A
Subtotal 115 118 102.4% 6.7 0.8 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 592 596 100.6% 4.8 1.1 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 18 90.5% 12.6 2.8 B
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 18 90.5% 12.6 2.8 B
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 818 827 101.1% 1.3 0.2 A
Right Turn 20 23 114.0% 1.8 0.8 A
Subtotal 838 850 101.4% 1.3 0.2 A
Left Turn
WB Through 223 226 101.2% 1.0 0.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 223 226 101.2% 1.0 0.2 A
Total 1,081 1,093 101.1% 1.4 0.2 A
Fehr & Peers 3/15/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Mitigated - Revised March 2023

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 147 147 99.8% 0.1 0.1 A
Right Turn 20 22 111.0% 0.1 0.1 A
Subtotal 167 169 101.1% 0.1 0.0 A
Left Turn 50 45 89.8% 3.2 0.6 A
B Through 248 251 101.1% 0.3 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 298 296 99.2% 0.9 0.2 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 18 90.0% 5.9 1.7 A
WB Through
Right Turn 55 57 103.5% 5.2 0.4 A
Subtotal 75 75 99.9% 5.3 0.3 A
Total 540 539 99.9% 1.3 0.1 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 25 101.6% 6.6 0.9 A
B Through
Right Turn 60 61 101.0% 5.8 0.8 A
Subtotal 85 86 101.2% 6.0 0.7 A
Left Turn 50 52 103.2% 4.7 1.1 A
EB Through 273 269 98.7% 1.6 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 323 321 99.4% 2.1 0.5 A
Left Turn
WB Through 182 185 101.8% 0.2 0.0 A
Right Turn 20 20 99.0% 0.0 0.1 A
Subtotal 202 205 101.5% 0.2 0.0 A
Total 610 612 100.3% 2.0 0.4 A
Fehr & Peers 3/15/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Mitigated - Revised March 2023

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 5 Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 228 225 98.8% 10.0 2.4 A
Right Turn 15 16 104.0% 6.0 3.0 A
Subtotal 243 241 99.1% 9.7 2.4 A
Left Turn 308 306 99.4% 14.4 2.5 B
B Through 828 833 100.6% 11.1 1.8 B
Right Turn
Subtotal 1,136 1,139 100.3% 12.0 1.7 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 10 11 107.0% 154 5.8 B
WB Through
Right Turn 232 233 100.2% 5.7 1.7 A
Subtotal 242 243 100.5% 6.2 1.6 A
Total 1,621 1,623 100.1% 10.8 1.2 B
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 317 313 98.6% 17.2 5.4 B
Right Turn 217 217 100.1% 3.2 0.4 A
Subtotal 534 530 99.2% 11.6 3.8 B
Left Turn 125 94 75.5% 14.4 2.3 B
B Through 743 623 83.8% 10.1 1.0 B
Right Turn
Subtotal 868 717 82.6% 10.6 0.9 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 735 726 98.8% 20.8 2.7 C
WB Through
Right Turn 225 218 96.7% 9.5 4.0 A
Subtotal 960 944 98.3% 18.2 3.1 B
Total 2,362 2,191 92.8% 14.1 2.1 B
Fehr & Peers 3/15/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Mitigated - Revised March 2023

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 95 89 93.6% 32.3 5.3 C

NB Through 195 188 96.6% 50.7 3.4 D
Right Turn 70 71 100.9% 31.2 9.3 C

Subtotal 360 348 96.6% 42.9 2.2 D

Left Turn 568 370 65.1% 94.9 24.4 F

B Through 170 108 63.4% 74.3 13.9 E
Right Turn 1,565 1,007 64.4% 119.7 2.8 F

Subtotal 2,303 1,484 64.5% 110.4 6.2 F

Left Turn 580 531 91.6% 76.1 5.0 E

EB Through 360 327 90.7% 49.9 6.3 D
Right Turn 45 41 90.0% 38.3 10.8 D

Subtotal 985 898 91.2% 65.0 5.0 E

Left Turn 50 45 89.8% 112.6 22.3 F

WB Through 425 411 96.7% 98.7 9.1 F
Right Turn 257 230 89.6% 16.2 3.7 B

Subtotal 732 686 93.7% 72.1 5.8 E

Total 4,380 3,417 78.0% 83.8 3.4 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 75 65 87.1% 23.3 7.3 C

NB Through 30 29 96.3% 23.9 5.9 C
Right Turn 137 128 93.6% 3.8 0.7 A

Subtotal 242 223 91.9% 12.0 3.0 B

Left Turn 65 66 100.9% 23.6 5.3 C

B Through 75 77 103.1% 24.8 2.2 C
Right Turn 35 33 95.4% 5.9 1.6 A

Subtotal 175 176 100.7% 21.1 2.7 C

Left Turn 25 24 95.2% 12.8 3.0 B

EB Through 340 341 100.4% 20.1 2.6 C
Right Turn 110 107 96.9% 14.0 2.2 B

Subtotal 475 472 99.3% 18.4 2.3 B

Left Turn 380 376 98.9% 15.7 3.0 B

WB Through 475 476 100.2% 9.3 1.6 A
Right Turn 55 58 104.7% 5.6 1.3 A

Subtotal 910 910 99.9% 11.8 1.7 B

Total 1,802 1,780 98.8% 14.5 1.8 B

Fehr & Peers 3/15/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 150 147 97.9% 10.5 5.9 B
NB Through 454 461 101.5% 8.9 4.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 604 608 100.6% 9.2 4.6 A
Left Turn
B Through 145 137 94.4% 4.3 2.3 A
Right Turn 15 17 110.7% 2.6 1.9 A
Subtotal 160 154 95.9% 4.1 2.0 A
Left Turn 15 14 92.7% 16.2 16.8 B
EB Through
Right Turn 146 140 95.9% 5.4 1.0 A
Subtotal 161 154 95.6% 6.6 2.4 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 925 915 98.9% 7.8 3.3 A
Intersection 2 Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 20 21 103.5% 19.8 5.3 C
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 20 21 103.5% 19.8 5.3 C
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 308 299 96.9% 0.3 0.1 A
Right Turn 20 21 103.0% 0.5 0.4 A
Subtotal 328 319 97.3% 0.3 0.1 A
Left Turn
WB Through 774 776 100.3% 2.3 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 774 776 100.3% 2.3 0.1 A
Total 1,122 1,116 99.5% 2.2 0.2 A
Fehr & Peers 3/15/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 473 482 101.9% 0.4 0.1 A
Right Turn 30 33 108.7% 0.3 0.2 A
Subtotal 503 514 102.3% 0.4 0.1 A
Left Turn 85 84 98.8% 5.7 1.2 A
B Through 182 179 98.6% 0.4 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 267 263 98.7% 2.0 0.4 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 30 29 98.0% 11.1 4.7 B
WB Through
Right Turn 60 62 102.5% 8.0 1.1 A
Subtotal 90 91 101.0% 8.9 2.2 A
Total 860 869 101.0% 1.8 0.3 A
Intersection 4 Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 20 19 93.5% 12.2 4.1 B
B Through
Right Turn 80 82 103.0% 8.5 1.6 A
Subtotal 100 101 101.1% 9.3 2.0 A
Left Turn 90 92 101.8% 7.6 1.0 A
EB Through 247 242 97.9% 2.0 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 337 333 98.9% 3.7 0.6 A
Left Turn
WB Through 498 509 102.1% 0.7 0.1 A
Right Turn 35 35 99.7% 0.4 0.2 A
Subtotal 533 543 102.0% 0.6 0.1 A
Total 970 978 100.8% 2.6 0.4 A
Fehr & Peers 3/15/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update
PM Peak Hour

Intersection 5 Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 749 753 100.5% 35.6 21.9 D
Right Turn 45 45 98.9% 31.7 20.5 C
Subtotal 794 797 100.4% 35.3 21.8 D
Left Turn 292 288 98.6% 27.6 5.1 C
B Through 303 294 97.0% 3.9 1.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 595 582 97.8% 14.9 3.1 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 25 25 99.6% 99.7 33.8 F
WB Through
Right Turn 553 546 98.7% 83.2 26.3 F
Subtotal 578 571 98.8% 83.9 26.4 F
Total 1,967 1,950 99.1% 43.5 14.6 D
Intersection 7 Deer Valley Drive/Bonanza Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 888 857 96.5% 173.4 65.6 F
Right Turn 861 784 91.0% 217.3 89.3 F
Subtotal 1,749 1,641 93.8% 193.6 75.6 F
Left Turn 290 183 63.1% 23.4 3.1 C
B Through 528 358 67.7% 7.5 2.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 818 541 66.1% 12.6 2.4 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn 553 557 100.8% 39.2 6.3 D
WB Through
Right Turn 150 151 100.6% 24.9 6.9 C
Subtotal 703 708 100.7% 36.2 6.4 D
Total 3,270 2,890 88.4% 116.7 38.4 F
Fehr & Peers 3/15/2023
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Mitigated - March 2023 Update

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 8 SR-224-Park Avenue/Empire Avenue-Deer Valley Drive Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 70 73 103.7% 33,5 7.8 C

NB Through 395 392 99.1% 54.1 5.5 D
Right Turn 70 71 100.7% 33.1 8.9 C

Subtotal 535 535 99.9% 48.7 4.6 D

Left Turn 553 366 66.1% 225.6 17.6 F

B Through 365 232 63.4% 181.8 18.5 F
Right Turn 720 478 66.4% 57.0 10.1 E

Subtotal 1,638 1,076 65.7% 141.5 14.3 F

Left Turn 1,190 524 44.1% 87.2 6.3 F

EB Through 445 197 44.2% 65.3 13.2 E
Right Turn 70 32 46.1% 47.1 17.8 D

Subtotal 1,705 753 44.2% 79.9 8.1 E

Left Turn 75 67 89.5% 106.6 23.0 F

WB Through 405 386 95.4% 90.3 12.2 F
Right Turn 743 624 84.0% 46.2 7.2 D

Subtotal 1,223 1,078 88.1% 65.8 4.6 E

Total 5,101 3,441 67.5% 89.4 3.9 F

Intersection 9 Monitor Drive-Bonanza Drive/SR-248 Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 210 173 82.2% 55.8 16.2 E

NB Through 90 85 94.0% 40.8 10.5 D
Right Turn 606 523 86.3% 20.9 4.4 C

Subtotal 906 780 86.1% 30.8 6.0 C

Left Turn 105 107 101.7% 38.9 3.5 D

B Through 55 58 105.5% 52.5 8.2 D
Right Turn 75 73 97.9% 6.6 1.2 A

Subtotal 235 238 101.4% 31.0 2.5 C

Left Turn 85 83 98.1% 19.9 4.8 B

EB Through 865 860 99.4% 42.9 11.9 D
Right Turn 175 180 102.6% 39.0 13.7 D

Subtotal 1,125 1,123 99.8% 40.6 11.5 D

Left Turn 278 277 99.7% 26.7 3.5 C

WB Through 570 569 99.9% 13.1 2.3 B
Right Turn 55 55 99.5% 10.9 3.0 B

Subtotal 903 901 99.8% 17.1 2.2 B

Total 3,169 3,043 96.0% 30.6 5.4 C

Fehr & Peers 3/15/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 1

P2 Parking/Doe Pass Road

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 71 70 98.5% 11.1 1.0 B
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 71 70 98.5% 11.1 1.0 B
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 144 127 88.2% 0.7 0.4 A
Right Turn 674 608 90.2% 12.3 4.1 B
Subtotal 818 735 89.8% 10.4 3.5 B
Left Turn
WB Through 152 125 81.9% 0.4 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 152 125 81.9% 0.4 0.1 A
Total 1,041 929 89.3% 9.2 2.9 A
Intersection 2 P1 Parking/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 18 15 82.8% 8.5 0.8 A
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 18 15 82.8% 8.5 0.8 A
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 115 101 87.7% 0.1 0.1 A
Right Turn 29 26 89.7% 0.6 0.2 A
Subtotal 144 127 88.1% 0.2 0.1 A
Left Turn
WB Through 134 109 81.6% 0.1 0.0 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 134 109 81.6% 0.1 0.0 A
Total 296 251 84.8% 0.5 0.1 A
Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Mobility Hub Entrance/Doe Pass Road

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 100 86 85.8% 0.1 0.1 A
Right Turn 15 13 86.7% 0.3 0.0 A
Subtotal 115 99 85.9% 0.1 0.1 A
Left Turn 15 15 100.0% 15 1.2 A
WB Through 119 109 91.7% 0.2 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 134 124 92.6% 0.4 0.3 A
Total 249 223 89.5% 0.3 0.2 A
Intersection 4 Mobility Hub Exit/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 15 16 105.3% 30.7 4.9 D
NB Through
Right Turn 15 15 101.3% 334 14.6 D
Subtotal 30 31 103.3% 31.6 6.1 D
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 100 86 85.9% 0.6 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 100 86 85.9% 0.6 0.3 A
Left Turn
WB Through 134 109 81.6% 0.1 0.0 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 134 109 81.6% 0.1 0.0 A
Total 264 226 85.7% 5.8 1.2 A

Fehr & Peers

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive East/P2 Parking

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 209 176 84.0% 0.7 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 209 176 84.0% 0.7 0.1 A
Left Turn
B Through 293 257 87.6% 1.4 0.2 A
Right Turn 45 a7 103.6% 0.5 0.1 A
Subtotal 338 303 89.8% 1.2 0.2 A
Left Turn 15 13 85.3% 8.6 3.5 A
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 15 13 85.3% 8.6 3.5 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 562 492 87.5% 1.2 0.1 A
Intersection 6 Deer Valley Drive East/P3 Parking Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 209 176 84.1% 11 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 209 176 84.1% 1.1 0.4 A
Left Turn
B Through 249 220 88.3% 5.4 7.9 A
Right Turn 44 37 84.1% 1.0 1.1 A
Subtotal 293 257 87.6% 4.8 6.8 A
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 502 433 86.2% 3.2 3.8 A
Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 7

Deer Valley Drive East/P4 Parking

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 50 41 81.8% 1.5 1.9 A
NB Through 150 119 79.0% 1.6 0.8 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 200 159 79.7% 1.6 0.6 A
Left Turn
B Through 200 176 88.2% 17.3 18.4 C
Right Turn 49 a4 89.4% 3.5 7.1 A
Subtotal 249 220 88.4% 14.3 16.2 B
Left Turn 59 57 97.1% 34 0.9 A
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 59 57 97.1% 3.4 0.9 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 508 437 86.0% 8.0 8.0 A
Intersection 8 Deer Valley Drive East/Pick-up/Drop-off Uncontrolled
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 200 160 79.8% 1.0 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 200 160 79.8% 1.0 0.3 A
Left Turn
B Through 200 177 88.3% 43.8 18.9 E
Right Turn
Subtotal 200 177 88.3% 43.8 18.9 E
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 400 336 84.0% 22.9 9.5 C
Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor Snow Park Village
Average Results from 10 Runs 2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
Queue Length AM Peak Hour

Intersection 101 Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East Signal

Storage Average Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 500 66 5 60 75 268 24 229 309 NO
Right Turn 500 69 5 63 78 272 24 233 313 NO
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 100 7 2 4 12 112 21 85 161 MAX
Through 500 18 4 13 24 297 64 203 413 NO
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 500 3 1 1 6 29 11 15 43 NO
Through
Right Turn 100 6 1 4 8 125 18 91 143 MAX
Second Right

NB

SB

EB

WB

Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 102

Direction

Movement

Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road

Storage
(ft)

Average Queue (ft)

Average Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum

Exceeds
Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500

30

35

NO

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500
500

63 81 4
89 99 10

273
338

274
353

176 107
178 189

721
803

NO
NO

WB

Fehr & Peers

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

100

19

22 0

55

NO

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor Snow Park Village
Average Results from 10 Runs 2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
Queue Length AM Peak Hour

Intersection 103 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal

Storage Average Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 300 6 1 5 8 74 10 63 95 NO
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 150 13 3 9 19 169 34 131 239 MAX
Right Turn 150 13 3 10 20 172 34 135 243 MAX
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 75 1 0 1 2 86 20 47 117 MAX
Through
Right Turn 75 2 0 1 2 86 20 47 116 MAX
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

SB

EB

WB

Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 104

Direction

Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

Maximum Queue (ft)

Average Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Exceeds
Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500

500

28

28

18

18

44

44

NO

NO

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500
500

NO
NO

WB

Fehr & Peers

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500
500

31

31

32

NO
NO

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Lengt

h

Intersection 105

Direction

Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)

Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Exceeds
Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500
500

NO
NO

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500
500

14

NO
NO

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500

500

27

78

32

81

NO

NO

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 1 P2 Parking/Doe Pass Road

Storage
Direction Movement (ft) Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 150 10
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

11

119

1 117 120 NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 125 52
Right Turn 125 42
Second Right

EB

22 24
20 17

94
80

229
208

6 217 235 MAX
6 197 215 MAX

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 75 0
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 2 P1 Parking/Doe Pass Road

Storage
Direction Movement (ft) Average

Average Queue (ft)

Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 150 5
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

78

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 125 0
Right Turn 125 0
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 75 0
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 3

Direction

Movement

Mobility Hub Entrance/Doe Pass Road

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Exceeds

Maximum Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

75
75

NO
NO

WB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

Fehr & Peers

100
100

15
105

13 0
0 105

35
105

NO
MAX

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 4

Direction

Movement

Mobility Hub Exit/Doe Pass Road

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Exceeds
Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

100

100

14

14

28

28

146

146

20 120

20 119

180

179

MAX

MAX

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

100

18

NO

WB

Fehr & Peers

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

75

108

10 94

127

MAX
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 5

Direction Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/P2 Parking

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)

Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Exceeds
Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

160

NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

300
50

13 0

42

NO
NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

150

72

12 55

90

NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 6

Direction Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/P3 Parking

Storage Average Queue (ft)
(ft) Average Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds

Minimum Maximum Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

200 1 0 0

38

23 81 NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

160 2 3 0
50 0 0 0

10

54

13 131 NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 7

Direction

Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/P4 Parking

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

Maximum Queue (ft)

Std. Dev.

Minimum

AM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Exceeds

Maximum Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

100
100

NO
NO

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

75
75

14
14

18
18

39
39

NO
NO

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

150

82

80

84

NO

WB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 8

Direction Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/Pick-up/Drop-off

Storage Average Queue (ft)
(ft) Average Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
AM Peak Hour

Uncontrolled

Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds

Minimum Maximum Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

150 0 0 0

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

150 13 9 0

31

92

21 162 NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 1

P2 Parking/Doe Pass Road

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 596 226 37.8% 11.2 0.7 B
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 596 226 37.8% 11.2 0.7 B
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 175 155 88.8% 2.5 0.8 A
Right Turn 133 122 91.7% 0.5 0.1 A
Subtotal 308 277 90.1% 1.6 0.5 A
Left Turn
WB Through 178 143 80.1% 1.6 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 178 143 80.1% 1.6 0.3 A
Total 1,082 645 59.6% 5.0 0.5 A
Intersection 2 P1 Parking/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 13 12 91.5% 9.8 1.9 A
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 13 12 91.5% 9.8 1.9 A
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 161 142 88.4% 0.2 0.1 A
Right Turn 14 13 92.1% 0.6 0.3 A
Subtotal 175 155 88.7% 0.2 0.1 A
Left Turn
WB Through 165 131 79.3% 0.6 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 165 131 79.3% 0.6 0.1 A
Total 353 298 84.4% 0.8 0.1 A
Fehr & Peers

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 3

Mobility Hub Entrance/Doe Pass Road

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 146 127 87.0% 0.6 1.4 A
Right Turn 15 13 86.7% 2.5 7.0 A
Subtotal 161 140 87.0% 0.8 1.9 A
Left Turn 15 15 96.7% 1.2 1.1 A
WB Through 150 131 87.3% 0.6 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 165 145 88.1% 0.7 0.5 A
Total 326 285 87.5% 0.7 0.9 A
Intersection 4 Mobility Hub Exit/Doe Pass Road Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn 15 15 102.0% 36.6 12.8 E
NB Through
Right Turn 15 15 100.0% 22.7 7.8 C
Subtotal 30 30 101.0% 30.6 8.6 D
Left Turn
B Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
EB Through 161 127 78.8% 13 0.9 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 161 127 78.8% 1.3 0.9 A
Left Turn
WB Through 165 131 79.4% 0.8 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 165 131 79.4% 0.8 0.3 A
Total 356 288 81.0% 5.1 1.6 A
4/3/2023

Fehr & Peers

Page 371 of 539



Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 5

Deer Valley Drive East/P2 Parking

Demand

Served Volume (vph)

Total Delay (sec/veh)

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 465 418 89.9% 0.8 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 465 418 89.9% 0.8 0.3 A
Left Turn
B Through 196 167 85.4% 1.0 0.2 A
Right Turn 95 88 92.4% 0.7 0.2 A
Subtotal 291 255 87.7% 0.9 0.1 A
Left Turn 139 137 98.8% 5.9 0.8 A
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 139 137 98.8% 5.9 0.8 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 895 810 90.5% 1.7 0.3 A
Intersection 6 Deer Valley Drive East/P3 Parking Side-street Stop
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 326 280 85.8% 1.0 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 326 280 85.8% 1.0 0.3 A
Left Turn
B Through 196 167 85.4% 1.2 0.6 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 196 167 85.4% 1.2 0.6 A
Left Turn 139 138 99.5% 8.6 1.0 A
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 139 138 99.5% 8.6 1.0 A
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 661 585 88.5% 2.9 0.3 A
Fehr & Peers

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Intersection 7

Deer Valley Drive East/P4 Parking

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 200 157 78.7% 2.8 1.0 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 200 157 78.7% 2.8 1.0 A
Left Turn
B Through 150 128 85.1% 16.2 15.7 C
Right Turn 46 39 84.3% 0.6 0.6 A
Subtotal 196 167 84.9% 12.4 11.7 B
Left Turn 126 122 97.1% 11.4 12.2 B
EB Through
Right Turn 50 48 96.8% 23.3 26.6 C
Subtotal 176 171 97.0% 14.3 15.4 B
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 572 495 86.5% 10.0 8.9 B
Intersection 8 Deer Valley Drive East/Pick-up/Drop-off Uncontrolled
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 200 157 78.7% 2.7 0.8 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 200 157 78.7% 2.7 0.8 A
Left Turn
B Through 200 174 87.1% 44.2 35.6 E
Right Turn
Subtotal 200 174 87.1% 44.2 35.6 E
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total 400 332 82.9% 24.7 18.8 C
Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor Snow Park Village
Average Results from 10 Runs 2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
Queue Length PM Peak Hour

Intersection 101 Deer Valley Drive West/Deer Valley Drive East Signal

Storage Average Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 500 214 31 154 264 519 49 397 581 MAX
Right Turn 500 218 31 158 268 523 49 401 586 MAX
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 100 22 4 18 29 168 16 140 186 MAX
Through 500 6 1 5 8 125 22 105 169 NO
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 500 8 1 5 10 52 9 38 66 NO
Through
Right Turn 100 33 3 29 39 326 48 240 405 MAX
Second Right

NB

SB

EB

WB

Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 102

Direction Movement

Deer Valley Drive West/Doe Pass Road

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Exceeds
Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

150

30

34

NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

500
500

13

NO
NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers

100

54

28 27

103

NO

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor Snow Park Village
Average Results from 10 Runs 2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
Queue Length PM Peak Hour

Intersection 103 Deer Valley Drive East/Doe Pass Road Signal

Storage Average Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 300 29 2 25 34 249 29 210 297 NO
Through 300 28 2 25 33 248 29 209 296 NO
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 150 7 1 5 9 117 26 69 153 NO
Right Turn 150 7 1 6 10 120 26 73 156 NO
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 75 2 0 1 3 109 9 90 115 MAX
Through
Right Turn 75 2 0 2 3 109 9 90 115 MAX
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

SB

EB

WB

Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 104

Direction

Solamere Drive/Deer Valley Drive East

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500

500

34

34

27

27

44

44

NO

NO

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500
500

NO
NO

WB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

Fehr & Peers

500
500

31

31

12
31

NO
NO

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 105

Direction

Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/Queen Esther Drive

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Exceeds

Maximum Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500
500

NO
NO

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500
500

19

12 0

42

NO
NO

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

500

500

27

78

38

86

NO

NO

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 1 P2 Parking/Doe Pass Road

Storage
Direction Movement (ft) Average

Average Queue (ft)

Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 150 68
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

69

121

1 119 122 NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 125 1
Right Turn 125 0
Second Right

EB

59
38

13 34 73 NO
12 14 52 NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 75 0
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 2 P1 Parking/Doe Pass Road

Storage
Direction Movement (ft) Average

Average Queue (ft)

Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn 150 4
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

78

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 125 0
Right Turn 125 0
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through 75 0
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers

4/3/2023

Page 380 of 539



Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 3

Direction

Movement

Mobility Hub Entrance/Doe Pass Road

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Exceeds

Maximum Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

75
75

13 0
13 0

43
43

NO
NO

WB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

Fehr & Peers

100
100

16
102

17 0
11 70

39
106

NO
MAX

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 4

Direction

Movement

Mobility Hub Exit/Doe Pass Road

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Exceeds
Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

100

100

18

18

36

36

141

140

15 119

15 119

160

160

MAX

MAX

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

100

14

12 0

36

NO

WB

Fehr & Peers

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

75

103

17 59

116

MAX

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 5

Direction

Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/P2 Parking

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

Maximum Queue (ft)

Average Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Exceeds
Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

160

NO

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

300
50

NO
NO

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

150

37

39

117 1 116

118

NO

WB

Fehr & Peers

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 6

Direction Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/P3 Parking

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Exceeds
Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

200

68

23 29

105

NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

160

28

11 12

53

NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

150

35

37

101

1 101

103

NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs

Queue Length

Intersection 7

Direction

Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/P4 Parking

Storage
(ft)

Average

Average Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Snow Park Village

2040 Plus Project - Bus Option

Maximum Queue (ft)
Std. Dev. Minimum

Average

Maximum

PM Peak Hour

Side-street Stop

Exceeds
Storage?

NB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

100

116

14

82

139

MAX

SB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

75
75

NO
NO

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

150

150

19

22

17 6

15 8

66

63

126

146

26

18

84

111

181

170

NO

NO

WB

Fehr & Peers

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

4/3/2023
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Vissim Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length

Intersection 8

Direction Movement

Deer Valley Drive East/Pick-up/Drop-off

Storage Average Queue (ft)
(ft) Average Std. Dev. Minimum

Maximum

Average

Snow Park Village
2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
PM Peak Hour

Uncontrolled

Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds

Minimum Maximum Storage?

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

150 39 38 4

124

201

99 270 MAX

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

SB

150 10 10 1

36

90

52 170 NO

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

EB

U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

WB

Fehr & Peers
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Vissim Post-Processor Snow Park Village
Average Results from 10 Runs 2040 Plus Project - Bus Option
Queue Length PM Peak Hour

Intersection 0 // Signal

Storage Average Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Exceeds
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Storage?
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right
U Turn
Second Left
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Second Right

NB

SB

SE

EB

WB

Fehr & Peers 4/3/2023

Page 387 of 539



Copyright © 2020 All rights reserved. The Urban Land Institute, International Council of Shopping Centers, and National Parking Association.

Project: UT20-2245
Description: Snow Park Transportation Study

Park City Minimum Parking Rates Based Nonshared Parkin mand Summary

= e

Project Data Non- Non- eak Hr Peak Mo | Estimated eak Hr Peak Mo | Estimated
Land Use Captive Project | Unit For Driving Captive Project | Unit For parkin parkin
i P Ratio Ratio Adj P E] Ratio 8 8
6 AM 6 AM

Quantity i Ratio Ratio December| Demand December| Demand
Retail
Retail (<400 ksf) 25,866 sf GLA 3.22 100% 100% 3.22 ksf GLA | 3.20 100% 100% 3.20 ksf GLA 100% 100% 84 100% 100% 83
Employee 0.78 100% 100% 0.78 0.80 100% 100% 0.80 100% 100% 21 100% 100% 21
Food and Beverage
Entertainment and Institutions
Convention Center 30,879 sf GLA 5.73 100% 100% 5.73 ksf GLA 5.73 100% 100% 5.73 ksf GLA 100% 100% 177 100% 100% 177
Employee 0.52 100% 100% 0.52 0.52 100% 100% 0.52 100% 100% 17 100% 100% 17
Hotel and Residential
Hotel-Business keys 0.87 100% 100% 0.87 key 0.87 100% 100% 0.87 key 100% 100% ° 100% 100% °
Hotel-Leisure 193 keys 0.87 100% 100% 0.87 key 0.87 100% 100% 0.87 key 100% 100% 168 100% 100% 168
Hotel Employees 193 keys 0.13 100% 100% 0.13 key 0.13 100% 100% 0.13 key 100% 100% 25 100% 100% 25
Restaurant/Lounge 5,451 sf GLA 4.24 100% 100% 4.24 ksf GLA 4.26 100% 100% 4.26 ksf GLA 100% 100% 24 100% 100% 24
Meeting/Banquet (0 to 20 sq ft/key) sf GLA 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 ksf GLA 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 ksf GLA 100% 100% ° 100% 100% °
Meeting/Banquet (20 to 50 sq ft/key) sf GLA 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 ksf GLA | 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 ksf GLA 100% 100% e 100% 100% e
Meeting/Banquet (50 to 100 sq ft/key) sf GLA 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 ksf GLA 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 ksf GLA 100% 100% - 100% 100% -
Convention (100 to 200 sq ft/key) sf GLA 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 ksf GLA 5.50 100% 100% 5.50 ksf GLA 100% 100% = 100% 100% o
Convention (> 200 sq ft/key) sf GLA 4.58 100% 100% 4.58 ksf GLA 4.58 100% 100% 4.58 ksf GLA 100% 100% ° 100% 100% °
Restaurant/Meeting Employees 5,451 sf GLA 0.76 100% 100% 0.76 ksf GLA 0.74 100% 100% 0.74 ksf GLA 100% 100% 5 100% 100% 5
Residential, Urban 0%
Studio Efficiency units 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 unit 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 unit 100% 100% = 100% 100% =
1 Bedroom 11 units 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 unit 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 unit 100% 100% ° 100% 100% °
2 Bedrooms units 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 unit 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 unit 100% 100% - 100% 100% -
3+ Bedrooms 132 units 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 unit 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 unit 100% 100% = 100% 100% o
Reserved 100% res spaces 1.44 100% 100% 1.44 unit 141 100% 100% 141 unit 100% 100% 206 100% 100% 201
Visitor 143 units 0.06 100% 100% 0.06 unit 0.08 100% 100% 0.08 unit 100% 100% 9 100% 100% 13
Office
Additional Land Uses
Ski Resort (as observed during data collection) 1 count 1,500 100% 100% 1,500 count 1,500 100% 100% 1,500 count 100% 100% 1,500 100% 100% 1,500
Employee 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 0.00 100% 100% 0.00 100% 100% - 100% 100% -
Customer/Visitor 1,962 Customer 1,965
Employee/Resident 68 | Employee/Resident 68
Reserved 206 Reserved 201
Total 2,236 Total 2,234
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Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

Attachment A:
Trip Generation Memorandum
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FEHR 4 PEERS

MEMORANDUM

Date: January 21, 2022

To: Alexandra Ananth, Park City Planning

From: Fehr & Peers

Subject: Revised Trip Generation Estimates for the Snow Park Village Traffic Impact
Study

UT20-2245

This memorandum presents revised trip generation estimates for the proposed Snow Park Village
project at Deer Valley Resort. The original trip generation estimates included in the Traffic Impact
Study (April 2021) were reviewed by Park City staff and Wall Consulting Group (WCG), a third-party
reviewer retained by the City. Park City staff, through WCG, requested revisions to the trip
generation estimates with supporting documentation and/or rationale. Revisions presented in this
memorandum are based on an updated land use plan, a local precedent study, comparable trip
resort analysis, published trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, and
mode shift assumptions derived from the Summit County travel demand model. This memorandum
is an intermediate deliverable while additional details regarding site access and circulation are being

resolved.

In summary, revised trip generation estimates for the Snow Park Village project show 2,276 daily
trips, 162 trips in the Saturday AM peak-hour, and 204 trips in the Saturday PM peak hour. When
compared with estimates included in the April 2021 traffic impact study, this results in an 60 percent
increase in estimated daily trips, 80 percent increase in the Saturday AM peak-hour trips, and a 148

percent increase in the Saturday PM peak-hour trips.

Trip Generation Estimates

Trip generation estimates focus on Saturday AM and PM peak-hour operations due to the nature
of how a ski resort operates: skier traffic is consistently highest on Saturdays. Updated trip

generation estimates for Snow Park Village are presented below in Table 1.

2180 South 1300 East | Suite 220 | Salt Lake City, UT 84106 | (801) 463-7600
www.fehrandpeers.com
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Page 3 of 5

Key Revisions

Trip generation estimates in this memorandum incorporate several key revisions, including:

e Updated resort hotel trip generation rates taken from the 2018 Canyons Village
Transportation Master Plan

e Assumed mode shift away from private car taken from MXD, the Environmental Protection
Agency's approved trip generation method, and the Summit County travel demand model
for all proposed land uses

e Reductions in trip generation rates due to the implementation of paid parking for day
skiers and most proposed land uses

e Reliance on trip internalization derived from MXD and the Summit County travel demand
model for most proposed land uses

e The rate of internal capture assumed due to complementary land uses derived from

analysis at a peer resort (Palisades at Tahoe, formerly known as Squaw Valley)

This combination of updates represents a much more conservative foundation for subsequent
traffic analysis. Each of these changes and justification for each are described in greater detail

below.

Resort Hotel Trip Generation Rates

The third-party reviewers (WCG) noted that the resort hotel trip generation rates appeared
unreasonably low based on observed trip generation rates recorded during the development of the
2018 Canyons Village Transportation Master Plan. While there are a handful of key factors that
might result in trip generation rates closer to those in the original Snow Park Village Traffic Impact
Study, including proximity to the interstate and other complementary land uses, estimates in this

memorandum used the local rates recorded at the Canyons.

Assumed Mode Shift

To avoid double-counting potential reductions, as was the case in the original Snow Park Village
traffic impact study, the trip generation estimates in this memorandum rely solely on mode shift
derived from the MXD methodology and underlying assumptions from the regional travel demand
model. These reductions, which are shown in the columns titled "% Walk/Bike” and “% Transit,” are

applied to all proposed land uses. This results in a more conservative and defensible analysis,
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however, it does not account for the planned changes to transit service in Park City and the world-
class transit facility proposed as part of the Snow Park Village project. Potential mode shift to transit

for those traveling to and from Deer Valley may be higher following such improvements.

Reduction in Vehicle Trips due to Implementation of Paid Parking

Charging for parking is a reliable method by which to influence mode choice, and Deer Valley
intends to implement paid parking as part of the Snow Park Village proposal. The original Snow
Park Village traffic study assumed a reduction in vehicle trips of nearly 18% and applied it to all
land uses. This reduction was developed based on approximately 50 studies on the effects of paid
parking from across the United States. WCG noted this reduction seemed high based on
assumptions about typical Deer Valley clientele and their assumed willingness to pay for fees in

addition to lift tickets, meal, lessons, and/or equipment rentals.

Reductions in trip generation due to the implementation of paid parking at Deer Valley have been
scaled back to present a more conservative estimate of how parking pricing will affect trip
generation. While we agree that some Deer Valley clientele may be much less sensitive to additional
costs associated with a day’s skiing as presented in the traffic study, almost 45% of existing trips to
and from Deer Valley start and end at points along the Wasatch Front, residents of which are more
likely to alter their behavior based on willingness to pay (note the massive increase in peripheral
on-street parking at a greater distance to ski lifts at Deer Valley's IKON pass-sharing resort,
Solitude). Lastly, reductions in trip generation due to the implementation of parking pricing are
applied only to the resort hotel-, shopping center-, and recreational community center-generated
trips, as proposed residential uses at the site are unlikely to require that residents pay for parking

on a daily basis.

Trip Internalization Derived from MXD

A fundamental element of the Snow Park Village proposal is to provide amenities, services, and
entertainment options that complement each other and the ski resort itself. This means that peak-
hour trips that might occur without complementary land uses are either delayed (so that they do
not occur during the peak hours) or do not require a vehicle trip due to proximity of different uses.
Trip internalization rates, presented in Table 1 under the column heading "% Internal Capture” are
applied only to the residential-, resort hotel-, and recreational community center-generated trips,
and present a more conservative rate of internalization than presented in the original Snow Park

Village traffic impact study.
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Trip Internalization Derived from Squaw Valley

While the residential, hotel, and community center uses are expected to be destinations unto
themselves that will generate a measurable number of peak-hour vehicle trips, the food service and
retail uses (shown in Table 1 as “"Shopping enter”) are expected to almost exclusively serve guests

already at Deer Valley rather than guests traveling to Deer Valley explicitly for those services.

To support this assumption, trip generation estimates for the shopping center uses in this
memorandum rely on trip internalization estimates derived from an origin-destination survey
conducted at the Squaw Valley, California resort in 2011. Surveys conducted showed that 95-97%
of customers at dining and retail uses in a similar context (ski resort base village) were already at
the village for other purposes, and did not travel solely for the dining/retail use. Reductions based
on the data from Squaw Valley are presented under the column heading "% Resort Int. Capt.” And
are applied only to the shopping center uses. We assume that employees for these uses will almost
exclusively arrive and depart during off-peak periods, resulting in lower reductions for daily trips

generated by the shopping center uses.

Conclusion

Trip generation estimates prepared for the original Snow Park Village traffic impact study were
based on an older land use plan, double-counted some reductions in vehicle trips, applied others
to incorrect land uses, and over-emphasized the potential reductions in vehicle trips derived from
paid parking. However, this memorandum relies on several assumptions that are fundamental to

the Snow Park Village proposal:

e Complementary land uses will reduce peak-hour vehicle trips by providing alternatives to
driving

e Employees will typically arrive and depart during off-peak periods

e Charging for parking is one of the most powerful tools available for influencing mode

choice, relying on an appropriate pricing structure being implemented

The trip generation estimates presented in this memorandum represent a conservative set of

analyses that will inform a fully revised traffic impact study for the Snow Park Village Project.

Page 393 of 539



Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis

Attachment B:
Snow Park Village Parking
Management Plan

FEHR 4 PEERS

Page 394 of 539



FEHR 4 PEERS

MEMORANDUM

Date: January 21, 2022

To: Rich Wagner, Deer Valley

From: Fehr & Peers

Subject: Snow Park Village MPD Parking Response

UT20-2245

The current parking experience at Deer Valley follows a well-established surface parking scenario,
typical of ski resorts. There are five large surface lots that hold approximately 1,340 cars. There is
also a long-standing agreement with Park City to allow for overflow parking on parts of Deer Valley

Drive on peak visitation days.

Parking Layout

The proposed redevelopment of the base area (Snow Park) will change the parking experience in

three significant ways:

e Parking will be in structures;

e There will be a paid parking program, with variable pricing based on season and demand;

e There will be a robust parking management program that includes parking and
availability information to visitors as they approach the development, parking garages,
and once within, and will rely heavily on Deer Valley's high-quality customer service
provided by trained staff.

For phase 1, the proposed parking garages will be on four levels. Each level will have a prescribed
function as outlined below. Parking loading will be managed level by level, utilizing guest services
staff and electronic messaging. To help ensure that the majority of traffic coming to Snow Park
does not conflict with transit on Doe Pass Road, signing, striping, and prominent wayfinding will
direct the majority of personal vehicles to use Deer Valley Drive East to enter the garages, while
transit and shuttle vehicles will be directed to Deer Valley Drive West and/or Doe Pass Road. The
primary entrances to the garages, for levels P2, P3, and P4, will be from Deer Valley Drive East.

There are no internal garage connections between levels allowing each level of the garage to serve

2180 South 1300 East | Suite 220 | Salt Lake City, UT 84106 | (801) 463-7600
www.fehrandpeers.com
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as an independent programmable parking resource. The layout and uses are shown in the attached

Parking Allocation figure.

P1 Parking - this level will be divided between two user groups with a total of 406 stalls.
Hotel/condo uses will have 202 stalls. The other 204 stalls may be utilized by valet parking and/or
credentialed access users. Access to this area is from Doe Pass near the intersection Deer Valley
Drive west. Due to its restricted uses, demand for spaces on P1 is expected to be relatively low, with
hotel patrons parking vehicles for multiple days at once. In addition, it is unlikely that all hotel
patrons will need to park at times that coincide with peak day skier arrival, further reducing the

expected number of vehicles on Doe Pass Road during peak hours.

P2 Parking — this level will have 368 stalls. It will primarily be used for winter day skiers and summer
resort guests during those seasons, transient parking and special event parking during event
periods. Access is provided on Deer Valley Drive East, however an auxiliary exit is provided
accessing Doe Pass to add flexibility in managing egress and minimize potential congestion during

periods of peak parking demand and special events.

P3 Parking — the primary users for this level will be similar to P2; day users, transient parking, special
event parking as well as space dedicated to ski school drop-off/pick-up. There are 375 stalls for
these uses. There are an additional 80 stalls for hotel/condo use, for a total of 455 stalls. Access is
primarily to/from Deer Valley Drive, however an auxiliary entrance/exit is provided accessing Deer
Valley Drive West/Royal Street intersection, which will be dedicated to hotel and condominium

uses.

P4 Parking — there are 90 stalls for ski school, valet, and short-term parking on this level. “Short-
term” means for visitor parking less than 30 minutes for such purposes as pick-up/drop-off, kiss 'n’

ride, and so on. The balance of the parking on this level is 41 for hotel/condo uses.

North Parcel — The north parcel will consist of an additional 450 stalls. These will initially remain
surface parking. This area will eventually consist of two levels, NP1 and NP2, and the total parking
stalls will remain at 450. The north parcel will have the same level of parking management, including
paid parking, and parking management technology, communications via multiple platforms, and

high-touch customer service.

Structured parking layouts ae shown below in Figure 1.
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Figure 1

Parking Level Layouts
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Paid Parking

A paid parking scheme will be implemented in a manner that ensures transactions for inbound
traffic do not cause delays which could impact adjacent streets. The price will vary by season and is
an important tool to encourage all visitors to travel by modes other than driving alone. Signs and

parking processes will be designed to maximize efficiency and minimize congestion.

Recognizing that the much of the typical clientele of Deer Valley are less price-sensitive than many
potential parkers, pricing may be adjusted following initial implementation to ensure that the

preferred reductions in peak parking demand are achieved.

Communications

To achieve the smoothest parking operations possible, parking information will be made available
on Deer Valley's website and integrated into any platforms through which ski passes might be
purchased. Additionally, hotel and condominium uses will be expected to incentivize arrival options

that do not require parking on-site.

Parking availability by level will be integrated into the design of Snow Park. Parking information
will be part of the dynamic wayfinding program included in the development. This information will
be available to the visitor via electronic messaging at key decision points along Deer Valley Drive
East, including at the newly-configured “Y" intersection of Deer Valley Drives East and West, and as
the driver approaches the garage entrances. Parking communication may also be integrated into

various phone and web apps operated by the resort, city, county, etc.

Once inside the parking levels, parking availability and general internal wayfinding will be
incorporated into the design to improve access rates, guiding visitors to available spaces. The exact
technologies and vendors have not been determined at this point, but it will employ the most
appropriate and technologically advanced parking and transportation systems to ensure an efficient

and user-friendly parking experience with minimal impact on adjacent streets.
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Snow Park Village — TDM Plan
October 2022

1. Project Description and TDM
Approach

This Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan describes the proposed approach to reduce the total
number of vehicle trips at the Snow Park Village project at Deer Valley Resort in Park City, Utah. The Park
City Municipal Corporation (PCMC), through its planning department review of the project application, has
requested that a standalone TDM Plan be developed for the project. In addition, the City adopted a TDM
Plan in 2016 that specifies how the City seeks to reduce vehicle trips through TDM strategies. A reduction
in vehicle trips will reduce local pollution, greenhouse gas emissions and improve the quality of life for all

who live and work in Park City by reducing vehicle traffic.

This document describes how Deer Valley intends to reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicle (SOV)
trips to Snow Park Village using a variety of TDM options. This plan is based heavily on PCMC's existing
TDM plan and strategies therein, adopted in August 2016.

Additionally, this plan formalizes TDM offerings that are already provided by Deer Valley to guests and
employees for some time. In addition to describing existing offerings, this plan includes new TDM measures
to help reduce SOV trips and monitor program effectiveness through ongoing collaboration with PCMC

staff and other major destinations in Park City.

1.1 Project Description

Snow Park Village proposes to repurpose the existing surface parking lots of the Snow Park base area at
Deer Valley Resort for a mixed-use development including hotel, residential, retail and events center uses.
Snow Park Village is approximately 1.5 miles from downtown Park City and approximately 2.5 miles from

the Pak City Mountain Resort base area. Snow Park Village's location in Park City is shown in Figure 1.

The bulk of activity at the Snow Park Village is expected to take place during normal business hours. Parking
at the site will be priced and include standard and ADA-compliant spaces. Central to the success of the
project, a multimodal mobility hub is proposed on Deer Valley Drive, will facilitate non-automobile
connections to key destinations in Park City, elsewhere in Summit County, and the Salt Lake Valley. Full
build-out of Snow Park Village will include a network of dedicated pedestrian paths within the project, as

well as connections to area cycling and pedestrian facilities.

FEHR 4 PEERS 4
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1.2 TDM Approach

The success of a TDM program relies on creating a system to manage travel demand that shifts the behavior
of those traveling to and from Snow Park from using single occupant vehicles to options other than driving
alone. The following sections describe the menu of transportation choices that will make it easier and more
convenient to use modes other than driving alone. Through an evaluation of anonymized mobile phone
data, provided by a third-party vendor, this Plan has been assembled with the knowledge that a substantial
portion of those traveling to and from Deer Valley do so from points around the region. The origins and
destinations of Deer Valley's guests and employees are dispersed throughout northern Utah, with the
largest share traveling to and from points along the Wasatch Front, as shown in Figure 2. This variety of
travel patters requires a robust and diverse program to reduce drive alone trips. A diverse and flexible TDM
program will allow Deer Valley to match the transportation services to the travel needs of all traveling to
and from Snow Park Village. The TDM Plan described in the following sections supports the project's
commitment to managing vehicle traffic to and from Snow Park Village while maintaining flexibility in

response to changing travel behavior and regional transportation investments.
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2. Snow Park Village TDM Program

2.1 Primary TDM measures

Deer Valley will provide a variety of opportunities for those traveling to and from Snow Park to choose
travel modes that are not driving alone. These are categorized as incentivizing using transit, riding a bicycle,

sharing a car, or some combination thereof. A summary of the Primary TDM measures can be found in

Table 1.

Table 1: Primary TDM Measures

Measure Status Description
. Subsidized UTA transit passes for Deer
Transit pass - L
. Existing Program Valley employees living in Salt Lake Valley
subsidy
and Utah Valley
Bicycle Amenities Bicycle repair tools and dedicated bicycle
New Program . .
and Perks parking at key locations
. Educational and promotional events to
Education and .
. Existing Program encourage travelers to use by modes
Promotion o
other than driving alone.
Parking New Program Efficient, .constrained,'and priced .parking
Management to discourage drive-alone trips

Operate designated employee transit to

Employee Transit Existing Program facilitate efficient employee commutes
through an appealing alternative

Real-Time New Proaram Communicate traffic conditions in real
Messaging 9 time to travelers
Appoint a TDM Identify a staff member to oversee the
. New Program
Coordinator TDM program

Source: Deer Valley

More detailed descriptions of the Primary TDM Measures can be found below.
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To incentivize traveling by bicycle, Deer Valley plans to implement the bicycling-based TDM strategies listed
in Table 2.

Table 2: Bicycling and Walking TDM Strategies

Biking/Walking

Strategies Description
Implement Bicycle New  Day Guests Snow Park Village's site plan includes the provision of safe and
Parking at Key Program Commuters convenient locations to park bicycles, encouraging their use
Destinations and Employees and removing barriers such as frustration in finding secure
Transit Stops parking and bicycle theft. This includes the proposed mobility

hub on Deer Valley Drive, a key connecting point for trips to
and from Snow Park.

Expand e-Bike Share New  Day Guests Snow Park Village will include a relocated PCMC e-bike-share
Program Commuters station with direct access to the mobility hub. This will expand
Employees coverage of the existing e-bike share service in Park City and
enable more non-automobile trips for people traveling to and
from Snow Park Village.

Install Bicycle Repair New  Day Guests Deer Valley will install two do-it-yourself bicycle repair stands:
Stand Program Commuters one at the proposed mobility hub on Deer Valley Drive, and
Employees another seasonal stand at the Silver Lake Express base. The
repair stands may include an air pump and basic tools to make
minor bicycle repairs. Additional repair options include full-
service bike shop(s) during the summer season and on-
mountain assistance from Bike Patrol.

Source: Deer Valley

To incentivize traveling by modes other than driving alone, Deer Valley plans to implement the parking-
based TDM strategies listed in Table 3.

Table 3: Demand Management TDM Strategies

Demand Management Target User

Strategies Groups Description
Implement Real-Time New  Day Skiers  Deer Valley plans to work with the City, UDOT, and
Information Messaging Program Employees = Summit County to deploy VMS boards and other

messaging systems at key locations, including approach
roads, parking areas, and ski lift bases, to inform those
traveling to and from Snow Park Village of current traffic
and parking conditions. Additionally, Deer Valley will use
its website, social media platforms, and mobile
application to notify guests in real time. This will enable

FEHR 4 PEERS 9
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visitors to make more informed transportation choices
allowing for better demand management.

Provide Additional Evening New  Day Skiers  Providing additional activities, food and beverage

Recreation Program Employees options, and/or entertainment for visitors after the ski

Opportunities/Amenities: Overnight  day has ended is an essential element of the Snow Park
Guests Village proposal. Providing opportunities for day skiers to

linger at the base area longer will better distribute peak-
hour outbound vehicle trips.

Source: Deer Valley

To incentivize traveling by modes other than driving alone, Deer Valley plans to implement the parking-
based TDM strategies listed in Table 4.

Table 4: Policy-Based TDM Strategies

Policy
Strategies Description
Provide Employee Existing  Employees Deer Valley has and will continue to provide subsidized
Housing Program housing for its employees in and around Park City. The

locations of this housing allow for shorter commutes with
access to public transit or shuttles, and increases the
likelihood of ridesharing among employees. Any active, full-
time staff member is eligible for employee housing. Employee
housing is distributed throughout Park City and Heber City in
areas that are served by public and employee transit.

Provide Employee Existing Employees  Deer Valley employees are able use various on-site amenities

Amenities Program that will be provided at Snow Park Village, including
employee dining rooms that offer discounted meals, and
employee locker rooms that allow for storage of personal
items to reduce the need for trips off-site during shift
changes and during mealtimes.

Childcare Existing Day Skiers = Parents managing childcare are among those who are most
Program  Employees attached to private vehicles for personal travel, and providing
Overnight  on-site childcare in the form of both nursery/day care
Guests programs, and on-mountain options for active childcare will
reduce the need for parents to make multiple local trips and
enable their use of non-SOV modes by collocating services.
Deer Valley employees are eligible for discounted childcare
programs.

Source: Deer Valley

To incentivize traveling by modes other than driving alone, Deer Valley plans to implement the parking-
based TDM strategies listed in Table 5.
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Implement
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Management

Source: Deer Valley

Existing Day Skiers
Program Employees

New  Day Skiers
Program Employees
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Description

Deer Valley will continue to assess the need for remote or satellite
parking areas for days on which parking demand requires additional
capacity beyond that which is provided at the base area itself. The
only designated off-site parking location that has been used by Deer
Valley is Treasure Mountain Middle School, and is used solely on
days of particularly high demand.

A fundamental aspect of Snow Park Village's proposed parking
system is to charge for parking, a direct incentive to those traveling
to Deer Valley to more efficiently utilize vehicle capacity, specifically
for day skiers. The cost of parking at Snow Park Village will be set at
a level that will incentivize higher-occupancy vehicles when traveling
to and from Snow Park, a direct disincentive to drive alone. While
many Deer Valley patrons are likely less price sensitive to additional
charges such as paid parking, available data suggests that a
substantial portion of day traffic originates from points along the
Wasatch Front, from where patrons are expected to be more price
sensitive to parking fees, increasing their likelihood of mode shift.

11
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To incentivize traveling by modes other than driving alone, Deer Valley plans to implement the
programmatic TDM strategies listed in Table 6.

Table 6: Program-Based TDM Strategies

Programmatic Target User

Strategies (SIS Description
Establish a TDM New Employees  Deer Valley will identify an existing staff member to act as
Coordinator Program  Day Skiers  the TDM coordinator, a central source for TDM program
Overnight information. The TDM coordinator may fill many roles, but
Guests may be responsible for: real-time messaging of traffic

conditions to travelers, distribute information on new or
adapted TDM program offerings, and evaluate the
effectiveness and use of TDM program elements. The TDM
coordinator will also continue to explore new TDM options
that best serve Deer Valley guests and/or employees. The
TDM coordinator will be the main point of contact with the
City and will facilitate communication in connection with
the proposed monitoring program. This coordinator will
meet with Park City staff on a regular basis to discuss on-
going adjustments to the TDM measures.

Provide Tailored Existing ~ Employees  Deer Valley will develop and distribute targeted messaging

Information and Program  Day Skiers  and promotions to ensure that different user groups are

Promotions Overnight aware of the TDM measures most relevant to their needs.
Guests These promotions may include gamification to further

incentivize non-drive alone trips. Deer Valley supports a
mobile app used by employees that allows them to
organize rides sharing, and identify transit, bike and
walking options for their commute. The application also
offers incentives to Deer Valley employees for not driving
alone to work. Deer Valley will encourage all ski area-
serving businesses (namely hotels and other lodging) to
further emphasize their transportation offerings that allow
guests to rely less on private vehicles and more on shared
mobility.

Source: Deer Valley
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To incentivize traveling to and from Snow Park by transit, Deer Valley plans to implement the transit-based
TDM strategies listed in Table 7.

Table 7: Transit TDM Strategies

Transit
Strategies Description
Provide Existing Employees To complement public transit service and supplement in certain areas
Employee Program where public transit may not yet exist, Deer Valley will continue to
Transit provide private employee transit to and from Snow Park to allow Deer

Valley employees to travel longer distances (such as from Heber City)
on employee shuttles. Deer Valley contracts through Le Bus to operate
full-sized coach buses for their employees. In a typical (non-Covid) year,
Deer Valley provides three AM peak-period and two PM peak-period
shuttle runs to serve their employees living in River's Edge and Heber

City.
Subsidize Existing Employees Deer Valley provides subsidized Utah Transit Authority passes to
Transit Passes Program employees commuting to Deer Valley from Utah and Salt Lake Valleys.
for Inter-City
Commuters

Source: Deer Valley
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3. Program Monitoring and
Adaptation

Deer Valley has a strong interest in making trips to and from Snow Park Village as efficient and enjoyable
as possible. Doing so is not only a way to improve the overall experience for all who visit Snow Park, but it
also allows Deer Valley to contribute to shared goals for reducing traffic impacts within Park City and

Summit County.

3.1 Monitoring Program

Deer Valley will conduct internal monitoring to best understand how various user groups are getting to
Snow Park, how best to improve their experiences, and how to optimize their experience while minimizing
their impact on area traffic and the environment. Elements of the TDM program may be adapted, added, or
eliminated over time as Deer Valley strives to achieve maximum effectiveness with its TDM program. The
Snow Park TDM program will change over time as travel behaviors change and the transportation context

around Snow Park evolves.

Ongoing, real-time traffic monitoring will be enabled by a Deer Valley-funded and managed monitoring
traffic monitoring station at the Deer Valley Drive / Deer Valley Drive East / Deer Valley Drive West
intersection. This will allow for ongoing traffic counts, recording of queueing via still imagery, and year-

over-year comparison at a crucial intersection in Park City.

The TDM coordinator will be responsible for ongoing collaboration and coordination with PCMC staff to
ensure that goals are shared and TDM measures managed by Deer Valley are complementing those enacted
by the City. To that end, semiannual meetings will take place among Deer Valley, PCMC staff, and other

TDM coordinators:

e Prior to each ski season, relevant parties will gather to share relevant updates for the upcoming
season, and identify potential opportunities for collaboration, share expectations for the coming
months, and discuss performance metrics to be tracked

e Following each ski season, the same parties will meet to share lessons learned and review
program performance as recorded by agreed-upon performance metrics, and establish potential
action items during the off-season

With ongoing updates to local transit service operated by both Park City Transit and High Valley Transit,
Deer Valley will strive to avoid duplication of transit service offerings. Deer Valley's TDM program is

intended to support the use of public transit among the public rather than act as an alternative to public
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transit service. As public transit coverage expands, Deer Valley will adapt its program to support local transit

agencies.

3.1.1 Annual Monitoring Report

To evaluate the effectiveness of Deer Valley's TDM program, and inform potential adjustments to the
program, Deer Valley will develop an annual monitoring report to be submitted to Park City staff for review.
Submittal of this report will fall between semi-annual meeting with Park City staff and other TDM program

mangers in Park City.

To the greatest extent possible, data collected for this monitoring effort will rely on existing or to-be-
implemented sources. This will improve consistency across monitoring periods and allow for flexibility

around weather or other events if needed.
Deer Valley will collect the following types of data for their TDM monitoring effort:

e Seven-day vehicle counts at all Snow Park Village driveways, to be analyzed and summarized by a
third-party consultant. This data will be analyzed and summarized by a third-party consultant

e Average vehicle occupancy collected on one weekday and one weekend day, collected by a third-
party vendor or Deer Valley staff, to be analyzed and summarized by a third-party consultant

e Ski season transit ridership, summarized at the stop and daily levels and provided by transit
operators, to be analyzed and summarized by a third-party consultant

e Available data regarding program utilization from the Ride On Park City platform, to be analyzed

and summarized by a third-party consultant

If additional or revised analyses are requested by the City, those requests can be reviewed and possibly

scoped in advance of the first monitoring report.

FEHR 4 PEERS 15
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WALL CONSULTANT GROUP

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Date: Wednesday, May 3, 2023

To: John Robertson, City Engineer

Cc: Alexandra Ananth, Senior Planner

From: Jeremy Searle, PE, PTOE and Gary Horton, SE

Subject: Snow Park Village Transportation Analysis Independent 3rd Party Review

Purpose & Background

WCG has been involved as the independent 3™ party review for the Snow Park Village project by
Deer Valley since September 2021 and has provided multiple reviews of submitted materials and
coordinated with City staff and the Deer Valley team. Through these reviews, meetings, and
coordination, the proposed project has become more defined, better aligned with the goals of
Park City, and more in tune with the feelings of the surrounding community.

Most recently, WCG was asked to review the updated Transportation Analysis — Shared Mobility
Lane Alternative, dated April 2023 for the proposed Snow Park Village Redevelopment project at
Deer Valley and provide comments. This memorandum outlines how previous comments on this
analysis were addressed. No new concerns were identified in the review.

Summary

Generally, WCG finds that the applicant’s transportation analysis is sound, and the previous
traffic related concerns identified were addressed. WCG supports the Shared Managed Lane
(SML) Plan proposed by the applicant, noting that this plan provides the best use of public right
of way by providing improvements for transit balanced with bike lanes, while also improving
transportation for all modes of travel in a safe manner. The proposed transit priority traffic signals
provide Park City the flexibility needed to improve traffic operations while prioritizing transit when
needed. There are a few comments related to driveway design/layout (comments #10, 11, 12)
that are not critical to preliminary approvals, and will be addressed during final design review and
approval. All addressed comments are marked with a green check mark.

Previous Comments

Previously, the Applicant had requested a 20 percent parking reduction for the development.
Recently, they have changed their application to provide the full amount of required parking, which
results in a total of 2,262 required parking stalls. The increase in the number of parking also
results in an expected increase in trips generated. Previously, the Applicant had submitted a
PowerPoint in February 2023 outlining their proposed changes to the trip generation calculations
and assumptions. WCG had previously reviewed this submittal and provided the following
comments. Underneath each comment is an explanation of how each was addressed in the latest
transportation analysis:
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I Why did the assumed transit reduction percentage increase with the removal of the
parking reduction request? It would seem likely that transit ridership would decrease with
the availability of more parking stalls.

This was addressed by decreasing the transit reduction from 3% to 1.5% daily and during the PM
peak hour, and 1% during the AM peak hour. This change in calculating the trip generation is in
line with what is expected with the increase in parking. Therefore, this comment has been
addressed.

2. The diagram on slide 7 shows existing incoming and outgoing trips during the AM and PM
peak hours. It also indicates that a 5% reduction on these counts was assumed to account
for background traffic to Solamere and Queen Esther. However, the diagram shows the
counts on DVD East being collected beyond Solamere and Queen Esther. If the diagram
is accurate, a 5% reduction would not be needed for these counts. Please clarify these
numbers and assumption.

This was addressed by removing the 5% reduction that was previously assumed. Therefore, the
diagram, percent reduction, and overall comment are not relevant anymore.

2. Why was a daily trip generation total not calculated with the revised assumptions? Please
provide a daily trip generation total for the development assuming no parking reduction.

This comment was addressed by providing an updated trip generation table in the new
transportation analysis report, including a daily trip generation total. The projected number of daily
trips from the development is 3,616 trips, with 261 during the AM peak hour and 322 during the
PM peak hour.

¥ Please provide a more detailed parking program for the planned stalls. How many will be
reserved for residents, for the hotel, day skiers, etc? The parking program will greatly
influence the trip generation for the project.

This comment was addressed with the Snow Park Village Parking Management Plan included as
Attachment B in the transportation analysis report. This report provides details on the number of
parking for each use, how each parking level is programmed, circulation, paid parking, etc.

5. Once the trip generation numbers are finalized, an updated ftraffic analysis is
recommended to determine the impact of the additional trips.

This comment was addressed with the new transportation analysis report, which is dated April
2023. The new report includes updating trip generation, analyses, parking information, pick-up /
drop-off loop analyses, etc.

3. Park City Municipal Corporation (PCMC) has a stated goal of reducing peak-hour traffic
volumes by 20% citywide. The applicant’s project will add peak hour traffic in the most
congested areas of the City.
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a. Itis recommended that PCMC staff and the Applicant identify specific goals that
can be measured and achievable. The Deer Valley team has outlined a detailed
TDM plan and a monitoring system. The next step is to finalize the plan and
identify the objectives that should be met with the annual data monitoring
program.

This comment has been partially addressed through the Applicants detailed TDM plan, which
outlines extensive efforts to reduce peak hour traffic. The final step is to continue to work with
City Staff to identify specific metrics and objectives that can be monitored over time and be
flexible in making adjustments as needed.

A7/ The Applicant’s trip distribution assumptions between Deer Valley Drive East and West

~ should be further justified and supported. If the distribution assumed in the TIS is
different in reality, additional queuing will result on Deer Valley Drive East and West, as
well as Doe Pass Road.

a. The most recent plan submitted by the Applicant includes a signal at the “Y-
intersection”, which alleviates much of the concern regarding the distribution and
potential queuing at that intersection. The signal timing can be adjusted, and
transit priority can be added to provide flexibility for different distributions and
transit needs.

b. Itis recommended that ingress into the parking garages be carefully monitored to
ensure that queues do not develop and back up onto City streets. If the
Applicant’s distribution assumptions are not correct this could further exacerbate
this concern.

c. Similarly, the drop-off and pick-up area east of Snow Park Lodge should be
monitored to ensure queues do not develop and back up onto City streets.

This comment was addressed in the most recent transportation analysis report (April 2023). The
distribution was adjusted to more closely match existing travel patterns, and a sensitivity
analysis was completed to show the impacts of changes to the distribution percentages. In
addition, clarification on parking ingress and egress times were confirmed through WGI, a
parking garage design and operations consultant, providing additional confidence in the parking
garage assumptions. Finally, a detailed analysis of the drop-off and pick-up area east of Snow
Park Lodge was completed. This included data on the average dwell time for vehicles in the
pick-up / drop-off area collected in January 2022. This analysis provides a much clearer
understanding of how the pick-up / drop-off area will operate. It shows that during peak times it
is anticipated to operate at LOS E, with an average of 44 sec/veh of delay, however it does not
impact adjacent intersections. The report suggests that added efficiencies with on-site staff will
help improve operations as needed.

4}”/ The additional VISSIM transportation analysis does not consider actual travel conditions,
- downstream impacts, or other common causes of delay in the Deer Valley Loop during
peak traffic hours or weather/special events. PCMC has provided actual travel times of
buses traveling these roads during ski season. Utilization of this data to calibrate the
model could provide a more accurate view of the benefits of the SML to transit during
peak congestion times.
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a. Itis recommended that the Applicant refine and calibrate the VISSIM model to
better represent actual conditions and provide a better representation of the
proposed project conditions.

This comment was addressed by the Applicant further refining the VISSIM model, including
collecting additional dwell time data for the pick-up/drop-off loop. Park City also provided transit
travel time data to further refine the model.

Additional explanation was provided in the report, “The simulation shows traffic circulation with
minimal delays with the proposed configuration in peak ski season conditions. Because of the
lack of congestion, the buses simulated in this analysis travel in near free-flow conditions. This
was due to the models being calibrated to typical travel times. Bus and vehicle travel time
measurements were provided by Deer Valley and Park City, which showed several outlier days
with excessive travel times. However, the calibrated VISSIM model travel times were closer to
the median travel times observed from the data.”

& The applicant does not provide enough detail about the assumptions for the pick/up drop
off loop of 100 pick/up drop/off vehicles, 50 Transportation Network Company (TNC)
vehicles, and 50 Valet vehicles were developed.

a. WCG has requested additional detail outlining what data was collected to support
these assumptions and what happens to the internal circulation if these numbers
are low.

This comment was addressed with a detailed analysis for the drop-off and pick-up area in the
latest transportation analysis report (April 2023). This included data on the average dwell time
for vehicles in the pick-up / drop-off area collected in January 2022. This analysis provides a
much clearer understanding of how the pick-up / drop-off area will operate. It shows that during
peak times it is anticipated to operate at LOS E, with an average of 44 sec/veh of delay,
however it does not impact adjacent intersections. The report suggests that added efficiencies
with on-site staff will help improve operations as needed.

10. Some driveway widths do not appear to meet LMC § 15-3-4(C) requirements but may
facilitate efficient garage ingress.

As conditions of final approval, these modifications need to be addressed with the final design.

11. The intersection of Royal Street and a proposed new driveway across the street do not
appear to meet LMC § 15-3-3(H) requirements.
a. ltis recommended that the Applicant coordinate with City Staff on adjustments to
the proposed driveway to meet City code.

As conditions of final approval, these modifications need to be addressed with the final design.
12. The driveway spacing of some driveways on Doe Pass Road does not appear to meet
LMC § 15-3-3(H) requirements

a. lItis recommended that the Application coordinate with City Staff on adjustments
to driveway spacing on Doe Pass Road to meet City code.
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As conditions of final approval, these modifications need to be addressed with the final design.

#£. A review of the bus auto-turn templates show that buses can make the required turning
movements.
a. lItis recommended that another review be completed in the final design phases.

As noted above, the current design does meet bus turning requirements. Additional review is
required with any design changes.

Applicant Proposed Mitigation Measures
The Applicant proposed to implement the following mitigation measures to improve traffic
operations, safety, active transportation, and transit operations:

1. Reconfiguring the “Y-intersection” and adding signalized traffic control, which helps to
establish a new access pattern for visitors while providing safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists, as well as transit pre-emption.

2. A new left-turn deceleration and acceleration lane at Solamere Drive and Queen Esther
Drive.

3. Reducing parking demand by implementing paid parking and shared parking for the
development.

4. Improving the active transportation network with new or improved trails, safer crossings,
and multi-use paths.

5. A new on-site mobility hub with space for six buses and additional amenities.

6. A new ftraffic signal at the intersection of Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive East with
transit signal pre-emption capabilities to expedite transit service into and out of the
proposed mobility hub.

7. Either dedicated bike lanes or bike lanes during the summer and dedicated transit lanes
during the peak winter season, depending on which transportation alternative is chosen.

8. A detailed transportation demand management plan that outlines a lot of measures the
applicant is both currently doing and new measures that they plan to implement to reduce
travel demand (see Snow Park Village TDM Plan for details).
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Snow Park Traffic Study
Independent Review

Wall Consultant Group
June 15, 2023




Overview WCGC

WCG provided an independent 3" party review, including
« 17 different applicant submittals
* 11 different formal reviews of the proposed development.

* Numerous meetings with the applicant and City staff

Page 421 of 539



Trip Generation \\\CC‘

Table 3: Snow Park Traffic

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
AN N N N W NN
Existing Traffic 5227 5,329 10,550 1,019 1,236
MNew Trips 1,808 1,808 3,676 176 85 261 115 207 322

Total Trips 7,029 F137 14,166 946 334 1,280 448 1,110 1,558
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Table 2: Trip Generation Comparison

The applicant is
i : Mar 2023 Update (Full _
currently proposing
2,236 total stalls on site Daily 2.276 3616 1,340
AM Peak Hour 162 267 99
for Snow Park, as PM Peak Hour 204 322 118

required by City code.

Table 3: 2040 Plus Project Peak Hour Total Traffic Volume Assumptions
Previously, a 20%

Traffic Volume Assumptions

| | i Mar 2023 Update (Full
reduction in parking Nov 2022 Study barking Sanely | e—
Total Vehicles | Total Traffic
was p ro pOSEd ( N OoV. Inbound | Qutbound | Total |Inbound|Qutbound| Total
2022 stu dy) Aﬂ:uerak 1,043 454 1,497 1,136 460 1,596 99 7%
P“H"::fk 584 1,195 1,779 595 1,302 1,897 118 7%
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Proposed by Applicant

1. Reconfiguring the “Y-intersection” with the addition of signalized traffic control
* new access pattern for visitors
» safety for pedestrians and bicyclists
* transit pre-emption
2. A new left-turn deceleration and acceleration lane
* Solamere Drive
* Queen Esther Drive
3. Reducing parking demand by
* implementing paid parking
* shared parking for the development
4. Improving the active transportation network with
* new or improved trails
* safer crossings
* multi-use paths
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Proposed by Applicant

5. A new transit mobility hub
* Room for 6 buses
* Restrooms & lockers
e Additional amenities
6. Traffic signal at Doe Pass Road / Deer Valley Drive East
* Transit pre-emption
» Safety for pedestrians and bicyclists
7. Shared Mixed Lanes
e Bike Lanes during summer
* Dedicated transit lanes during peak winter season
8. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan
e OQutlines existing programs and efforts to reduce trips
* Identifies new strategies to reduce trips
* See Snow Park Village TDM Plan for details
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Please see the WCG review memo dated May 3", 2023 for details.

A few highlights of our review include:

* Concerns with trip generation and distribution were corrected

Questions about parking were addressed with a detailed parking management plan
Concerns about the pick-up / drop-off area were addressed

The VISSIM model was calibrated and refined with additional data

Page 426 of 539



Recommended Next Steps \\\CC‘

WCG recommends the following next steps:

 PCMC Staff and the Deer Valley Team establish a regular TDM meeting schedule

* Implement a monitoring system

» Establish clear goals and metrics that can be tracked and measured

* Be flexible in trying new methods for reducing travel demand

* Consider reservation parking and reconsider the parking reduction with offsite
mitigation (20% reduction to support Park City goals)

* Driveway spacing and access widths can be refined if the project proceeds towards
final design
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City Council
Staff Report

Subject: DEI and Mental Health Special Service Contracts Funding
Author: Hans Jasperson

Department: Budget, Debt, & Grants

Date: November 16, 2023

Type of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendation

The Special Service Contract Subcommittee completed its review and evaluation
process to recommend awarding the FY24-25 Diversity, Equity, Inclusion (DEI), and
Mental Health Special Service Contracts. The Subcommittee seeks Council review,
discussion, and approval.

DEI Special Service Contracts Background

Park City has long provided strong support to local nonprofits. Each year, the City
Council has appropriated funds to local nonprofit organizations to help provide
additional public services sought by the community that the municipality might otherwise
provide but does not have the expertise or workforce. Common and historical examples
include support for affordable housing, trails, and tourism.

In FY21, after considerable debate and discussion, the City Council created two new
Special Service Contract categories to help with the administrative process and to target
community needs otherwise unmet. They are:

¢ Regular Service Contracts: Contracts for services that further core City goals
and are likely desired for the foreseeable future without interruption. Contracts
are awarded for up to four years. Common examples include support for local
food pantries, emergency services for unemployed and underemployed local
residents, and safe haven support services for local victims of domestic violence.

o DEI Special Service Contracts: Contracts for services that align with the recent
Community Social Equity Strategic Plan. These contracts are primarily used as
short-term funding for new or innovative local projects, limited to two years, in
areas identified in the Social Equity Strategic Plan but otherwise not offered by
the municipality.

In FY22, 13 local nonprofits were awarded DEI Special Service Contracts for the first
time for two-year terms (Exhibit A). Examples included additional affordable housing
outreach to Park City’s Spanish-speaking community, a new program manager and
advocate at the Park City Senior’s Center, and empowering low-income Park City youth
to enhance their participation in local outdoor recreation programs and opportunities.

FY24-25 DEI Special Service Contract Evaluation Criteria and Priorities
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On August 31, 2023, a request for proposals (RFP) was announced and advertised
locally, and an informational open house was held for potential applicants. Applications
were accepted through September 18, 2023, and reviewed by the Special Service
Contract Subcommittee: Councilors Gerber and Toly, and City Staff S. Pearce (Exec),
E. Rangel (Recreation), and P. Arreola (Transportation).

Applicants must meet a minimum level of criteria:
o Be a federally recognized nonprofit (or apply under the fiscal sponsorship of a
nonprofit organization);
« Demonstrate the need for the program and the specific benefit to the City;
o Demonstrate fiscal stability and sound governance; and
o Certify that the fair market value of services is equal to or exceeds the total
amount of compensation requested from the City.

Additionally, applicants were evaluated on:

e Innovative and/or New Programing — Provides innovative solutions regarding
issues the City faces;

e Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) — Helps to cultivate a community that
engages diverse perspectives, differing ideas, and individuals from different
backgrounds;

e Local Focus — Enhances residents’ quality of life;

e |ssues Awareness — Identifies and addresses our community’s unique concerns
and interests; and

o Affordability — Helps to ease residents’ cost of living.

The Subcommittee reviewed and scored applications to determine how well they fulfilled
the above criteria and community priorities. Funding recommendations were made after
taking those factors into account, along with the funds budgeted for FY24 and FY25
($500,000).

Below is a summary of the Subcommittee’s FY24-25 DEI SSC recommendations:

Applicant Program Description Request | Recommendation
Big Brothers Big Sisters of Utah | At-risk youth mentor program $10,000 | $5,000
Food assistance and basic needs
Christian Center of Park City programs $100,000 | $50,000
Egyptian Theatre YouTheatre after-school program $50,000 | $10,000
Girls on the Run Youth 5K program $6,000 S0
KPCW en Espafiol Spanish language
KPCW news site $152,440 | $70,000

Thrive well-being and prevention
program for middle school & junior

Live Like Sam high students $150,000 | $25,000
Mountain Mediation Communication skills program $41,960 | $10,000
Mountainlands Community Housing Resources Center

Housing Trust operations $80,000 | $70,000
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LGBTQ+ outdoors activities and

Out Trails outreach $60,000 | SO

Arts Council of Park City & Arts & Culture development,

Summit County (1) planning, and programming $60,000 | SO

Arts Council of Park City & Summit Count Arts & Culture

Summit County (2) Master Plan (Project ABC 2.0) $45,000 | $45,000

Park City Community Reframing Racism workshop;

Foundation Equity Advancement Cohort $50,000 | $20,000
Community outreach; Raising

Park City Film Voices film series $75,000 | $30,000

Park City LGBTQ+ Task Force Community outreach; needs

(Equality Utah) assessment; strategic plan $100,000 | $10,000
Outreach/planning coordinator for

Park City Seniors senior center $50,000 | $50,000
Expand childcare services and

PC Tots tuition support $100,000 | $20,000

Park City School District Adult Free childcare for adult education

Education students $20,500 | $10,000
Community Health Worker to
provide outreach to underserved

People's Health Clinic communities $120,000 | $50,000
Outdoor recreation programs for

Youth Sports Alliance low- to moderate-income youth $40,000 | $25,000

Park City Arts & Culture

One organization, the Arts Council of Park City & Summit County, submitted a proposal
to provide ongoing Arts & Cultural services for PCMC. The City does not currently have
a dedicated Arts or Cultural Affairs division, as some municipalities. Though the
Subcommittee found the proposal interesting, no funding was recommended. Instead,
the Subcommittee suggested the Arts Council apply for a regular service contract next
year.

Mental Health Special Service Contracts Background

The Summit County Mental Wellness Alliance was formed in 2017 to address the need
for additional mental health and substance abuse resources in Park City. The Alliance
developed the Summit County Mental Wellness Strategic Plan. The plan identifies five
strategic goals: access, prevention and education, success and sustainability, recovery
and reintegration, and equity.

In FY23, the City used the Strategic Plan to help score and award the Mental Health
Special Service Contracts (Mental Health SSC). Six organizations were awarded one-
year contracts (Exhibit A). Unfortunately, in September 2023, the convener of the
Alliance, CONNECT Summit County, closed its doors and is no longer operational.

FY24-25 Mental Health Special Service Contract Selection Criteria and Priorities
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The RFP for Mental Health SSCs followed the same timeline and process as the RFP
for the DEI SSCs. Applications were reviewed by the Mental Health SSC
Subcommittee: Councilors Gerber and Toly; City Staff S. Pearce (Exec) and J.
Gesualdo-Gallup (Building); and Pamella Bello (Summit County Behavioral Health).

Mental Health SSC applicants must meet a minimum level of criteria:
« Be a federally recognized nonprofit (or apply under the fiscal sponsorship of a
nonprofit organization);
« Demonstrate the need for the program and the specific benefit to the City;
o Demonstrate fiscal stability and sound governance; and
« Certify that the fair market value of services is equal to or exceeds the total
amount of compensation requested from the City.

In addition, the Mental Health SSC applicants were evaluated on how well they
addressed the following Summit County Mental Wellness Strategic Plan objectives:
1. Expand community access to mental health and substance abuse programs and
services in Park City;
2. Increase prevention and education around mental health and substance abuse in
Park City;
3. Ensure the success and sustainability of mental health and substance abuse
programs and services in Park City;
4. Establish systems to support life during recovery and reintegration into the
community; and
5. Ensure equity of mental health and substance abuse programs and services for
Latino community members.

In October 2023, after CONNECT ceased operations, Mayor Worel met with Summit
County Behavioral Health Director, Aaron Newman, to discuss the mental health
landscape. Newman reviewed the Strategic Plan and identified three areas of focus:
Senior mental health and suicide prevention, stigma surrounding mental health, and
awareness of resources available. Newman also expressed a desire to shore up the
base of the remaining mental health nonprofits.

The Subcommittee reviewed applications to determine how well they fulfilled the above
criteria and funding priorities and recommendations were made using the funds
budgeted for FY24 and FY25 ($277,000). Below is a summary of the Subcommittee’s
funding recommendations:

Applicant Program Description Request Recommendation
Big Brothers Big Sisters of Utah | At-risk youth mentor program $15,000 $7,000

Mental health counseling at the
Counseling & Wellness Center;
fee support for low-income

Christian Center of Park City clients $100,000 $60,000
Bilingual LCSW to provide
Holy Cross Ministries counseling services to survivors $44,000 $35,000
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of interpersonal violence at the
Peace House

Mental health counseling,
support groups, and other
services to older adults and their

Jewish Family Services caregivers $20,000 $15,000
Thrive, a well-being and
prevention program for middle

Live Like Sam school & junior high students $120,000 $25,000
Bilingual counseling services for
survivors of interpersonal

Peace House violence $50,000 $40,000
Mental health counseling for

People's Health Clinic uninsured patients $180,000 $75,000
Equine-Assisted Psychotherapy

Saddle of Love for adolescents $40,000 $5,000
Bilingual outreach; support for
Opportunity Fund for uninsured

Summit County Clubhouse Clubhouse members $25,000 $15,000
Comprehensive mental health

TrueCare 24, Inc. “pop-up” services $1,005,920 | SO

Timeline

Contracts for both the DEI and Mental Health SSCs are awarded on a two-year cycle, or

for FY24 and FY25.

Funding

Council budgeted $250,000 for DEI SSCs for FY24 and $250,000 for FY25, for a total of

$500,000.

Council budgeted $157,000 for Mental Health SSCs in FY24 and $120,000 in FY25, for

a total of $277,000.

Exhibits

Exhibit A: Past DEI and Mental Health SSCs
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EXHIBIT A: Past DEl and Mental Health SSCs

DEI Special Service Contracts

\ Organization
Arts Council of Park City & Summit County

(Awarded in FY22 for 1-2 year contract)
Description
Funding will be used for seed money to fund the hiring of a Community
Inclusion & Outreach Coordinator who will help advance PCMC'’s Arts and
Culture priority while also finding intersections in local goals with Diversity,
Equity, and Inclusion (translation services, Latin Arts Fest, and connecting
with BIPOC artists).

Annual Amount

22,400.00

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Utah

Funding will support staff salaries and benefits for program staff who
initiate and support matches with youth and mentors; BBBS is looking at
add 10-15 Latinx volunteer mentors by 2024.

2,500.00

Christian Center of Park City*

Funds will support artists' fees and other expenses for the Latin Arts
Festival; Festival began in 2016 and attendance keeps growing;
requesting 20k for FY22.

15,000.00

Jewish Family Service*

Funds will be used to provide salary for a bilingual Spanish speaking
Social Worker to provide more targeted outreach to Spanish speaking
community; requesting 25k for FY22 and 30k for FY23.

20,000.00

KPCW*

KPCW will use the requested $31,200 to cover two years of producing
Cada Domingo in 2022, including host salary, production and promotion
fees, and language translation services.

5,000.00

Mountain Mediation

Funds will support MMC's new bilingual conflict prevention programming,
which aims to educate tenants and landlords as well as host community
conversations to address housing instability issues; funds would support
salary for the bilingual outreach coordinator, stipends for the Latinx tenant
community, and ED salary support.

20,000.00

Mountainlands Community Housing Trust

Mountainlands is planning to establish a Housing Advocacy Center.
Requested funding would be used to support a new FTE to run the Center
and accomplish specific goals in the first 18 months.

50,000.00

Park City Community Foundation*

Establish a 2nd Equity Advancement Cohort for up to 24 participants
representing 12 community organizations. Funds will be used to cover the
expenses associated with the training as well as the year-long staffing
required to lead the trainings.

50,000.00

Park City Film

Requesting funds to develop multi-pronged approach to DEI, including
targeted outreach to the Latinx community, increase usage of the Service
Industry Ticketing Program, host facilitated post-film conversations, and
launch a social equity film series.

15,000.00

Park City Seniors

Funding will support a part-time Senior Advocate position ($25/hour for 20
hours per week for a total of 50 weeks)

25,000.00

PC Tots

PC Tots is planning to increase enroliment by 50% and fund would be
used to support hiring an additional five teachers, enrolling an additional
40 children, and providing these 40 low-income and minority families with
tuition subsidies.

25,000.00

SOS Outreach*

Funding will support the creation of a Program Facilitator position in the
2022-23 program season, with the prioritization for the position to be filled
by an SOS program alum from Summit County, UT.

20,000.00

Youth Sports Alliance

Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion

10,000.00

DEI CONTRACTS TOTAL:

©®|en

279,900.00

*Funds awarded for one year only

Mental Health Special Service Contracts

Organization
Peoples Health Clinic

Awarded in FY23 for a one-year contract
Description
This new program increases the services of a mental health nurse
practitioner for our mental health patients 4 days a week

FY23 Amount
15,000.00

Christian Center of Park City

Continue offering bilingual counseling services in Spanish and English via
our bilingual Counseling Intern

11,000.00

CONNECT

Implement and support our newly acquired provider database

15,000.00

Live Like Sam

Support our highly innovative and cutting-edge Thrive youth well-being
and prevention program.

15,000.00

Summit County Clubhouse

Support for our Clubhouse Member Opportunity Fund for uninsured, low-
income adults with mental iliness.

9,500.00

Big Brothers Big Sisters

Providing at-risk youth the tools and education needed to address issues
of mental health and substance use.

7,500.00

REGULAR SERVICE CONTRACTS TOTAL:

73,000.00
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City Council

Staff Report m
Subject: 902 Woodside Avenue

Application: PL-23-05836 W
Author: Lillian Zollinger, Planner I

Date: November 16, 2023

Type of Item: Plat Amendment

Recommendation
(I) Review the proposed 902 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment; (1) conduct a public
hearing; and (lll) consider approving Ordinance No. 2023-52 (Exhibit A).

Description
Applicant: Merel Witteveen and Andrew Macpherson
Location: 902 Woodside Avenue
Zoning District: Historic Residential -1
Adjacent Land Uses: Single Family Dwellings
Reason for Review: At the time this was reviewed by the Planning Commission,
the Commission reviewed and forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council for Plat Amendments.!
On October 26, 2023, the City Council approved Ordinance
No. 2023-49, shifting Final Action for Plat Amendments
from the Council to the Planning Commission. Since this
item was noticed for City Council before the Ordinance was
adopted, the City Council takes Final Action on the Plat
Amendment.
HR-1 Historic Residential - 1
HDDR Historic District Design Review
LMC Land Management Code
SFD Single Family Dwelling

Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1.

Background
902 Woodside Avenue currently has a Non-

Conforming Single-Family Dwelling (SFD)
constructed in 1968 that straddles two sub-
standard Old Town Lots.

The Applicant proposes to demolish the existing
SFD, combine the two sub-standard Lots into
one 2,813-square-foot Lot, and construct a new

1LMC § 15-1-8
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SFD. The proposed 2,813-square-foot Lot complies with the Lot Combination Ordinance
No. 2023-50, approved by the City Council on October 26, 2023, which establishes a
maximum Lot size of 3,750 square feet in the Historic Residential — 1 (HR — 1) Zoning
District.

The new SFD will require a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit and Historic District
Desing Review approval.

On October 25, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the 902 Woodside Avenue Plat

Amendments, held a public hearing, and forwarded a unanimous positive
recommendation for the City Council’s consideration (Staff Report, pp. 57-65; Audio).

\ RYAN
SUBNVISION

.
/ ~ -
OWNER: EE uc \

508 WOODSIDE P
RECORDED: AUGUST 15, 2016 -
ENTRY MO 1051438

’ B
. / N1

an

The Proposed Plat above illustrates the lot line to be removed to create a 2,813-square-foot Lot

Analysis

() The proposed Plat Amendment complies with the Historic Residential - 1 (HR-
1) Zoning District requirements outlined in LMC Chapter 15-2.2.
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902 Woodside is in the HR-1 Zoning District. The Applicant applied for a Historic District
Design Review (HDDR) to demolish the existing Non-Complying Structure and to
construct a new SFD (PL-23-05831). LMC 8§ 15-2.2-2(A)(1) lists Single Family Dwellings
as an Allowed Use in the HR-1 Zoning District.

The proposed Lot is 50 feet wide by 56.25 feet long, for a total Lot size of 2,813 square
feet (sf).

The new SFD must comply with LMC 8 15-2.2-3 Lot and Site Requirements for a SFD
in the HR-1 Zoning District:

Requirement Analysis of Proposal

Lot Size — 1,875 sf for Single Family Complies: 2,813 sf

Dwellings

Minimum Lot Width — 25’ Complies: 50°

Regulation Requirement

Maximum Building Footprint? 1200.9 sf

Front/Rear Setbacks 10 feet (ft) each for a Lot up to 75’ in
depth

Side Setbacks 5 ft minimum, for a total of 10 ft

The table below outlines LMC 8 15-2.2-5 regarding Building Height for a SFD in the HR-
1 Zoning District:

Regulation Requirement
Maximum Building Height 27’ from Existing Grade

Maximum height measured from the lowest | 35’
finish floor plane to the point of the highest
wall top plate

Stepback A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal
step in the downhill facade is required

Primary roof pitch Between 7:12 and 12:12

() There is Good Cause for the Plat Amendment, and no public street, Right-of-

2 MAXIMUM FP = (A/2) x 0.9~1875where FP = maximum Building Footprint and A = Lot Area
3
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Way, or easement is vacated or amended.

Prior to the change from the City Council to the Planning Commission in Final Action
authority on Plat Amendments, LMC § 15-7.1-3(B), established the Planning
Commission and City Council review Plat Amendments. The approval shall require (a) a
finding of Good Cause, and (b) a finding that no Public Street, Right-of-Way, or
easement has been vacated or amended.?

LMC § 15-15-1 defines Good Cause as “[p]roviding 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.”

There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment because it creates one 2,813-square-foot
Lot from two substandard Old Town Lots, complies with the 3,750-square-foot
maximum Lot size for the HR-1 Zoning District, and allows for the construction of a new
SFD that complies with the current requirements of the LMC. There are currently no on-
site parking spaces for the property and the new SFD will be required to provide two on-
site parking spaces. The proposal is also consistent with the pattern of development in
the neighborhood, wherein several Woodside Avenue Lots have a width of 50 feet.

902 Woodside Avenue is accessed by Woodside Avenue, a public Right-of-Way, and
the proposed Plat Amendment will not impact the Right-of-Way nor any easement.

3 LMC 15-7.1-6(C)
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(Il The Development Review Committee reviewed the proposed Plat Amendment
on October 3, 2023, and requires a Condition of Approval.

The Engineering Department requires Condition of Approval 5 for a ten-foot snow
storage easement off Woodside Avenue.

Department Review
The Planning Department, Engineering Department, and City Attorney’s Office reviewed
this report.

Notice

Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website and
posted notice to the property on October 11, 2023. Staff mailed courtesy notice to
property owners within 300 feet on October 11, 2023. The Park Record published notice
on October 11, 2023.°

Public Input
Staff did not receive any public input at the time this report was published.

Exhibits
Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance 2023-52
Attachment 1 - Proposed Plat

4 The Development Review Committee meets the first and third Tuesday of each month to review and
provide comments on Planning Applications, including review by the Building Department, Engineering
Department, Sustainability Department, Transportation Planning Department, Code Enforcement, the City
Attorney’s Office, Local Utilities including Rocky Mountain Power and Dominion Energy, the Park City Fire
District, Public Works, Public Utilities, and the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).
5LMC § 15-1-21

5
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Ordinance No. 2023-52

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING 902 WOODSIDE AVENUE PLAT AMENDMENT,
LOCATED AT 902 WOODSIDE AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 902 Woodside Avenue
petitioned the City Council for approval of the 902 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment;
and

WHEREAS, on October 11, 2023, the Park Record published notice for the
Planning Commission and City Council public hearings; and

WHEREAS, on October 11, 2023, the property was properly noticed and posted
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, on October 11, 2023, staff mailed courtesy notice to property owners
within 300 feet, posted notice to the Utah Public Notice Website and City Website, and
posted notice to the property for the Planning Commission and City Council public
hearings; and

WHEREAS, on October 25, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the
proposed Plat Amendment, held a public hearing, and forwarded a positive
recommendation for City Council’s consideration on November 16, 2023; and

WHEREAS, on November 16, 2023, the City Council reviewed the 902 Woodside
Avenue Plat Amendment and held a public hearing; and

WHEREAS, the 902 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment is consistent with the
Park City Land Management Code Chapter 15-2.2 and Section 15-7.1-6.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah, as
follows:

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The 902 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment at 902
Woodside Avenue, as shown in Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following
Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact

1. The property is located at 902 Woodside Avenue.

2. The Lot is within the Historic Residential - 1 Zoning District.

3. The subject property consists of 56.25 feet of Lot 31 and 32 on Block 3, or Parcel
Number SA-10-B).

4. The Plat Amendment proposes to combine two Lots into one Lot.

5. The Lot contains 0.06 acres (2,318 square feet).

6. The proposed Plat Amendment is consistent with the pattern of development in the
neighborhood.
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Conclusions of Law

1. There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment because it combines two substandard
Lots and creates one developable Lot.

2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Land Management Code, including LMC
Chapter 15-2.2 and § 15-7.1-6 Final Subdivision Plat.

3. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Land Management Code.

4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat
Amendment.

5. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

Conditions of Approval

1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final
form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.

2. The applicant shall record the plat at the County within one year from the date of
City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one years’ time, this
approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council.

3. Any new construction shall comply with Land Management Code Chapter 15-2.2
regarding Setbacks, Building Height, Building Envelope, Building Pad, etc.

4. No remnant partial lot resulting from this approval is separately developable without
a plat amendment in conformance with applicable zoning at the time of application.

5. A non-exclusive ten foot public snow storage easement on Woodside Avenue shall
be dedicated on the Plat.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16TH of NOVEMBER 2023.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Nann Worel, MAYOR
ATTEST:

City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
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Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Attachment 1 — Plat
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C/ LEGAL DESCRIPTION
N

— THE WESTERLY 56.25 FEET OF LOTS 31 AND 32, BLOCK 3, SNYDER'S ADDITION TO PARK CITY, UTAH, AND MORE PARTICUARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE MOST WESTERLY CORNER OF LOT 31, BLOCK 3, SNYDER'S ADDITION TO PARK CITY, UTAH, AND RUNNING
- \v/ THENCE NORTH 54°01' EAST 56.25 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 35°59' EAST 50.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 54°01' WEST 56.25 FEET; THENCE
NORTH 35°59' WEST 50.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

WOODSIDE AVENUE

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

PARK AVENUE I, Charles Galati, do hereby certify that I am a Professional Land Surveyor in the State of Utah and that I hold license number

7248891 in accordance with Title 58, Chapter 22, Professional Engineers and Professional Land Surveyors Licensing Act, I further
certify that I have completed a survey and have referenced a record of survey map of the existing property boundaries in accordance
with Section 17-23-17 and have verified the boundary locations and have placed monuments as represented on the plat. I do further
certify that by authority of the owners, I have subdivided said property into a single lot with easements, hereafter to be known as 902
WOODSIDE AVENUE SUBDIVISION.

\ RYAN OWNER'S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD
SUBDIVISION

LOWELL AVENUE
P KNOW ALL BY THESE PRESENTS that the undersigned is the owner of the above described tract of land, and hereby causes the same to be
EMPIRE AVENUE \ - combined into one (1) lot of record as set forth together with easements to be hereafter known as 902 WOODSIDE AVENUE SUBDIVISION. The
/ undersigned owner also hereby conveys to any and all public utility companies a perpetual, non-exclusive easement over any public utility easements
h P shown on this plat, the same to be used for installation, maintenance and operation of utility lines and facilities. The undersigned owner also hereby

NORFOLK AVENUE . RN
/ - conveys any other easements as shown on this plat to the parties indicated and for the purposes hereon.

SUBJECT PARCEL
902 WOODSIDE AVENUE

In witness whereof, the undersigned set his/her hand this day of , 2023.

OWNER: EE 908 WOODSIDE LLC / N
RECORDED: AUGUST 15, 2016 _

ENTRY NO.: 1051438 MEREL WITTEVEEV AND ANDREW MACPHERSON, TRUSTEES OF THE MACPHERSON/WITTEVEEN 2021 FAMILY TRUST DATED

SEPTEMBER 2, 2021

VICINITY MAP
NOT TO SCALE By:
ANDREW MACPHERSON, TRUSTEE

UARY 22, 2019
RY NO.: 1104970

By:
: / MEREL WITTEVEEN, TRUSTEE
\ 7 FOUND
\ / BRASS MONUMENT WITH "X” IN CAN
N\ \ B INTERSECTION
N P 9TH STREET & PARK AVENUE ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
\
\ STATE OF UTAH )
SS.
\
: COUNTY OF SUMMIT )
\ On this day of , 2023, ANDREW MACPHERSON personally appeared before me, whose identity is personally known
\ POB to me or proven on the basis of satisfactory evidence, and who by me duly sworn/affirmed, did say that he/she is signing as TRUSTEE of the

MACPHERSON/WITTEVEEN 2021 FAMILY TRUST DATED SEPTEMBER 2, 2021.

Notary Public

\ 10" WIDE

\ SNOW STORAGE

Printed Name

Yo \\S) EASEMENT
\ &5\0\ \<<\¢ Residing in:
h A
\ 25 o
/O\ ( My commission expires:
\/
\ SN2 .
AN < Commission No.
R e
L
\ QNN
AN
h O\ STATE OF UTAH )
\ /S//i Q/
\ \’YL :ss.
COUNTY OF SUMMIT )
\
\
On this day of , 2023, MEREL WITTEVEEN personally appeared before me, whose identity is personally known to me

or proven on the basis of satisfactory evidence, and who by me duly sworn/affirmed, did say that he/she is signing as TRUSTEE of the
MACPHERSON/WITTEVEEN 2021 FAMILY TRUST DATED SEPTEMBER 2, 2021.

Notary Public

Printed Name

Residing in:

My commission expires:

Commission No.

\ \
>/ NOTES
/ \ 1. This plat amendment is subject to the Conditions of Approval in Ordinance .

2. See Record of Survey S-11327 performed by Allterra Utah, dated August 16, 2023 on file and of record in the Office of the
Summit County Recorder .

FOUND

BRASS MONUMENT WITH "X” IN CAN
INTERSECTION

9TH STREET & NORFOLK AVENUE

LEGEND

®  Set 5/8" rebar w/cap "ALLTERRA

902 WOODSIDE AVENUE SUBDIVISION

PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYING ) O Found Monument (As-Noted)
\ND CONSULTING AMENDING A PORTION OF LOT 31 & LOT 32, BLOCK 3, SNYDER'S ADDITION TO PARK CITY SURVEY o e A . . 0 0
oun treet Monument s-Note
|
ALLTERRA LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 16, ! = 100 (24736
= - X
I ]T AII LLC TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
Y PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
463 SCENIC HEIGHTS ROAD, FRANCIS, UTAH 84036 8/28/23 SH EET 1 OF 1
PUBLIC SAFETY ANSWERING SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER PLANNING COMMISION ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATE APPROVAL AS TO FORM COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST RECORDED
POINT APPROVAL RECLAMATION DISTRICT | CERTIFY THIS PLAT WAS APPROVED STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
APPROVED ON THIS DAY REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE RECOMMENDED BY THE PARK CITY | FIND THIS PLAT TO BE IN ACCORDANCE APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY 5v THE PARK CITY COUNCIL THIS
oF o3 BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT STANDARDS PLANNING COMMISSION WITH INFORMATION ON FILE IN MY OFFICE DAY OF 2023 COUNCIL THIS ___ DAY OF , 2023 AV OF 2093 AT THE REQUEST OF
’ ON THIS___DAY OF , 2023 THIS___DAY OF , 2023 THIS___DAY OF , 2023 T ’ o
FEE RECORDER
BY BY BY BY BY BY BY
SUMMIT COUNTY GIS COORDINATOR SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT CHAIR PARK CITY ENGINEER PARK CITY ATTORNEY MAYOR PARK CITY RECORDER TIME ______ DATE ________ ENTRY NO.
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City Council
Staff Report

Subject: Water Wise Landscaping m

Application: PL-23-05884 '881
Author: Spencer Cawley, Planner Il 1

Date: November 16, 2023

Type of Item: Legislative — Land Management Code Amendments

Recommendation

(I) Review the proposed minor Land Management Code amendments to clarify current
landscaping regulations and Defined Terms to qualify for the State’s Landscape
Conversion Incentive Program; (I) hold a public hearing; and (lll) consider approving
Ordinance No. 2023-53 (Exhibit A).

Description
Applicant: Planning Department
Location: All Zoning Districts
Land Management 8 15-5-5(N) Landscaping
Code Sections § 15-15-1 Definitions
Amended:
Reason for Review: The Planning Commission reviews Land Management
Code amendments and forwards a recommendation for City
Council’s consideration. The City Council conducts a public
hearing and takes Final Action.!
Summary

On May 30, 2019, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2019-30, amending the Land
Management Code (LMC) to implement Water Wise Landscaping to reduce the need
for supplemental irrigation.

On September 23, 2021, the City Council directed Planning Staff to evaluate the
landscaping regulations to identify opportunities to improve water conservation in
preparation for the Water Department’s Landscape Incentive Program and to further
conserve water use for new construction landscaping moving forward (Staff Report;
Meeting Minutes, p. 4).

On March 9, 2023, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2023-10, An Ordinance
Amending Land Management Code Section 15-5-5 Architectural Design Guidelines,
and 15-15-1 Definitions to update Water Wise Landscaping Regulations, to redefine
“Water Wise Landscape/Landscaping”, and to define, “Lawn/Turf’, “Mulch”,
“Hardscape”, “Irrigation Plan”, and “Rocks” (Staff Report; Meeting Minutes). These
amendments evolved through stakeholder outreach to property owners, subject experts,

and industry practitioners, as well as from input from the Planning Commission and City

1LMC § 15-1-7
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https://www.parkcity.org/home/showpublisheddocument/63267/636954960290400000
https://www.parkcity.org/departments/public-utilities/water-division/water-energy-conservation/landscape-incentive-program
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1070880/Drought_and_Water_Conservation_Staff_Report.pdf
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Council.

On May 1, 2023, the City officially launched the Landscape Incentive Program
(“Program™). The Program offers an incentive of $2 per square foot of turf removed
when replaced with Water Wise Landscaping in compliance with LMC 8 15-5-5(N). The
State also launched its Program allowing Park City to partner with the State, through
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District.

On September 28, 2023, City Council received a Program update and approved the
Water Department to partner with the State and Weber Basin (Staff Report; Meeting
Audio). Through this partnership, Park City will increase the Program’s incentive to $3
per square foot while reducing the City’s contribution from $2 to $1 per square foot ($1
from the State, $1 from Weber Basin, and $1 from Park City Municipal). In order to enter
into this partnership, and to receive these funding opportunities, the State requested
clarification to the LMC’s Water Wise Landscaping regulations:

e No lawn on parking strips or areas less than eight feet in width in new
development;

e No more than 50% of front and side yard landscaped area in new residential
developments is lawn. Lawn limitations do not apply to small residential lots with
less than 250 square feet of landscaped area,;

e In new commercial, industrial, and multi-family development common area
landscapes, lawn areas shall not exceed 20% of the total landscaped area,
outside of Active Recreation Areas.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 25, 2023, (Staff Report;
Meeting Audio) and reviewed the proposed Land Management Code amendments to
align the City’s Landscaping Code with State requirements to qualify for funding
opportunities. The Planning Commission also requested the addition of the defined term
“Landscaped Area” and forwarded a unanimous positive recommendation for the City
Council’s consideration.

Analysis
One Strategic Pillar of Park City Vision 2020 addresses water scarcity through

Environmental Leadership (page 15). The Park City General Plan recommends Land
Use regulations to help reduce water use through efficient landscaping requirements.
Strategy 5.3 of the General Plan suggests adopting landscaping requirements to
decrease water utilization and incentivize Water Wise Landscaping.

The LMC implements the goals and policies of the General Plan in part to promote the
general health, safety, and welfare of the present and future inhabitants, businesses,
and visitors of the City, and to protect and enhance the overall quality of life.?

The proposed amendments comply with the requested State modifications and include:
e Updating the table in LMC 8 15-5-5(N)(6) Lawn/Turf to modify the maximum Turf

2LMC §15-1-2
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or Lawn Area of a Landscaped Area,
e Clarifying that Lawn/Turf is prohibited on parking strips or areas less than eight
feet (8’) in width.

These amendments are shown below in red:

6. LAWN/TURF.

a. Lawn/Turf is prohibited on slopes with a ratio greater than 3:1.

b. Irrigated Lawn/Turf areas are limited to a maximum percentage of the
allowed Limits of Disturbance Area of a Lot or Property that is not covered
by Buildings, Structures, ef Impervious Surfaces, or Active Recreation
Areas based on the size of the Let-orProperty Landscaped Area
according to the following table:

Let-Size Landscaped Area Maximum Turf or Lawn Area as-a
e
e |ee|||tage oktne aIFIelweeI I=|||n|ts_el
. .

Greater than ene{1)acre 250 square feet | 20%

CEliocree moopne D cope <00

0.10 acres to 0.49 acres 40%

Less than 0-10-aeres-250 square feet No limitation

c. Lawn/Turfis prohibited on parking strips or areas less than eight feet (8’)

in W|dth m—new—Resrelenﬂal—Develepmen{

£ d. Lawn/Turf area limitations apply to all city-owned property with the
exception of an Active Recreation Area or as determined by the Planning
Commission under a Conditional Use Permit review.

Defined Terms

House Bill 272, Substitute 2, defines “Active Recreation Area”. Although the State
Legislature did not pass this bill in the 2023 General Legislative Session, Staff
recommends updating the definition to align with the State’s proposed definition:

ACTIVE RECREATION AREA. An area ofa-lot-erparcel-thatis-notinlow
density-residential-development; comprised of lawn or turf dedicated to active

use; installed or maintained on areas with a slope of not more than 25%. Active
use means regular use for playing, exercise, recreation, or regular outdoor,
activities that are ordinarily associated with lawn or turf, such as: a sports field, a

3
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social gathering area, an amphitheater, a public or private park, the playing area,
including rough, driving ranges, and chipping and putting greens, of a golf
course.

The Planning Commission recommends defining “Landscaped Area” to provide further
clarity to LMC § 15-5-5(N):

LANDSCAPED AREA. The area of a Lot that is not covered by Buildings,
Structures, or other Impervious Surfaces.

Department Review
The Planning Department and City Attorney’s Office reviewed this report.

Notice
Staff published notice on the City and the Utah Public Notice websites, and the Park
Record published notice on October 11, 2023.3

Exhibit
Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance 2023-53

SLMC §15-1-21
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Ordinance No. 2023-53

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING LAND MANAGEMENT CODE SECTIONS 15-5-5
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN GUIDELINES, AND 15-15-1 DEFINITIONS CLARIFYING
WATER WISE LANDSCAPE REGULATIONS TO QUALIFY FOR THE STATE’S
LANDSCAPE CONVERSION PROGARM

WHEREAS, Water Wise is a landscape planning technique to reduce water
usage, and create smart landscaping;

WHEREAS, the Park City General Plan recommends Land Use regulations to
help reduce water use through efficient landscaping requirements;

WHEREAS, Strategy 5.3 of the General plans is to “adopt new landscaping
requirements [in the Land Management Code] to decrease water utilization and
preserve the native landscape”;

WHEREAS, the Land Management Code implements the goals and policies of
the General Plan in part to promote the health of both the residents and the City and to
encourage responsible environmental stewardship;

WHEREAS, on March 9, 2023, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2023-10
to amend the Land Management Code to implement Water Wise Landscaping
Regulations and to define terms mandated by HB282;

WHEREAS, on May 1, 2023, the City launched the Landscape Incentive
Program offering $2 per square foot of turf removed when replaced with Water Wise
Landscaping pursuant to the update Land Management Code regulations;

WHEREAS, Park City’s Landscape Ordinance is required to further clarify Water
Wise practices to qualify for the State-funded Landscape Conversion Program;

WHEREAS, on October 11, 2023, staff posted notice to the Utah Public notice
and City websites, on October 11, 2023, staff mailed courtesy notices to property
owners within Park City, and on October 11, 2023, the Park Record published public
notice;

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing
on October 25, 2023, and forwarded a unanimous positive recommendation to the City
Council;

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing on
November 16, 2023.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah, as
follows:
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SECTION 1. AMEND MUNICIPAL CODE OF PARK CITY LAND MANAGE CODE
TITLE 15. The recitals are incorporated herein as Findings of Fact. Municipal Code of
Park City Title 15 Land Management Code 8§ 15-5-5 Architectural Design Guidelines
and 8 15-15-1 Definitions, are hereby amended as outlined in Attachment 1.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall be effective upon publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 16™ DAY OF NOVEMBER 2023.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Nann Worel, Mayor

Attest:

City Recorder

Approved as to form:

City Attorney’s Office
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Attachment 1

15-5-5 Architectural Design Guidelines — Landscaping

1. PURPOSE. Park City is in a mountainous, semi-desert environment where much

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

of the precipitation occurs as snow during the winter months and the highest
demand for water occurs during the summer months, creating a significant risk of
wildland fire. The largest single water demand is for irrigation of landscaping.
Water Wise Landscaping incorporates non-invasive, drought-tolerant plants that
require little or no supplemental irrigation once established, includes water
conserving irrigation, and uses Hydrozoning in which plants with similar water
needs are planted in the same area with mulches that prevent water evaporation.
Water Wise Landscaping protects the health, safety, and welfare of the
community from impacts of water shortages likely to occur during cycles of

drought.

. WATER WISE LANDSCAPING. At least fifty percent (50%) of the landsecaped

area Landscaped Area shall be Water Wise Landscaping containing approved
non-invasive drought tolerant plants, and/or minimal irrigation. Water Wise
Landscaping may be satisfied through approved vegetation, location of planting
methods such as Xeriscaping or Hydrozoning, using healthy soil practices (that
promotes soil maisture retention), such as compost, or biochar, and/or biodiverse

plantings, or approved based on a site-specific Planning Department review.

. HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION LANDSCAPING REGULATIONS. Homeowner

Associations may not prohibit a property owner from installing Water Wise

Landscaping.

Page 449 of 539



23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

4. LANDSCAPE PLAN. A complete landscape plan is required for (I) new

Development and/or Construction Activity proposed for an unimproved Lot or
property and/or undisturbed natural Lots or property; (II) renovations or
Construction Activity that modifies the Building Footprint; and (lll) projects
proposing to modify over 50% of the Landscaped area Area. Landscape plans
shall incorporate best practices for water conservation. The landscape plan shall:
a. ldentify the intended plant materials indicating the botanical name and the
common name for:
(1) Plants (includes, but is not limited to trees and shrubs),
(2) Grasses,
(3) Mulches,
(4) Rocks (greater than 3”) and Gravel (less than 3”)
(A) Gravel is only allowed in the following applications:
(a) as an approved walkway;
(b) patio;
(c) drainage plan; and/or
(d) defensible space
(B) Gravel is prohibited in areas adjacent to the Right-of-
Way.
(C) Any Gravel, rocks, or stone within the HRL, HR-1, HR-2,
HRM, HRC, or HCB Zoning Districts must meet the
requirements of the Design Guidelines for Historic

District and Historic Sites in Chapter 15-13.
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b.

d.

(D) Gravel and rocks are not an allowed surface for parking,
ground cover on berms, or finished grade with a ratio
greater than 3:1, within platted or zoned open space.
Rock-cover should be no more than 20% of the new
ground cover. Wood chip mulch is encouraged for water

retention on the landscape.

Refer to the Planning Department for a City-approved
Plant List. A diverse selection of plantings, and the use
of clumping and clustering, is suggested to provide
plantings appropriate to the Park City climate and
growing season, to provide aesthetic variety, and to
prevent the spread of wildfire.
Utilize the concept of Water Wise Landscaping for selecting plants, plant
location, irrigation methods, and mulching of all landscaped-areas
Landscaped Areas.
For properties not included in a Historic District and for properties listed
Landmark or Significant on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory, include
plantings and ground cover in the Wildland Urban Interface Immediate
Ignition Zone 0-5 feet and the Wildland Urban Interface Intermediate
Ignition Zone 5-30 feet (Park City Municipal Code § 11-21-1(1) The 2006
Utah Wildland-Urban Interface Code).

Indicate the percentage of the lot that is landscaped.
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e.

Indicate the percentage of the lot containing Impervious Surfaces,
including driveways, parking areas, patios, and decks.

Indicate the percentage of the landscaping that is irrigated.

Identify the 50 percent (50%) of any Water Wise Landscaped area Area
comprised of appropriate approved non-invasive drought-tolerant plants.
Identify Hydrozoning (grouping of plants based on irrigation needs) or
Xeriscaping (sustainable, low-water landscaping) locations.

Identify all existing Significant Vegetation, which shall remain and be
maintained on Site and protected during construction.

(2) If the Significant Vegetation is determined to be unhealthy and/or
unsafe, under a Site-Specific review conducted by the Forestry
Board and Planning Director in conjunction with a Conditional Use,
Master Planned Development, Historic District Design Review
approval, or building permit review, it may be replaced with
equivalent landscaping in type and size.

(2) The Forestry Board and Planning Director may grant exceptions if
upon their review it is found that equivalent replacement is
impossible, would be detrimental to the site’s existing and/or
proposed vegetation, or violates Chapter 11-21 Utah Wildland-
Urban Interface Code.

(3) Multiple trees from the City’s approved Wildland-Urban Interface
Planting List, clumped and grouped together with canopies of the

clusters being no closer than 18 feet to the next closest cluster
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within the Intermediate Zone, no cluster exceeding (5) five trees or
cover more than 15% of the Intermediate Ignition Zone, whichever
is lesser, and with vegetation not closer than 10 feet to any portion
of a structure with vegetation at full grown height and size,
equivalent in caliper to the size of the removed Significant
Vegetation in the Intermediate Ignition Zone may be considered
instead of replacement in kind and size.

(4) Significant Vegetation preservation shall be prioritized, but where
applicable, Significant Vegetation may be removed or replaced to
comply with Firewise Landscaping and/or Defensible Space
regulations in Chapter 11-21 Utah Wildland-Urban Interface Code
as approved by the Planning Director and Forestry Board.

Identify Artificial turf, which is recommended to be non-toxic synthetic,
plant based, and/or made of recycled materials with reduced petroleum-
based polymers. Artificial turf is allowed to be used in limited quantities on
decks, pathways, recreation and play areas. Installation of artificial turf
shall not pool water and be installed to allow for drainage.

Comply with Park City Municipal Code Chapter 11-21, Utah Wildland-

Urban Interface Code.

The Planning Director or designee may determine if proposed defensible

space areas outlined in Chapter 11-21 Utah Wildland-Urban Interface

Code may be exempt from 50% Water Wise landscaping requirements.
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All noxious weeds, as identified by the State of Utah or Summit County,
shall be removed from the Property in a manner acceptable to the City
and Summit County regardless of development state. All noxious weeds
shall be removed prior to issuance of Certificates of Occupancy.

5. IRRIGATION PLAN. A detailed irrigation plan shall be drawn at the same scale

as the landscape plan and shall include:

a. The layout of the heads, lines, valves, controller, backflow preventer, and
drip irrigation;

b. A WaterSense labeled irrigation controller which automatically adjusts the
frequency and/or duration of irrigation events in response to changing
weather conditions. All controllers shall be equipped with automatic rain
delay or rain shut-off capabilities;

(1) Overhead Spray Irrigation shall be no greater than 12” above
ground. Overhead irrigation is not permitted within 18” of any non-
permeable surface. Overhead Spray Irrigation may be used for
Lawn/Turf, but does not constitute a Water Wise landscaping
method when used with other vegetation.

c. Greywater System locations.

6. LAWN/TURF.

a. Lawn/Turf is prohibited on slopes with a ratio greater than 3:1.
b. Irrigated Lawn/Turf areas are limited to a maximum percentage of the allowed

Limits of Disturbance Area of a Lot or Property that is not covered by Buildings,
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138 Structures, er Impervious Surfaces, or Active Recreation Areas based on the size

139 of the LeterProperty Landscaped Area according to the following table:

Lot Size Landscaped Area Maximum Turf or Lawn Area as

Sporeogpoe o Lae cllouied
it of Disturl :
the Lot that is not covered by
. .

Greater than ene{1)acre 250 square feet | 20%

e 2004

0.10 acres to 0.49 acres 40%

Less than 0-10-aeres-250 square feet No limitation
140 c. Lawn/Turfis prohibited on parking strips or areas less than eight feet (8’) in width
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148 £ d. Lawn/Turf area limitations apply to all city-owned property with the exception
149 of an Active Recreation Area or as determined by the Planning Commission
150 under a Conditional Use Permit review.

151  Encouraged Lawn/Turf practices include:
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A. Only using Lawn/Turf in areas where it is functional, such as play areas, and
areas needing temperature, noise, or dust mitigation;

B. Choosing non-irrigated Lawn/Turf or Lawn/Turf species with lower water
requirements;

C. Not planting Lawn/Turf in narrow, small, or oddly shaped areas that are difficult to
efficiently irrigate;

D. Mowing Lawn/Turf at a height of four inches (4”);

E. Planting Lawn/Turf in shaded areas on the lot;

F. Planting deep-rooted turfgrass on slopes;

G. Using healthy soil practices, such as biochar and/or compost;

H. Artificial turf is not recommended in any landscaping due to its impact on the
Urban Heat Island Effect;

I. Per PCMC Title 13 Section 1-21(A): Areas using City water will be restricted to
every other day from May 1 to September 30. Outside watering at even-
numbered street addresses shall be limited to even-numbered days of the month
and outside watering at odd-numbered addresses shall be limited to odd-
numbered days of the month. Hours of outside watering shall be restricted to
between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 a.m.

*Pursuant to Utah Code Section 10-9a-534, no affirmative requirements may be
imposed on “building design elements” for Single-Family or Duplex Dwellings, unless
that Dwelling is:

a. located within an area designated as a historic district in:

i.  the National Register of Historic Places;
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ii. the state register as defined in Utah Code Section 9-8-402; or

iii.  alocal Historic District or area, or a site designated as a Significant or

Landmark Historic Site on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory, created

by ordinance before January 1, 2021,

b. located within an area that:

I. is zoned primarily for residential use; and

ii.  was substantially developed before calendar year 1950; or

c. such requirement is imposed by a Development Agreement or other exception

listed in Utah Code Section 10-9a-534.

Unless otherwise stated, prohibitions which do not impose a requirement shall apply.

HISTORY

Adopted by Ord. 02-07 on 5/23/2002

Amended by Ord.
Amended by Ord.
Amended by Ord.
Amended by Ord.
Amended by Ord.
Amended by Ord.
Amended by Ord.
Amended by Ord.
Amended by Ord.
Amended by Ord.

Amended by Ord.

06-56 on 7/27/2006

11-05 on 1/27/2011

12-37 on 12/20/2012

2018-27 on 5/31/2018

2019-30 on 5/30/2019

2020-19 on 4/16/2020

2020-35 on 7/9/2020

2020-42 on 9/17/2020

2021-05 on 1/21/2021

2022-16 on 5/26/2022

2023-10 on 3/9/2023
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Amended by Ord. 2023-53 on 11/16/2023

Section 15-15-1 Definitions

ACTIVE RECREATION AREA. An area of-alot-erparcetthatis—neotinlow-density
residential-development; comprised of lawn or turf dedicated to active use; installed or

maintained on areas with a slope of not more than 25%. Active use means regular use
for playing, exercise, recreation, or regular outdoor, activities that are ordinarily
associated with lawn or turf, such as: a sports field, a social gathering area, an
amphitheater, a public or private park, the playing area, including rough, driving ranges,

and chipping and putting greens, of a golf course.

LANDSCAPED AREA. The area of a Lot that is not covered by Buildings, Structures, or

other Impervious Surfaces.

Page 458 of 539



City Council
Staff Report

Subject: 1325 Empire Avenue and Parcel SA-200 m

Application: PL-22-05357
Authors: Jaron Ehlers, Planning Technician
Alexandra Ananth, Senior Planner
Date: November 16, 2023
Type of Item: Plat Amendment

Recommendation

(I) Review the proposed Plat Amendment to re-subdivide 1325 Empire Avenue and
Parcel SA-200 into four Lots, (1) hold a public hearing, and (lll) consider approving the
Plat Amendment based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as outlined in the Draft Ordinance 2023-54 (Exhibit A).

Description

Applicant: 1325 Empire Avenue Holdings, LLC
Location: 1325 Empire Avenue and Parcel SA-200
Zoning District: Recreation Commercial (RC)

Adjacent Land Uses: Single Family Dwellings, Park City Library and Field,
Condominiums, Nightly Rentals, Resort

Reason for Review: At the time the Planning Commission reviewed this plat
amendment, plat amendments required Planning
Commission recommendation and City Council final action

COA Condition of Approval

LMC Land Management Code
PCMC Park City Municipal Corporation
RC Recreation Commercial

ROW Right-of-Way

Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1.

Summary
The Applicant proposes a plat amendment to create four Single-Family Lots from one

vacant 0.16-acre Lot (Lot C Knudson Subdivision, 7,125 square feet) and one vacant
0.086-acre Parcel (SA-200, 3,735 square feet) at the end of the Norfolk Avenue Right-
of-Way north of 13" Street (See Exhibit B, Existing Conditions) on a total of 10,860
square feet.
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Figure 1: This image shows the two Lots proposed for re-subdivision into four smaller
Lots to eventually accommodate four Single-Family Dwellings.

All new Lots will have Access via a private Shared Driveway Easement connecting to
Norfolk Avenue, a privately maintained public Right-of-Way..

The Planning Commission held four public hearings on this project including:
February 22, 2023 (Staff Report, Minutes)

May 10, 2023 (Staff Report, Minutes)

July 12, 2023 (Staff Report, Minutes)

September 27, 2023 (Staff Report, Recording)

At the September 27, 2023, Planning Commission public hearing, the Commission
voted 4-1 to forward the project for the City Council’s consideration. Commissioner
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Suesser was not in support of the motion to approve but she was participating
electronically, and her connection was terminated prior to registering her vote.

Commissioners who did not vote for the project had concerns with the non-conforming

nature and safety of Norfolk Avenue north of 13" Street which is narrow and not

maintained by the City, the size and alignment of the proposed Lots, and the resulting

maximum Building Footprints allowed under the formula in LMC § 15-2.16-5(D).

At the September 27, 2023, Planning Commission meeting the Applicant agreed to a

reduced maximum Building Pad for Lots A, B, and C, with Front Setbacks measured
from the private shared driveway. The Applicant also agreed to take on sole

maintenance of Norfolk Avenue north of 13" Street, including snow removal, relieving

the abutters on Norfolk Avenue from this obligation.

SUBVEYOR'S CERTIICATE

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

NORTH NORFOLK PILAT AMENDMENT

LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 16
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
PARK GITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
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Figure 2: Proposed North Norfolk Plat Amendment.
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Background

On October 16, 1980, the City Council passed a resolution closing a portion of the

Norfolk Avenue Right-of-Way north of 13" Street.

That portion was described as “Norfolk Avenue from the front of Block 19, Lot 6
northwest through 14" Street and continuing from the north side of 14" from Block 21
through Lot 14” (Exhibit D). Block 19, Lot 6 is part of the property subject to this
application, and the closure of Norfolk Avenue began where Norfolk Avenue now ends
today (Exhibit E). On April 22, 1982, that closed portion of Norfolk Avenue was sold by
the City (Exhibit F).
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Figure 3: This image illustrates the orié\inal Lots and Norfolk Avenue north of 13" Street.
The yellow overlay shows the portion of Norfolk Avenue that was closed in 1980. The

proposed amended properties are outlined in blue.
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In 2014, a Plat Amendment was submitted for three lots, located at 1314 & 1350 Empire
Avenue. It was part of a plan by the Park City Redevelopment Agency in cooperation
with Gary Knudson who owned two of the parcels. On January 29, 2014, the Planning
Commission forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council, and on February 13,
2014, the City Council approved the proposed Plat Amendment (Exhibit G). The
Knudson Plat was recorded with Summit County on February 27, 2014 (Exhibit H). The
land was not developed and the third Lot, Knudson C, was eventually sold to the current
Applicant.
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Figure 4: 2014 Knudson Subdivision with Lot C highlighted in Red.

The above image is the plat depicting the 2014 Knudson Subdivision. Lot C is the only
part of the Subdivision that would be amended by this Plat Amendment as it would be
re-subdivided with Parcel SA-200, which is south and east of Lot C, as the new North

Norfolk Subdivision.

Analysis

() The Proposed Lots would be accessed from a private shared driveway across
Norfolk Avenue.
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The proposed four Lots would be accessed across Norfolk Avenue, through a private
shared driveway. LMC § 15-15-1 defines a shared driveway as follows: a single access
vehicular way that is privately owned and maintained and provides access to two (2) or
more Structures or off-Street Parking Areas, which are located on individual Lots.

PLANNIVG COIDOSSION | BNGI RTIFICAT ! s i PTANCE | CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST
1R £n oL i s

PUBLIC SAFETY.
ANSWERING POINT APPROTAL *
U — a1

ECLAUATION DISHACK STaa

Figure 5: North Norfolk Avenue public Right-of-Way outlined in orange, proposed private
Shared Driveway outlined in green.

Additional properties with Access off this portion of North Norfolk Avenue include the
Shaft Condominiums (four units), and 1307-1319 Norfolk Avenue (three Single-Family
Dwellings). PCMC owns the property on the opposite side of the Street, including 1302
Norfolk Avenue, a historic Single-Family Dwelling.

This portion of North Norfolk is considered substandard because it was not constructed
to City standards and is a dead end street with no turnaround area. A 2003 agreement
was recorded with Summit County between the City and Peter Papineau Builders
(Exhibit 1), which supports this portion of North Norfolk Avenue remaining City Right-of-
Way but required the builder and his successors to maintain the Street, including being
responsible for snow removal, due to its narrow width. The Applicant is proposing to
take over responsibility for the privately maintained public Right-of-Way north of 13th
Street as a Condition of Approval (COA 15). A new Encroachment Agreement will
replace the existing (Exhibit 1) and will relieve the existing abutters from their current
obligation to maintain this portion of the public ROW.
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The Applicant proposes to manage and maintain the new private shared driveway
through a new Homeowners Association (HOA). The proposed private shared driveway
is 19 feet in width and will include a pedestrian access easement to any public staircase
that is constructed adjacent to the north property boundary of the proposed
development.

(I The proposal to create four Lots complies with the Recreation Commercial
(RC) Zoning District requirements outlined in LMC Chapter 15-2.16.

At the September 27 meeting, the Applicant agreed that the Front Setback for three of
the Lots, Lot A, Lot B, and Lot C, shall be measured from the shared driveway, and not
from the front property line. Lot D’s Setbacks are measured from the property lines.

Lot Size, Setbacks, Maximum Building Footprint

Lot A Lot B Lot C Lot D

Lot Size 2,479 sq. ft. 2,482 sq. ft. 2,618 sq. ft. 3,281 sq. ft.

Front Setback | 12-13 ft. from 12-13 ft. from 12-13 ft. from 12 -13 ft. from
the shared the shared the shared the property
driveway driveway driveway lines

Side Setbacks | 3 ft. 3 ft. 3 ft. 3 ft.

Rear Setback 12-13 ft. 12-13 ft. 12-13 ft. 12-13 ft.

Max Building 1,078 sq. ft. 1,079 sq. ft. 1,129 sq. ft. 1,364 sq. ft.

Footprint

All Lots remain compliant with the Minimum Lot Area requirement of 1,875 square feet
for a Single-Family Dwelling in the RC Zoning District, and none of the lots are large
enough for a Duplex Dwelling. The measurement of the Front Setback from the private
shared driveway for Lots A, B, and C, decreases the maximum allowed Building Pad for
these Lots, but not the Building Footprint, which is based on the Lot size. Lot D was not
required to measure Setbacks from the shared driveway because it has been
determined to have two Front Setbacks (Exhibit J) and would significantly limit its
buildability.

In addition to Setbacks, future dwellings must also comply with the Zone Height of 27
feet (LMC 8 15-2.16-5(L)), and parking requirement of two parking spaces per Dwelling
Unit (LMC 8§ 15-4-6(A)).
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(11 Applicant’s response to questions regarding Lot compatibility with the RC
Zoning District.

During the July 12 meeting, the Commission had questions regarding the compatibility
of the proposed Lots with the Old Town neighborhood and the RC Zoning District
considering the purpose includes “[promoting] the Development of Buildings with
designs that reflect traditional Park City architectural patterns, character, and Site
designs” (LMC 8 15-2.16-1). Specific concerns were that the proposed Lots are larger
than the traditional Old Town Lot size of 25’ X 75’ and the North to South orientation of
proposed Lot D.

In the Applicant’s Response, attached as Exhibit K, the Applicant states that of the 176
Lots in the RC Zoning District,
- “Only 27% (47 Lots) are traditionally sized single or 1.5 width lots with an East
West orientation.
- 73% (129 Lots) are “nontraditional” sized lots, i.e., wider than 1.5 or different than
East West Orientation.
- 15% (26 Lots) of Lots are North - South Orientation.”

The Applicant also notes that the abutting Lot, 1302 Norfolk Avenue, is a North - South
oriented Lot.

(IV) Applicant’s response to slope, topography, and drainage questions from the
Planning Commission.

During the July 12 meeting, the Commission raised concerns regarding slope,
topography, and storm water drainage. The Applicant has indicated that the Driveways
within the Subdivision will be less than a 5% slope at the steepest, which complies with
LMC 8 15-3-3(A)(4), which prohibits Driveways from being steeper than 14%. This
analysis has been reviewed by the Engineering Department and the Engineering
Department has not raised any concerns.
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26% — 30% SLOPE

OR MORE SLOPE

SLOPE ANALYSIS

SCALE: 1" = 10"

Figure 6: Slope Analysis Provided by Applicant (does not show up to date Building Pads)

The proposed development is not located in the Sensitive Lands Overlay or the Historic
District, and as such is not subject to a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit. The slopes
on the property range from 0% to greater than 31% (Exhibit K).

(V) Options regarding the creation of a public staircase on adjoining City
property.

The Park City Fire District (PCFD) requires that an emergency services access stair be
installed from Empire Avenue to the site, to provide access in case of an emergency
due to the lack of sufficient turnaround area for a Fire Truck on Norfolk Avenue. The
Applicant has secured an easement across Knudson C for the fire access stair, but the
easement is for Emergency Services access only, and does not allow for public access
on this staircase that must be privately maintained by the Applicant and kept clear of
snow at all times. (Exhibit C).

The Applicant and Staff are exploring the option of the Applicant building a public
staircase on neighboring City property to the north, 1330 Empire Avenue. This site is
the proposed location of Woodside Phase 2 (City housing project under design but not
yet approved), which will contain a public staircase/access from Empire Avenue to
Woodside Avenue.
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The City’s preferred approach would be for the Applicant to contract and build a public
staircase from Empire Avenue to the beginning of the Applicant’s private shared
driveway, ending where the private fire access stair would but on the City’s property just
north of the Applicant’s parcel so there are not two adjacent sets of stairs. After
construction, the City would reimburse the Applicant for the costs, minus the amount
that building the required fire access stair would have cost the Applicant, which is
estimated to cost approximately $72,500 (Exhibit L). The staircase would be six feet
wide and maintained by the City. Discussions between the City and the Applicant are
ongoing. The City would be responsible for including the public stairs to Woodside
Avenue as part of the Woodside Phase 2 project.

outlined in red.

Condition of Approval 4 establishes that if an agreement can be reached for the building
of a Public Staircase on City property at 1330 Empire Avenue, this would satisfy the fire
access stair requirement.

(V1) The proposal to create four Lots complies with the Subdivision Procedures
outlined in LMC Chapter 15-7.1.

Plat Amendments shall be reviewed according to LMC § 15-7.1-6 Final Subdivision Plat
and approval requires (a) a finding of Good Cause, and (b) a finding that no Public
Street, Right-of-Way, or easement has been vacated or amended.

(a) There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment because it will allow for

development consistent with the Old Town Neighborhood and purposes of
the Recreation Commercial Zoning District.
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LMC 8 15-15-1 defines Good Cause as “[p]Jroviding 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 Lots affected by this Plat Amendment are close to Park City Mountain Resort,
increasing potential housing opportunities near the resort.

While the Recreation Commercial (RC) Zoning District is not part of the Historic District,
the Lots affected by this Plat Amendment are in the Old Town neighborhood of the
General Plan:

OLDTOWN

Z

~——— Existing Roads
- - —Ridgelines
— 100" Contours
;7277 Slopes > 30 deg.
Buildings

Wetlands

M Existing Vegetation
I Streams and Water

The purpose of the Recreation Commercial (RC) Zoning District in LMC § 15-2.16-1
also states “promote Park City’s mountain and Historic character by designing projects
that relate to the mining and Historic architectural heritage of the City.”
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The proposed private shared driveway for this Plat Amendment is in keeping with the
historic character of Old Town. LMC § 15-3-3(H)(2), encourages shared driveways.

Goal 6.1 of the General Plan for Old Town says that “[i]nfill and new additions should be
compatible with the neighborhood context and subordinate to existing historic
structures.”

g.
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ti:i

Condo

N N N\~

Figure 7: Proposed Four Lot Subdivision with shared access shown is red.

Highlighted in green above are nearby lots of similar size, most of which have Single-
Family Dwellings on them. The approximate locations of the proposed Lots for this
amendment are identified in solid colors. The approximate location of the 19-foot
proposed private shared driveway access easement is identified in red.

The four lots are proposed to be created to build Single Family Dwellings explained in
Analysis Il. Single Family Dwellings are common in the RC Zoning District and the
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proposed Lots are in keeping with those requirements. Lot D would create a North-
South Lot. Although not common in this area, there are North-South Lots in the vicinity
such as adjacent 1302 Norfolk Avenue.

No Public Street or Right-of-Way is vacated and no Public Easements will be vacated.
(VIl) The Development Review Committee requires Conditions of Approval.

The Development Review Committee! reviewed this project on September 20, 2022,
and again on May 2, 2023. Feedback has been incorporated into the final Plat and
Conditions of Approval.

Department Review

The Planning Department, Engineering Department, and City Attorney’s Office reviewed
this staff report.

Notice

Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website and
posted notice to the property on February 8, 2023, June 23, 2023, and November 1,
2023. Staff mailed courtesy notice to property owners within 300 feet on February 8,
2023, June 23, 2023, and November 1, 2023. The Park Record published notice on
February 8, 2023, June 23, 2023, and November 1, 2023.?

Public Input
The Planning Commission received extensive written and oral public input on this

project (Exhibit M). The majority of concerns were from the immediate abutters to the
south of the Applicant’s property (1307, 1315, and 1319 Norfolk Avenue) who are
subject to the existing Encroachment Agreement (Exhibit ) and have maintained
Norfolk Avenue north of 13t street since 2003, including private snow removal for this
publicly owned street, as required by the Agreement. Their concerns include:
e the safety and non-conforming status of this portion of Norfolk Avenue regarding
its narrowness and lack of turn around area
e concern for emergency service vehicles
e the impacts of additional development and vehicular traffic on this non-
conforming road that is publicly owned but privately maintained
e the Applicant’s plan for snow removal (COA 3)
e that Applicant’s plan for trash management (COA 14)
e the Applicant has not developed a plan to maintain this portion of the road (COA
15).

1 The Development Review Committee meets the first and third Tuesday of each month to review and
provide comments on Planning Applications, including review by the Building Department, Engineering
Department, Sustainability Department, Transportation Planning Department, Code Enforcement, the City
Attorney’s Office, Local Utilities including Rocky Mountain Power and Dominion Energy, the Park City Fire
District, Public Works, Public Utilities, and the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).
2LMC §15-1-21
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These abutters request the Council consider actions for the City to improve, maintain
and plow this portion of the road in light of additional development, and due to the fact
that the City owns the eastern side of the road and could, potentially widen this road in
the future.

The widening of this portion of the road is complicated by the location of a City-owned
Historic Structure at 1302 Norfolk Avenue, which would have to be moved, and the
future development of Woodside Phase 2, which is still in design.

Staff recommends the Council consider this issue in coordination with the Woodside
Phase 2 project and consider creating a turnaround area on City property if the road
cannot be widened.

Alternatives
e The City Council may approve Ordinance No. 2023-54, with Conditions;
e The City Council may deny Ordinance No. 2023-54; or
e The City Council may request additional information and continue the discussion
to a date certain.

Exhibits
Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance No. 2023-54
Attachment 1: North Norfolk Plat Amendment
Exhibit B:  Survey of Existing Conditions
Exhibit C:  Fire Access Easement
Exhibit D:  Resolution from 1980 re. the Closure of Norfolk Avenue
Exhibit E: Park City Survey
Exhibit F: Resolution 11-82 authorizing the sale of closed portion of Norfolk Avenue
Exhibit G:  Ordinance 14-03 Approving Knudson Plat
Exhibit H: 2014 Knudson Plat
Exhibit I: Encroachment Agreement Norfolk Avenue
Exhibit J: Planning Director Determination for Setbacks on Lot D
Exhibit K:  Applicant Response for Planning Commission Questions
Exhibit L: Applicant Stair Cost Estimate
Exhibit M:  Public Input
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Ordinance No. 2023-54

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE NORTH NORFOLK PLAT AMENDMENT,
LOCATED AT 1325 EMPIRE AVENUE AND PARCEL SA-200, PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as 1325 Empire Avenue and
Parcel SA-200 have petitioned the City Council to amend the Knudson Subdivision and
Parcel SA-200, located in the Recreation Commercial Zoning District, and re-subdivide
it into four Single-Family Lots known as the North Norfolk Subdivision; and

WHEREAS, on February 8, 2023, staff posted notice to the property and
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, staff mailed courtesy notice to all affected property owners on
February 8, 2023, and legal notice was published in the Park Record and on the Park
City and Utah Public Notice websites; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on February 22, 2023, held a public
hearing and continued the discussion to April 12, 2023;

WHEREAS, on April 12, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the
application, held a public hearing, and continued the discussion to May 10, 2023; and

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the
application, held a public hearing, and continued the application to a date uncertain; and

WHEREAS, on June 23, 2023, staff re-posted notice to the property and
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, on June 23, 2023, staff re-mailed courtesy notice to all affected
property owners, and legal notice was published in the Park Record and on the Park
City and Utah Public Notice websites; and

WHEREAS, on July 12, 2023, the Planning Commission reviewed the
application, held a public hearing, and continued the application to September 27, 2023;
and

WHEREAS, on September 27, 2023, the Planning Commission forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, on November 1, 2023, staff re-mailed courtesy notice to all affected
property owners, and legal notice was published in the Park Record and on the Park
City and Utah Public Notice websites; and

WHEREAS, on November 16, 2023, the City Council reviewed the applicant and
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held a public hearing; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah, to approve the North
Norfolk Plat Amendment; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The North Norfolk Plat Amendment, as shown in
Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of
Law, and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact:

1. On October 16, 1980, the City Council passed a resolution closing a portion of the
Norfolk Avenue right-of-way.

2. On April 22, 1982, that closed portion of Norfolk Avenue was sold by the City.

3. In 2014, a Plat Amendment was submitted for three lots, located at 1314 & 1350
Empire Avenue known as the Knudson Plat.

4. On January 29, 2014, the Planning Commission forwarded a positive

recommendation to City Council, and on February 13, 2014, City Council approved

the Knudson Plat.

The Knudson Plat was recorded with Summit County on February 27, 2014.

The property within the Knudson Plat was not developed.

In May of 2022, the Applicant submitted a Plat Amendment, proposing to subdivide

vacant Lot C of the Knudson Plat and adjacent Parcel SA-200 into four Lots to

eventually be developed with four Single Family Dwellings.

8. The proposed four Lots comply with the minimum lot size requirements for the
Recreation Commercial (RC) Zoning District requirements outlined in LMC Chapter
15-2.16.

9. The Proposed Lots will be accessed via a private shared driveway across Norfolk
Avenue.

10. The minimum width of a 19-foot-wide private Shared Driveway is in keeping with the
historical context of Old Town.

11.There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment because it will allow for development
that promotes density that is consistent with the Resort Neighborhood and purposes
of the Recreation Commercial (RC) Zoning District.

No o

Conclusions of Law:

1. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat
amendment.

2. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions of approval, will not
adversely affect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

3. The proposal complies with the Recreation Commercial (RC) Zoning District
requirements outlined in LMC Chapter 15-2.16, and the Subdivision Procedures
outlined in LMC Chapter 15-7.1.
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Conditions of Approval:

1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final
form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management
Code, and the Conditions of Approval, prior to recordation of the plat.

2. The Applicant shall record the plat at the County within one (1) year from the date of
City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year, this approval
for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing prior to
the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council.

3. Prior to submitting for building permits, the Applicants must provide a geotechnical
report and storm drainage storage plan for the site including for snow storage.
Construction of basements may be limited on the recommendation of a Licensed
Geotechnical engineer and the City Engineering Department. All drainage must be
retained on site, and the storm drainage storage plan shall be reviewed and
approved by the City Engineering and Building Departments.

4. A Plat Note shall indicate that before any combustible material is delivered to the
site, emergency access stairs required by the Park City Fire District must be
completed and approved by the Fire District. The Fire Access Easement shown on
the proposed Plat must be recorded with the County before or concurrent with the
recordation of the Plat. The Applicant and their successors and assigns shall be
responsible for maintaining the private stairs and keeping them clear of snow so that
they are available for emergency access at all times.

5. If an agreement is made for the construction of a public staircase on 1330 Empire
Avenue that accesses the North Norfolk Subdivision, and satisfies the Building,
Housing, Engineering, and Planning Departments as well as the Park City Fire
District requirements, then that may satisfy COA 4 above, and shall not require a
Plat Amendment, as long as those stairs are complete and access the North Norfolk
Subdivision. Public Stairs shall be maintained and cleared of snow by the City.

6. Prior to the recordation of this Plat, a 30-Foot Non-Exclusive Utility Easement, as
shown on the proposed Plat, must be recorded with Summit County.

7. A Plat Note shall indicate that no Buildings can be built within the 30-foot Non-
Exclusive Utility Easement. Landscaping and driveways may be constructed but
owners should be aware that these items can be removed at any time and the Lot
owners will be responsible for any replacements within the easement area.

8. Parking is not allowed on the private shared driveway, and the owners shall place
signs that indicate it is private and parking on the shared driveway is prohibited.

9. A Plat Note shall indicate that Lot D shall have two Front Setbacks, with the Western
Setback being 12 feet and the Southern Setback being 13 feet, the North Setback
being a rear setback of 12 feet, and the East Setback a side setback of 3 feet. All
setbacks for Lot D shall be measured from the property lines. Primary access will be
from the South Side.

10. A Plat note shall indicate that the Setbacks for Lots A, B, and C shall be measured
from the private shared driveway and shall be indicated on the final recorded plat.

11. A Plat Note shall indicate that in the event of construction of a public stair with
access to the North Norfolk property, four feet of the 19-foot-wide private shared
driveway shall be used to allow public pedestrian access to the public stairs. That
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access will be designated by signage posted in a location to be approved by the
Planning, Engineering, and Trails and Open Space Departments and must be
constructed with a material visually distinct from the rest of the private shared
driveway.

12.Prior to recordation of this plat, the Applicant shall record documents obliging the
owners of each Lot to be financially responsible for maintaining the private shared
driveway serving the Lots including snow removal and storage. This condition may
be satisfied by either: (i) Applicant’s formation of a homeowners’ association whose
recorded governing documents shall establish responsibility for such maintenance;
or (ii) if Applicant does not form a homeowners’ association, another recorded form
of covenants to be recorded prior to or contemporaneous with the recordation of the
plat which binds each Lot owner to contribute twenty-five percent (25%) of the cost
of such maintenance.

13.The Applicant shall submit a trash receptacle management plan in a form approved
by the City Engineer.

14.Prior to plat recordation, the Applicant shall enter into a new encroachment
agreement outlining the Applicant’s responsibilities for maintenance and snow
removal of Norfolk Avenue north of 13" Street with the Engineering Department in a
form approved by the City Attorney's Office.

15. Prior to the issuance of the Certificate of occupancy for the 4" Lot or last house to
be constructed, the Applicant shall be responsible for seal coating Norfolk Avenue
between 13" Street and the subject property to repair any damage to the roadway
due to construction activity. The Building and Engineering Department shall review
and approve any permits necessary for seal coating the public Right-of Way.

16.A Plat Note shall indicate that this Plat is subject to Ordinance 2023-54.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this November 16, 2023.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Nann Worel, MAYOR
ATTEST:

City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
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City Attorney’s Office

Attachment 1: Plat
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DRAWING ROTATED 54°

NARRATIVE:

THE PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY WAS TO IDENTIFY THE LOT LINES AND PROVIDE
TOPOGRAPHIC DATA TO ESTABLISH THE POSSIBILITY OF DEVELOPMENT ON THE
SUBJECT PARCELS.

UTILITES WERE NOT IDENTIFIED UNDERGROUND AND FURTHER INVESTIGATION IS
SUGGESTED.

AN EXISTING CONDITIONS & TOPOGRAPHIC MAP WAS COMPLETED BY ALLIANCE
ENGINEERING DATED 1-24—14. THE ELEVATIONS ON THIS SURVEY ARE BASED
UPON A SAID SURVEY.

PROPERTY CORNERS WERE NOT SET, HOWEVER FOUND PROPERTY CORNERS ARE
IDENTIFIED ON THE SURVEY.

SURVEY COMPLETED: 5/07/2022.

SEE SAID KNUDSON SUBDIVISION FOR ANY EASEMENTS, SETBACK REQUIREMENTS,
BUILDING ENVELOPES AND BUILDING LOT RESTRICTIONS. SURVEYOR IS NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR SAID RESTRICTIONS.

CONTOUR INTERVALS ARE TWO FOOT, LABELED ON THE TEN FOOT MAJOR.

SNOW COVERAGE AT THE TIME OF THE INITIAL SURVEY WAS APPROXIMATELY 1’ TO

2 FEET. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION WAS GATHERED AT A LATER DATE ON THE
HARD SURFACED FEATURES.

LAND SURVEYING & DESIGN

y

YOUR PERSONAL SURVEYOR

3100 PINEBROOK RD.
SUITE 1000
PARK CITY, UT 84098

(801) 573—7871
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SURVEY PREPARED

LYING WITHIN SECTION 11,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 4 FAST
SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

DRAWN BY:
™
DESIGNED BY:
™
CHECKED BY:
MM

LEGEND
SUBJECT PARCEL | 1 |SELECTED SPOT ELEVATION
ADJOINERS O | PROPERTY CORNER FOUND (AS NOTED)
— ROAD CENTERLINE | 3% | FIRE HYDRANT
6560 CONTOUR MAJOR ® | ELECTRICAL BOX
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, CONTOUR MINOR ® | SEWER MANHOLE
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5/9/2022

PROJECT NO:
DATE:
SHEET NO.

Page 480 of 539



i @@@*

3 ) @X

(@]

@@

%dson-B

udson C

‘ Q%g SA-200

| TH
&\f:\, 2022 (“Effective Date” @?
LER, LLC, formerly kno Skyler LTD (“Grantce”p%

&

! O

©@

@@@

MOy
85
& 5
3

@@

B.

@@
NG

&
@éﬁ@
S

@Q%

O

Qﬁ%%@ 68-0621-2112, v.
©)

@@

o (3
&>
WHEN RECO
© &
SKYLER LL.C @
C/O: GARY KNUDSON
PO BOX

PAR@@ , UT 84060-0511

Y

ef @@QX

@@@QX

o O%@ 011§ B 2725 P: 1173 @@
© of 7 qgg
MAIL TO: da Francis Summit County Recorder

2/24/2022 03:35:42 P 40.00

By COALITION TITLE’YA@Y INC.
Electronically Recorde%\x

V)
Y

X @ X@@ X @
(© (© (©
e & &
@%%@ S S
@ EASEMENT AC?%EMENT ®®

reement ") is entered mtet%@qg

and between MARYA, L rantor’ ) and

EMENT AGREEMENT day of

ef¥
e
o (B0
&
©
erty in Summit County ger@ocated
Utah, which is more partlcular described
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&
ate hereof Grantor owns re@

at 1 g 4 EMPIRE AVE, Summit Co
as:

LOT B KNU]@@ UBDIVISION; ACCO @@@
THE OFF1 PLAT ON FILE IN T
COUN ORDERS OFFICE CON 3

0. o@@m 1106.

& &
®@Q Parcel No.: KNUDSOI\@@@ANTOR PROPERTY) @
On the date hereof, the Grante owns real property in Summlt ounty generally
ocated at 1325 EMPIRE AV ummlt County, Utah, whic ore particularly
described as: @@ @@
LOT C |
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(©) ARK CITY, UTAH ACC ING TO THE OFFICIAL(C)

i @@ AT ON FILE IN THE@@MIT COUNTY RECO
NS ") OFFICE ’

S S

@@@
@x D. The only purp @ this Access Easement 1s> &llow fire department and @x

% O%@ emergency s (“Emergency Services”’ s to Grantee Property o
| O@g% Grantee P 2 by and through an acc sement, described herein, ¢

é& Tax Parcel No.: SA- ééGRANTEE PROPERTY 2 Q%
ok @ R0k

°© beneﬁt@@e Grantee Property 1 and G Property 2. @O

E. There exists a certain five foot (57) w1de unimproved dirt path across a certain
ﬁpomon of the Grantor Prope .‘ depicted on Exhibit A (“Acee% Easement”).

@@ The Grantor Property Gra tee Property are adjoinin . Grantee Property @@@
x 1 (KNUDSON & adjacent to the Access Easement. However Grantee
%@ Property 2 (SA% is not adjacent to the A asement and EmergencyO%@
%@ Services access Grantee Property of Grantee Property 1 a
Q& by way o < other portion of GRANTO é OPERTY. ©)

S S S S
@ AG%EMENT Q% @QX

THEREFORE, for o valuable consideration, thf@@cwncy and receipt of @@

w ich are hereby acknowledged, TOR hereby grants a non-exclusive and restricted access x
ement over the ACCESS E ENT for ingress and egress ergency Services to accgsgx@

% and for the benefit of G ’S PROPERTY 1 and G E PROPERTY 2 on the
and provisions set forth @ ©

@ . Th@ecnals above and all Exhrk?@hereto are hereby 1ncorporax@<1%to this
Agreement by this reference.

@@ﬂhe Access Easement i 1 ed in Exhibit A which j orated herein.

& aend
@ rantee and any §

ewalk within the full len

ef®
sors in interest have a right tstruct a concrete / asphalt @N

idth of the Easement Acces . Grantee and any succes%@r%@

are responsible for all co construction and mainten any such improvements
©) Access Easement. Gran s no rights to otherwise im pon or make improvementsyin any

@@ form, to the Acc @emen’t including but not li to, grading, retaining, e @ng the
- width, or any other:improvement on the Grantor Property, including the ACCESS EMENT,

without prior written permission from Grantor,except as may be required from time to time by a
governm uthority having Junsdlcu({gir&r the Emergency Service then only for @é&
purp e@@mvrdmg access for Eme rvices, (provided such g ﬁntal authority shall ©)

% the right to increase the w& the Access Easement).
©

@@ &

O
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@@ 4. G t@s all have noright to impec{éé\?j@strict access to or the use OWCESS
? EASEMENT by Emergency Services providers-as contemplated herein, provided, however
that Grantor shall have the right to restrict access to the Access Easement in a manner acceptable é&
to Park C{% ergency Services prov1der at only Emergency Serv1c %wders may have @
Access Easement.

acce@ @@

@x 5. The parties ackn%G gc that Park City currently(‘%&ans to build a public acces§%§

Cg%%@g%asement on property adja rantor’s Property (the “Gify Easement™). If and when th
©

Easement is constructed, rovided that the City Easement’is accepted in writing by Pa

© Municipality (includi ergency Services) as providing equivalent and acceptable E
@@ Services access to \Grantee Property 1 and Gra@ roperty 2, this Access E
f

automatically terminate. Provided, however, that if Grantee Property 1 is able to connect directly
to the Clty% sement, the Access Easement-shall be redescribed as the smallest possible area @

necessa ow Emergency Services Access'to Grantee Prope lfro Easement.
gency perty 1 from the City )

| GRANTEE HAS CTED THE EASEMENT B"
i %@ EASEMENT PROPERT AS-IS”, “WHERE-IS” CO 51;“’
AND GRANTEE AGRE T GRANTOR HAS O“ I MY
ANY WARRANTY O RESENTATION WHATSOEV
© TO THE PHYSI A

@® EXPRESSLY DI

OPERTY AND ACCEPTS
NDFFION, WITH ALL FAULTS NG
ADE, AND DOES NOT

ER, EXPRESS OR IMPLI S
EMENT PROPERTY; AND OR

IES; AND THE PARTIES A

SHALL BE BORNE BY GRANTEE

ALL RISK  ASSOCIATED THEREWIT

NOTWIT NDING THE FOREGO GRANTOR HEREBY SENTS AND é\x
W S TO GRANTEE THAT R IS THE OWNER O PLE TITLE TO @@
T] EMENT PROPERTY FULL AUTHORITY T T THE EASEMENT @
5 ATED HEREIN. 5 @ 5 @x
N N 5 &

Q
<%er constitute equitable ser{é@
's PROPERTY and benefitting and
E PROPERTY 2, and shal inding
heir respective successors-in-interest.

Q
Q&%@ 7. This Agr%i%ﬁ(? and the easement created
©) and covenants running g%s the land, binding on GRAN

@@ appurtenant to G PROPERTY 1 AND G

upon and inure to the’benefit of the parties hereto a
This Agreement is for the s exclusive benefit Grantee S successors-in- @
mter the sole purpose of E Services providers re €mergency access @@

p s hereto and there shall be 1V1dual rights for use of th ss Easement, including
o other third-party beneficiari @ d nothing in this Agreem ‘ 11 be construed to grant to- @
o @ny other person any right, or claim under or in resp@xs Agreement or any provi >
Qg%% hereof.
© © ©

@@ 9. Tb@g@eement may only be ame@@y a writing executed an &ed by

Grantor and Grantee; or their respective successors-in=interest.

U é@é\&ﬂ-‘is Agreement shall be@i)é@ by and interpreted pursg laws of the State @@@é\x
. . .
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© 11. Any waiver by a party hereto of any breach-of any kind or character whatsogver by
@@ another party, whe%kﬁ@ch waiver be direct or impli @1] not be construed as a conti waiver
z of or consent to any-subsequent breach of this Agreemient on the part of the other pa

n the event any action or pr@ ing is brought by any party a@ nist any other party @é&
here ‘ evailing party shall be e tf@ recover attorney's fees 1@ mount as the court @@
%udge reasonable.

> \ O

s@ . & %@ O
@%3 IN WITNESS WI-IEREO %e undersigned has executeb instrument as of the Effectiv& .
O

@@ GRANTOR @® @® @®
MARYA,@ Q% @QX

25 lor S
\me\f\i{r E%P @ @x@ o@x

anager @ @ o @
@Q& ACKNOWLEDGEM}E;&%3 @Q&%
@® STATE OF ’Uv'@\%@ ) @® @®

County of@&u wan T @@@é\x @@@% @@@é&
TE OF Ltend - @ LoD LoD

Qg%@ UNTYOF S uwar 3 Q&@ Q&@
©) On this 7% day of C@%K ,2001 , oA ERLN P (name of>)

@@ document signer) ally appeared before me, identity is personally kno @e or
- proven on the basisof satisfactory evidence, and W me duly sworn/affirmed, did'say that
he/she is the Manager of Marya, LLC, a Utah 1ted 11ab111ty company, and that\said document
was signe im/her on behalf of said li 1ab111ty company by authori its Operating @é&
Agr r Resolution of its Mem sggll? he/she acknowledged to @@ he/she executed @@
t!

S O3

O Noftas Publc - State of Utah § %@9%
\ 41G R, RODMAN I @%&
Commission #701194 ]

My Commission Expires

@@O NOWB @ \ o o Dugusti2 2022 — I@@

x@@@
o S

o 4 0 (BN
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On tﬁi%@ day of T&G , ‘V; wAnENd & é’t.. (name of @@

d ment signer) personally appe eg before me , whose 1dent1ty is sonally known to me or @x
ven on the basis of satlsf%ct idence, and who by me dul rn/affirmed, did say that @
Q&% e/she is the Manager of LC, a Utah limited liabili pany, and that said docu
was s1gned by h1m/her 0 alf of said limited liability ny by authority of its Oper

@ Agreement or Reso. f its Members, and he/s wledged to me that he/she
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T é&
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& LOT B EASEMENT
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EASEMENT LEG@CRIPTION

5

ne common to Lot B and

Lot C S &
01'00” West 58.99 feet to the ght-of way of Empire
mpire Avenue North 18°41'00

fice coincident with said right-of-

with the boul @

thence

Aven

\%&@ 4 feet to the Point of Beginning.

©

C: \Users\Charlie\Deskto

EELTERRA\AU JOBS\21039—Knudson Easement\21039.dwg

©59'00” East 5.00 feet; O
as! cC O%Cﬁj%C

+06.2021
1 21039

Date;
Pro

@@
A five (5) foot Access Easement located in the No t Quarter of Section 16, o @x o @
Township “gg h, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base an ridian, said easement also o o @
i n recorded February 27, 2014 as @\{i% é{%% [
nty Recorder and being more @ @
@@ <7 SCALE: 17 = 20
> - e ————
Beginning at the westernmost Carner of Lot B Knudson Subdivision, said corner
t Corner of Lot A Knudson Subdiv and PROF, ONAL LAND SURVEYING
the boundary line common to Lot Lot B North Q _ C?N SULTIN @
the northernmost Corner of Lot corner being @i ‘ T :1 R i. L\’Q
common to the westernimost Corner of Lot C Knudson Suhdivision; thence coincident ! A d ‘ \‘
o)
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P. 0. Box 1480, Park City, UT 84020

- Fee Exempi per Utah Codg
Annotated 1953 21-7-2

i e

that thls is a tru
copy of the orﬁglnal ;

Sz?7£?dﬂéq¢ﬁ

WHEREAS ~the City Counc11 of Park City deemsflt.clty Recordery:
desirable to close Norfolk Street: and <!/ 2710/83 Jm

£
I

—_— e d A W SR A e A

and exact
\'zw

sl

Hu RN )H .,{1:';-3;'1‘, [UISHE SR

RESOLUTION

it

<3 i
_ WHEREAS, the City owns the street in fee ané
is oeSLrable to sell such land;

;o

‘\ L rerna, S

i.tt\ .. e ,/ ‘,r

. \:1 \___, P ’/“;@
NOW, THEREFORE be it resolved by the City Coundllmm_w,/fk

of Park City, Utah, that:

!

Y

e

l. The street hereby described below is clocsed.

Norfolk Avenue from the front of Block 19,

Lot 6 northwest through 14th Street and

continuing on from the north side of 1l4th
_from Block 21 through Lot 24.

2. The Mayor is hereby authorized to execute such
‘documents that are necessary to accomplish the sale of
such land.

3. This resolution becomes effective upon adoption.

ADOPTED THIS DAY OF October 19__80.

2

16

Entry No. -

Book

202815
o e

Paca PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
[~

-~

“

REQUEST CF _ _
LA SPRIGT

E
IO; IL‘# ’ By

RECORDED - J]-2 7

¢ ST SO0 RICORDER

at 3237 S wm

’F/By- /Q"é .

o ‘/,J/En~c. Green, Jr., Mayor

Attest:

W}Cfuaﬂ 0 s ,-1(‘)}1-—&—*-
- Deputy City Recprier
Parcel 41
' Beglnnlno at the Northerly most corner of Lot 22 in Block 19
of Snyder's Addltlon to Park City, Utah; and runaning thence South

35°59' East along the Northeasterly line of said Block 19, 425
thence

feet to the Easterly most corner of Lot 6 in said Block 19;
North 54°01' East 50 feet to the Southwesterly line of Block 24,
Snyder's Addition to Park City, Utah; thence North 35°59"' West

along the Southwesterly line of said Block 24, 425 feet; thence

" South 54°01

©13.18 feet;

' West 50 feet to the point of beginning. Contains

21,250 squaré feet. -

Parcel #2: -
Beclnnlng at the most Southerly corner of Lot 26, Block 21

Snyder's Addition to Park City, Utah, and running thence South
54°01' West 50.00 feet to the most Easterly corner of Block 20 of
Snyder's Addition to Park City, Utah; thence North 35°59' West
18.70 feet to the Easterly line of proposed Empire Avenue (50 feet
wide); thence North 18°41' West along the Easterly line of said
Empire Avenue 71.92 feet to a point of curvature being concave to
'the Southwest, having a central angle of 1°26'20" and a radius of

525.00 feet; thence Northwesterly along the arc of said curve
thence North 54°01' East 24.85 feet to the most West-

“BOOK2 52 .PAGE55 5

erly corner of Lot 23, Block 21 of Snyder’'s Addition to Park City,

of beginning.

Utah; then South9)°59' East 100.00 feet tc‘he poi‘
‘Contains 3571.50 sqUare feet. ) 'Page 488 of 539
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RESOLUTION

Resolution No. 11-82

A Resolution Authorizing a Property

Trade on Norfolk Avenue in Park City

WHEREAS, the City Council of Park City, Utah,
did authorize the transfer of city-owned land on
Norfolk Avenue, to Richard and Kit Davies, and,
property belonging to the Davies to be accepted by
the city, and,

WHEREAS, the transfer will benefit the
citizens of Park City, and the future planning
of streets within the city.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City
Council of Park City, Utah, that the City Attorney
is authorized to have executed the deeds to accomplish
this transfer of land, which descriptions are attached
hereto.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of April, 1982.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

/L;;;7Ziiz.cy. ég?ALJZQZ/

n C. Green, Jr.
Mayor
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Norfolk

A 3
Recorded at Request of Recorded at the reguast of and retuen
to: Park C].y M gielatol i Corp.
C1 S M. Fee Paid § P. O. Box 1480, Park City_UT 24080
by Dep. Book Page Ref.:

Mail tax noticeto.__Richard and Kit Daviggdress 4601 Barreville R4
Crystal Lake, IL 60014

QUIT-CLAIM DEED

[ CORPORATE FORM]

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION , a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Utah, with its principal office at
, of County of , State of Utah,

grantor, hereby QUIT CLAIMS to

RICHARD B. DAVIES AND KIT S. DAVIES _ grantee
of for the sum of
DOLLARS,

the following described tract  of land in : County,

State of Utah:

Beginning at the Northerly most corner of Lot 5, Block 78, Park City Survey,

and running thence North 66° 22' East, 10 feet, thence South 23° 38' East along
a line 10 feet off set and parallel to the westerly line of Norfolk Avenue as
plotted, 37.23 feet to a point which is 10 feet, more or less, Northwesterly

from an existing retaining wall along the Northwesterly line of existing Norfolk
Avenue, thence South 15° 42' 30" West, more or less, parallel with said retaining

wall 15.77 feet to the Northeasterly line of Lot 4, said Block 78, thence North
23° 38' West along the easterly line of Lots 4 and 5, said Block 78, 49.43 feet
to the point of beginning.

Containing 433.30 square feet.

The officers who sign this deed hereby certify that this deed and the transfer represented
thereby was duly authorized under a resolution duly adopted by the board of directors of the
grantor at a lawful meeting duly held and attended by a quorum.

In witness whereof, the grantor has caused its corporate name and seal to be hereunto affixed

by its duly authorized officers this day of | , A. D19
Attest: Company
Secretary. | By ,Q" / @ QZ‘ .
X & ‘—(./‘ . 1’:/.
[ CORPORATE SEAL] . -~ 7 et President~
STATE OF UTAH, ‘ }
s
County of
On the day of , A. D.
personally appeared before me and
who being by me duly sworn did say, each for himself, that he, the said
is the president, and he, the said is the secretary
of Company, and that the within and foregoing
instrument was signed in behalf of said corporation by authority of a resolution of its board of
directors and said and

each duly acknowledged to me that said corporation executed the same and that the seal affixed
is the seal of said corporation.

Notary Public.
My commission expires My residence is.

Page 491 of 539



Norfolk

Recorded at the rsques: of and return

to: Park City Municical C
Recorded at Request of B3 Y g gal Corp.
q POAB0XTT480, Park Ciy, UT 84060

at._______. M. Fee Paid $

by Dep. Book Page Ref.:

Mail tax notice to._ Eark City Mun. Copr.pddress. P-0. Box 1480, Park City 84060
(EXEMPT)

QUIT-CLAIM DEED

RICHARD B. DAVIES AND KIT S. DAVIES grantor

of , County of , State of Utah, hereby
QUIT-CLAIM to

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION - - grantee
of for the sum of

DOLLARS,
the following described tract of land in County,
State of Utah:

Beginning at the Southeasterly most corner of Lot 3, Block 78, Park City
Survey, and running thence South 66° 22' West along the southerly line of Lot 3,
20.96 feet to a point which is 10 feet, more or less, northwesterly from an
existing retaining wall along the northwesterly line of existing Norfolk Avenue,
thence North 15° 42' 30" East, more or less, parallel with said retaining wall,
33.07 feet, more or less, to the northeasterly line of said Lot 4, said Block 78,
thence along said northeasterly line of Lots 4 and 3, South 23° 38' East, 25.57
feet to the point of beginning.

Containing 267.96 square feet.

Wrrness the hand of said grantor |, this day of
, A. D. one thousand nine hundred and

Signed in the presenceof = }eoe- v
STATE OF UTAH, } N
County of
On the day of A. D. one
thousand nine hundred and - personally appeared before me

the signer of the foregoing instrument, who duly acknowledge to me that he  executed the
same,

Notary Public.
My commission expires Address:

BLANK NO. 103— © GEM PTG, CO. == 3215 SO. 2600 EAST — SALT LAKE CITY
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Ordinance 14- 03

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE KNUDSON SUBDIVISION PLAT LOCATED AT
1314 & 1350 EMPIRE AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Knudson Subdivision
located at 1314 & 1350 Empire Avenue, have petmoned the City Council for approval of
the Knudson Subdivision; and

WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the
requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners
according to the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 29, 2014
to receive input on the proposed subdivision;

WHEREAS, on January 29, 2014 the Planning Commission forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on February 13, 2014 the City Council held a public hearing on the
proposed Knudson Subdivision; and

WHEREAS, it is In the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed
Knudson Subdivision.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The Knudson Subdivision, as shown in Exhibit A, is approved subject to
the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact:

1. The property is located at 1314 & 1350 Empire Avenue within the Recreation
Commercial (RC) District.

2. On December 31, 2013, the applicants submitted an application for a plat
amendment to combine eleven (11) lots and the adjacent abandoned Norfolk
Avenue ROW containing a total of 25,883 square feet into three (3) lots of record.

3. The plat amendment is necessary in order for the applicants to move forward with
the City’s RDA redevelopment efforts and improvements, which include a possible
east/west pedestrian connection from Miner's Hospital to PCMR, as well as remove
lot lines under the Acorn Inn and compliance with the northerly side and rear yard
setbacks for the Acorn Inn.
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The application was deemed complete on January 7, 2014.

As per Land Management Code (LMC) 15-7.1-6(A} “an Owner of the land or his

representative shall file with the Planning Department an Application for the approval

of a final Subdivision Plat. The apptication shall include all contiguous holdings of
the Owner, unless specifically waived by the Planning Department and Planning

Commission, including land in the “same ownership,” as defined herein, with an

indication of the portion which is proposed to be subdivided, accompanied by an

affidavit of ownership, which shall include the dates the respective holdings of land
were acquired, together with the book and page of each conveyance to the present

Owner as recorded in the County Recorder’s office.

6. The Planning Director made a determination on January 23, 2014 and the Planning
Commission voted to support the determination that Gary Knudson is not required to
subdivide the contiguous holdings located at and around 1314 & 1350 Empire
Avenue. Rather, the applicant may move forward with the request for a three (3) lot
plat amendment at 1314 & 1350 Empire Avenue only.

7. The RC zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 square feet.

8. Lots A and B have frontage on and access from Empire Avenue. Lot C has frontage
on and access from Norfolk Avenue.

9. The proposed subdivision contains a total of 25,883 square feet of area. Lot A
contains 14,625 sq. ft., Lot B contains 4,133 sq. ft., and Lot C contains 7,125 sq. ft.

10.Lot A is intended to be used for a future RDA pedestrian connection between PCMR
and Miner's Hospital. The Acorn Inn will remain on Lot B. Lot C is vacant. '

11. The proposed plat amendment does not create any new non-complying or
nonconforming situations.

12. The plat amendment secures a public show storage easement across the frontage
of Lot A on Empire Avenue.

13.The amendment of eleven {11) lots and the adjacent abandoned Norfolk Avenue

ROW would be the second largest plat amendment in the neighborhood. The

largest of these plat amendments is the Carl Winters School Subdivision which

contains seventy-two (72) lots and the next largest is the Park City High School

Mechanical Arts Building which contains seven (7) lots.

ok

Conclusions of Law:

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.

2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding subdivisions.

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat
amendment.

4. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.
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Conditions of Approval:

1.

The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat amendment for compliance with State law, the Land Management
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.

The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from the
date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time,
this approval for the plat will be void, unless a complete application requesting an
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted
by the City Council.

Modified 13-D sprinklers may be required for new construction by the Chief Building
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on
the final mylar prior to recordation.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon

publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13" day of February, 2014

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

A lieh]

Marci Heil, City Recorder

T

Mark Harrington, Cityyiforney
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EXHIBIT H

| PARK CITY |

1884

January 23, 2014

Gary Knudson
PO Box 511
Park City, UT 84060

NOTICE OF PLANNING DIRECTOR DETERMINATION

Project Address: 1314 & 1350 Empire Avenue
Project Description: Plat Amendment

Project Number; PL-14-02202

Date of Action: January 23, 2014

ACTION TAKEN BY PLANNING DIRECTOR:

Per Land Management Code (LMC) 15-7.1-6(A) an Owner of the land or his
representative shall file with the Planning Department an Application for the approval
of a final Subdivision Plat. The application shall include all contiguous holdings of
the Owner, unless specifically waived by the Planning Department and Planning
Commission, including land in the “same ownership,” as defined herein, with an
indication of the portion which is proposed to be subdivided, accompanied by an
affidavit of ownership, which shall include the dates the respective holdings of land
were acquired, together with the book and page of each conveyance to the present
Owner as recorded in the County Recorder's office. The affidavit shall advise as to
the legal Owner of the Property, the contract Owner of the Property, the date a
contract of sale was executed, and, if any corporations are involved, a copy of the
resolution legally empowering the Applicant to make the Application.

The Planning Director finds that Gary Knudson is not required to subdivide the
contiguous holdings located at and around 1314 & 1350 Empire Avenue. Rather,

86
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the applicant may move forward with the request for a three Iot plat amendment at
1314 & 1350 Empire Avenue only.

Findings of Fact:

1. The property is located at 1314 & 1350 Empire Avenue within the Recreation
Commercial (RC) District.

2. The applicants are requesting to combine eleven (11) lots and the adjacent
abandoned Norfolk Avenue ROW containing a total of 25,883 acres into three (3)
lots of record. Currently, the property includes Lots 8-12, Lots 33-38, and the
abandoned Norfolk Avenue ROW of Block 19 within the Snyder's Addlllon survey

. area of Park City,

3. The plat amendment is hecessary in order for the applicants to move forward
with the City's RDA redevelopment efforts and improvements, which include a
possible east/west pedestrian connection from Miners Hospital to PCMR, as wall
as remove lot lines under the Acorn Inn and provide access for Lot C to Norfolk
Ave,

4. New additions to the Acorn Inn would require adherence to current setbacks as
required in the RC District.

5. The property at 1314 Empire Avenue is contiguous with the 2 lots (Lots 39 & 40)
directly south along Empire Avenue as well as the 2 lots (Lots 6 & 7) directly
south of Lot C,

6. The applicant submitted an apphcatlon for a plat amendment on December 31,
2013.

7. The Planning COIT]]T]ISS10H will review the application for a three (3) lot
subdivision on January 29, 2014.

8. Staff learned that Gary Knudson owned the contiguous property directly south
and southeast of 1314 Empire Avenus (Lots 8, 7, 39, & 40) on January 14, 2013.

8. Gary Knudson has directly expressed interest in not subdividing the other 4 lots
contiguous to 1314 Empire Avenue (Lots 8, 7, 39, & 40), The property contiguous
to 1314 Empire Avenue is not already developed and the owner does not intend
to develop this property at this time,

- 10.There are no existing structures on the 4 contiguous lots (Lots 6, 7, 39, & 40).

Conditions of Approval

1. All standard conditions of approval shall apply.

2. Any modifications to the property contiguous to 1314 Empire Avenue (Lots 6, 7,
39, & 40) will require the applicant to submit a plat amendment application to the
Planning Department.

If you have any questions regarding this determination, please don't hesitate to

T2
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contact the Planning Department at 435-615-5060.

Sincerely, .

o,

Thomas E. Eddington Jr., AICP, LLA
Planning Director

CC: Christy J. Alexander, AICP
Planner I

88
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3. This subdivision

is subject to Conditions of

Approval in Ordinance 14—03.

4. Modified 13—D sprinklers may be required for new
construction by the Chief Building Official.

A RE-SUBDIVISION OF PLATTED LOTS AND RIGHT—O0OF—=WAY,
BLOCK 19, SNYDER'S ADDITION TO PARK CITY SURVEY

KNUDSON SUBDIVISION

N 35°59°00" W 995.00 (995.12" MEAS)

~——& PI NORFOLK AVENUE & 11TH STREET
(SEE NOTE 1)

OWNER’S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that Park City Redevelopment Authority, owner of PARCEL 1 as
described herein, does hereby certify that it has caused this Plat Amendment to be prepared and hereby

consents to the recordation of this Plat Amendment.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned set his hand this ___gg@__, day of ___&af_&!,_ 2014.

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF PARK CITY

By d-_mb_MMvuo

Title: G’h—u‘ men

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

State of Utah:
ss:
County of Summit:

on this _ 20 day of &bryg;_ __, 2014, Yack “Thomas

before me, the undersigned Notary Public int and for said state and county.

Having been duly sworn, M%A!__

that he signed the above Owner’s Dedication and Consent to Record freely and veluntarily.

A Notor; Public commissioned in Utah

Sharor C Pauman

Printed Name

Residing in: W C‘.L‘) UM

My commission expires: 07 o/ 3 - 20! ",

OWNER’'S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

personally appeared

acknowledged to me that he is authorized and

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that SKYLER, LTD., owner of Parcel 2 as described herein, does

hereby certify that it has caused this Plat Amendment to be prepared and hereby consents to the

recordation of this Plat Amendment.

In witness whereof, the undersigned set their hands this 02l5+

day of \:beuavy

SKYLER, LTD.

7. Hondooe— I N

a' L. Kﬁudson‘, General Partner Helen M. Knuds'on, General Partner

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

State of Utah:
ss:
County of Summit:

On this Q_bi'_ day of _EQJMMOY\/

2014.

2014, Gary L. Knudson and Helen M. Knudson

personally appeared before me, the undersigngd Notary Public, in and for said state and county. Having
been duly sworn, Gary L. Knudson and Helen M. Knudson, acknowledged to me that they are the General
Partners of SKYLER, LTD., organized and existing under the laws of the State of Utah for and in behalf of

said company for the uses and purposes stated therein and that they signed the above Owner’s Dedication

% TER! EKSTROM
i3 Notary Public, State of Utah
Commission # 652363

My Commission Expires

March 19, 2016

onz Consent to Record, freely and voluntarily.

A Notary Public commissioned in Utah

den Ekshrom

Printed Name

Residing in: _Sm!“!ii_QL-_
My commission expires: March 14, 20"0

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

I, John Demkowicz, certify that | am a Registered Land Surveyor and that | hold Certificate No. 154491,
as prescribed by the laws of the State of Utah, and that by authority of the owner, | have prepared this
Record of Survey map of KNUDSON SUBDIVISION and that the same has been monumented on the ground as

shown on this plat. Mfy fot the information-on this plat is accurate.

\| John Demkowicz " Date

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

PAl 1: PA ] MENT RITY

A parcel of land located in the northwest quarter of Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt
Lake Base and Meridian, said parcel being more particularly described as foliows:

Beginning at the northernmost corner of Lot 12, Block 19, Snyder’s Addition to Park City Survey, according
to the official plat thereof on file and of record in the office of the recorder, Summit County, Utah; and
running thence along the easterly boundary of Block 19 South 35°59°00” East 50.00 feet to the
easternmost corner of Lot 11; thence along the south boundary of Lots 11 and 34 South 54°01°00" West
119.08 feet to the easterly edge of Empire Avenue; thence along the easterly edge of Empire Avenue North
1841’00 West 52.37 feet to the north boundary of Lot 33; thence along the north boundaries of Lots 33
and 12 North 54°01°00” East 103.51 feet to the point of beginning.

PARCEL 2: SKYLER

LOT 8, Block 19, Snyder’'s Addition to Park City, according to the official plat thereof on file and of record
in the office of the Recorder.

All of LOTS 9, 10, 35 AND 36, Block 19, Snyder’s Addition to Park City, Park City, Utah, according to the
official plat thereof and on file and of record in the Summit County Recorder’s Office, less and excepting
any portion lying within Empire Avenue.

Beginning at the north corner of Lot 12, Block 19, Snyder’s Addition to Park City, Utah, said point of
beginning also being on the west right—of—way line of Norfolk Avenue; thence North 5401’ East 50.00 feet
to the east right—of—way line of said Norfolk Avenue; thence South 3559 East along said east line 100.00
feet; thence South 54'01’ West 50.00 feet to said west line; thence North 35°59° West along west line
100.00 feet to the point of beginning.

Beginning at the north corner of Lot 8, Block 19, Snyder's Addition to Park City, Utah, said point of
beginning also being on the west right—of—way line of Norfolk Avenue; thence North 54°01’ East 50.00 feet
to a point on the east right—of-way line of Norfolk Avenue; thence South 35°59" East along said east line
75.0 feet; thence South 54°01° West 50.00 feet to a point on said west line; thence North 3559’ West
along west line 75.0 feet to the point of beginning.

PARCEL 3: MARYA, LLC.

Lots 37 AND 38, Block 19, Snyder’s Addition to Park City, according to the official plat thereof on file and
of record in the Office of the Recorder, less and excepting any portion lying within Empire Avenue.

OWNER’S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that MARYA, LLC., a Utah limited fiability company, owner of Parcel
3, as described herein, does hereby certify that it has caused this Plat Amendment to be prepared and
hereby consents to the recordation of this Plat Amendment.

In witness whereof, the undersigned set their hands &bi_ day of _&blga#_, 2014.

Loy (ot

Helen M. Knudson, Ma}ioger

MARYA, LLC., a Utah limited liability company

Bye W«ZI/(W—'BY,

Gﬁr% Knudson, Manager

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

State of Utah:
ss:
County of Summit:

On this 2_\_5_": day of _&b.t ., 2014, Gary L. Knudson and Helen M. Knudson

personally appeared before me, the undersigned Notary Public, in and for said state and county. Having
been duly sworn, Gary L. Knudson and Helen- M. Knudson acknowledged to me that they are the Managers of
MARYA, LLC., a Utah limited liability company, organized and existing under the laws of the State of Utah for
and in behalf of said company for the uses and purposes stated therein and that they signed the above
Owner’s Dedication and Consent to Record freely and voluntarily.

I A

A Notary Public commissioned in Utah

Ten Ekshrom

Printed Name
Residing in: ,_S_.UN“NH{' CA)
My commission expires: _MQ[Q\_B,_QD_UQ_

L TER! EKSTROM
Notary Public, State of Utah
Commission # 652363
My Commission Expires
March 19, 2016

20 0 20 40

LOCATED IN THE NORTH HALF OF SECTION 16

TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

SHEET 1 OF 1
JOB NO.: 6—-12—13 FILE: X:\SnydersAddition\dwg\srv\plat2013\061213.dwg

2/20/14

(435) 649-9467

CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND PLANNERS SURVEYORS

323 Main Street

P.O. Box 2664 Park City, Utah 84060—2664

DAY OF

SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT

REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER
RECLAMATION DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS

__EA_‘ _____ . 201 4

PLANNING COMMISSION

APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION THIS 29TH
JANUARY, 2014

ENGINEER'S CERTIFICATE

| FIND THIS PLAT TO BE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION ON

FILE IN MY OFFICE THIS L7

DAY OF _/—?Aﬁgé/ |
BY _ /” =

APPROVAL AS TO FORM

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS _2_511\_

DAY OF l-e¢forUarzy | 2014 COUNCIL THIS /5 pay
M ofF Lebn# 72014

BY é&v yi% e BY /L[ | _
ARK AITY ATTORNEY PARK CITY RECORDER

CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST

| CERTIFY THIS RECORD OF SURVEY
MAP WAS APPROVED BY PARK CITY

—
—

COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE

APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY
COUNCIL THIS 13TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 2014

RECORDED

STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
AT THE REQUEST ofF CoAaLiTioN T1TLE

DATE /22 /204 TveE BIZAAN

w0329 433" o rasess (fupatsy

ENTRY NO. FEE RECORDER
Page 506 of 539



2
°@ (2 Foe Exempt per utan G’
& O% "Motated 1953 217

522

20, Bor 148

o o N o o @
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@ »{@@%(CLUSIVE ENCROAC@@%T PERMIT @

o @@ @@
THIS AG MENT is made by and between PARK CITY MUNICIPAL %
o

CORPO@)N (City) and Peter Papiilders, Inc. (Owner) whess is 283 Norfolk
@?@ @‘ @ao @
*\ e, P. O. Box 267, Park Cit 4060, to set forth the te n conditions under which %
's) @ Q @ “ @

e)

N N
%%%@he City will permit the %@&@ build, maintain, and usﬁn improvements within t%@&%
®@ property and ri ght@ near Norfolk Avenue a@treet, Park City, Utah (h@c@a ter

“platted N O;Yf{ilk Avenue right of way™). Sugict to the following terms and %nditions of this %
O o] O ]
agrewner shall have the i gstruct and maintain roa(@@)%tters, walls, and @@Q
o @lies within the parcel knoworfolk Avenue as shown %@nibﬂ A. 0%@%
O%@ & O'%@ %@
@:& 1. This encroach@é;%agreemem, and the non—ex@&we right to use the improvs
©) © ©) ©)

@ constructed purs@@reto, shall be appurtenant following described propé@®

9] O

: n
@P&tted Norfolk Avenue ﬁ%@@ay that do not otherwise antage on and access %©@
0%@% from an existing strgee Park City Streets Ma @r@@ o 0%@
G gi@ g@ (S
©

This agrecment@ ot transferable to other pr%& , but is freely transferrable <§@ e

Lo 4 & 5, Block 19, Snyders ion to Park City, and other @%ﬂies abutting the

title to this pa.rcel.@he license and conditions as stated in the agreement, are binding on the

Success&)r)ﬂtle or interest of Owner. @@% @@QY\X

@92. The improvements perimi ggwithin the platted NorfolkiAvenue right of way shali
% 9 9 O%

<
o
@@consist of a roadway, gul@%@ls, and utilities of a des@%éﬁmved by the City. The e@@@f
@ 4 o o ©
@ e encroachment {\g wn on plans approved by th \'&; y and pre%e'lgg'cg b%(_‘ gvgr mmﬂ? PoO1258-0124 ]
‘ > - - P ¥ b WL SG L

L
Engineering as Job No. 0309, ALAN SPRIGGS» SUMMIT {f RECORDER
% % ggggEgR@'%ééﬁéyPﬁ FEE %00 2‘?@%
Q L o i ITY MUMICIFAL COR
@@%mough it is not cuﬁentl@@gd, the City may, at som ate, e}ect to make CB:@@
o i@ovements to Norfolk Aven@lhis location and install the @t to the full width of the ©

o O N & i
@@% @Q%& Page 1 of <§& BK@%FQH&Q
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@@)@ @@)@ @@)@ <
S A A A
o &S o & o & | o
Q&% right-of-way and City pn . To the extent that any st(%@\ﬁfnprovements require the re{i%@ )
®@ relocation, replac@@@nd] or destruction of the@@%mems constructed withi @Patted

Norfolk Averfue right of way pursuant to this(Agreement , the Owner waives.dny right to

com@%n for the loss of the im %\ts and/or use thereof withi @ platted Norfolk @@@
%@nue right of way and/or a&@%mge in the grade and elega&@ the street. This waiver o&@

-]

S

<
-] -]
(® B S o
@ compensation, in the e bthe improvements are remo ved Gr street widening purposes e
& S

&

consideration gi@or the granting of this encro@nent permit. The City shall

reasonablenses associated with the i@%{@lﬁm of the street improve@%g O@
@&

e Gi ko
% . Prior to installing the sd& a manner that will requi emoval or relocation of %
<

G © WO 2 ©
o% e improvements, the Cit ive the Owner not less @@%ty (90) days notice, in \%E%g

@ time the Owner %{@ense shall make adjustme@ng@()wner’s property to ren&d@@d]or

relocate the roadway, gutters, walls, and utilities to accommodate the installation of the street.

The &%j@éysonly give said notice d@@eﬂod of February 1 tl@tember 1. Notice @@@%

_;-g, at any other time will be t a??z-- as if given on February 1. ner and other properties %
5 & 3 3%
-] -] -]
(&%@%@abutﬁng the platted Norf@%g%venue right of way that do @@%%erwise have frontage on é@%
©) ©) ©) ©)

@ access from an e@@stmet on the Park City St@@laster Plan shall have acc@@ﬁs

property fro,n\j&he newly installed street.

@@ﬁ%o permanent right, title, @@Pe ést of any kind shall vest”@@%wner or any other @©@

. O@s%on(s) and/or properties Ci)natted Norfolk Avenue n@@ay by virtue of this o é;%@
_@§9 S $ S
©) agreement. The prope erest hereby created is a re e license, and not an ease or

other perpetual iﬁ@st. No interest shall be peﬁé@ﬁnder the doctrines of adv&@possessiom,

is@ilé@%ereby permitted @@@Q&

prescripti@ﬁ% other similar doctrines of @Q%ased on adverse us
sclibly permissive e
15% y permissive in nature. @}%

o) Q Q @
o S NG NG
@Gg@% @Gg@ Page 2 of ég@%

S @@ @@

A
Bk@ﬁﬁﬂ
®@
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57 ®
W W N
) @Oﬁ% ) @Oﬁ% ) @Oﬁ%
6. The Owner onthgivSuccessors shall maintain adway, gutters, walls, and S
= o i

@ in a good state 01’@@ at all time, and upon noti@@n the City, will repair any@ed,

weakened, ggailcd sections. The Owner is r¢sponsible for snow removal and\storage of

o o o Oﬁ
rem@@gw. The Owner agrees t@@%e City harmless and ind@?@he City for any and @@Q

Eg}@%claims which might arise f@him parties, who are injure@ result of the Owner's use @@
S
N

2 2 2
@:&% the right-of-way for pri rposes or from the fa:ilur Owner's improvements. @
©) O ’ © ©)

@ 7. This a@ﬁnt shall be in effect until @ﬁnse is revoked by the Cit@evocation

shall be e@%d by the City recording a n@%of revocation with the Sur@ ounty Recorder
©) © © ©
a%@ﬁding notice to Owner or h'ﬁ@essors. %@ @

A
< C ﬂ T’NP’ Q O%
O%@ Dgg@ns - day of May, 200 O%@ o%@)

PARK CITY MUNIC CORPORATION @

& @@ I~

' T

s

@© Ci‘; E 5 er B @ @©@%
N PN A PN
© (& (& (&
@i{%@ @ @i{%
@ PETER PAPINEAU BU&S, INC. <@@)

S S S S
@QY\X Peter G. Papijfe au, Owner/President @Q%
@@

© @@
) @jE)OFUTAH @% @Oﬁ% O@
N

)
@% (&COUNTY OF SUMMIT%;@% @i BK%%%
©

s

e

@ Onthe Z<. f May, 2003, personally d before me Peter G. Pa ' who,
being first duly@l \‘@ @

and upon oath, did ackno € to me that he is the Owner/President of

Peter Papineau Builders, Inc., and that said Peter Papineau Builders, Inc., duly.entered into the
foregoing é&ment. o% Q% Oﬁ
) o8 e
™ Notary Patie ] fon
RN sunon . oaowan 1o > Jfipcon O [oAeinan O

= &)
[ Y g\ Y2\ 445 Marsac Avenue, P.O. Boﬂ‘fg) % ) 3 3
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PARK CITY.

) 155 g

Planning Department

April 3, 2023

Gavin Steinberg

1325 Empire Ave Holdings, LLC
13 Club Road

Riverside, CT 06878

NOTICE OF PLANNING DIRECTOR DETERMINATION

RE: Determination of Setbacks for an Unusual Lot Configuration for Proposed
North Norfolk Plat Amendment, Lot D

The proposed North Norfolk Plat Amendment is a resubdivision of a Lot, 1325 Empire
Avenue, and a Parcel, SA-200. Three of the Lots would be conventional lots with
access only from a proposed shared driveway.

The site is located in the Recreation Commercial (RC) Zoning District. Lot D is unusual
as it is a North-South Lot, which is not common in the neighborhood. It connects to the
Shared Driveway both on its Southern and Western Sides.

LESATD W e SOVRCST Qu TR & TN 18

= “‘i NORTH NORFOLK PIAT AMENDMENT
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ﬁ&ii‘e—n:l_: _F_’rc}posed North Norfolk Plat

Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-4-17 governs when a lot does not have a clear

Park City Municipal Corporation O 445 Marsac Avenue O P.O. Box 1480 O Park City, Utah 84060-1480
Building (435) 615-5100 O Engineering (435) 615-5055 O Planning (435) 615-5060
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Justin Keys
Justin@hlhparkcity.com

HOGGAN LEE HUTCHINSON Direct: 435.731.9195

September 7, 2023
VIA EMAIL

Park City Municipal Corporation
Park City Planning Department
Attn: Jaron Ehlers

PO Box 1480

Park City, Utah 84060

Re: 1325 Empire Plat Amendment Application

Dear Jaron,

This firm represents 1325 Empire Avenue Holdings, LLC, the owner and developer of that certain
real property commonly known as 1325 Empire Avenue and Parcel No SA-200 (collectively “1325
Empire”). Please accept this letter as a response to the most recent comments from the July 12,
2023 Planning Commission Meeting.

This application is the most recent step in seeking to develop the vacant ground located at 1325
Empire. We’re proposing to amend the plat for 1325 Empire to form four lots. This application
has been fully vetted by staff and—because the application complies with Park City’s Land
Management Code—a proposed positive recommendation was provided by Staff. The application
has now been heard by the Planning Commission on four separate occasions, with public input
being taken at each hearing.

At the most recent July 12, 2023 hearing, the Planning Commissioners raised the following
additional concerns: (1) Are the proposed lot sizes and orientations consistent with the immediate
surrounding area and the zone? (2) Is the access right of way off Upper Norfolk a dead-end road
under the LMC? (3) Will the plat amendment lead to drainage, dirt runoff, or flooding issues? (4)
Will the grade transition from the City’s right of way into the private shared driveway cause a
substantial slope? (5) Are there other areas in Old Town where multiple individual driveways are
accessed off a shared driveway?

We will address each of these questions individually below.
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1. The proposed lot sizes and orientations are consistent with the immediate surrounding area
and the zone.

We have performed an extensive zoning study of the RC zone. As demonstrated below there is a
wide range of lot sizes and orientations in the RC zone. Based on our findings, our proposed
development is not unusual for the zone and will blend in and harmonize with the surrounding
neighborhood.

There are 176 Lots in the RC zone. A single lot is a lot that measures 25° x 75°. Another common
lot size is a 1.5 lot, measuring 37.5” x 75°. After reviewing the entire RC zone, we found that the
lot sizes within the zone breakout are as follows:

e Only 27% (47 Lots) are single lots or 1.5 lots with an East West orientation.

e 73% (129 Lots) are “nontraditional” lots, i.e., wider than 1.5 or different than East West
orientation.

e 15% (26 Lots) are North to South Orientation.

It bears noting, that the home abutting lot D, 1302 13" Street, which is a historic structure owned
by the city, has a North to South Orientation.

1325 -
EMPIRE

AVE -~
HOLDINGS

m Sat
2D
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2. The shared driveway is not a dead-end road under the plain language of Park City’s Land
Management Code.

As Staff correctly noted in its Staff Report, 1325 Empire has frontage on a platted City Right of
Way (the “ROW?) in the form of Norfolk Avenue. Norfolk Avenue was constructed privately
(with the City’s blessing) and does not meet the City’s Street standards. The ROW is subject to a
non-exclusive encroachment agreement to which 1325 as an abutter is a third-party beneficiary.

Norfolk Avenue is a City ROW and is technically a “dead-end road.” The proposed shared
driveway however is not a dead-end street under LMC § 15-7.3-4(A)(6) because it is not a road.
According to the definitions found in LMC § 15-15-1, the “Road Classifications” include “[t]he
Streets, highways, Roads, and Rights-of-Way designated on the Streets master plan.” As Staff
noted in its Staff Report, neither the proposed shared driveway or any other extension of the ROW
is contemplated in the Streets master plan.

Similarly, the Definitions section of the LMC includes a separate definition for a “Shared
Driveway.” A Shared Driveway is “[a] single access vehicular way that is privately owned and
maintained and provides access to two (2) or more Structure or off-street Parking Areas, which are
located on individual lots.” LMC § 15-15-1.

Finally, it bears noting that the definitions section of Park City’s Parking Code found in Chapter 9
of Park City Code supports this interpretation. There, the Code defines “Street” as including
“[e]very street, alley, roadway, right of way, or on-street parking space under the control and/or
maintenance of Park City, whether on public or private property, including all streets shown as
public streets on the Street Master Plan.” But it goes on to expressly state that “[t]he term streets
shall not include private driveways, parking lots, or private roadways.” Park City Code § 9-1-3(G)
(emphasis added).

Put simply, the proposed shared driveway is not a dead-end road, because it is not a road. It is not
a road or drive “designated on the Streets Master Plan;” rather, it is a private shared driveway.

3. The plat amendment will not lead to drainage, dirt runoff, or flooding issues.

We have retained an engineer who has developed a Storm Water Calculation Plan. The Engineer
has determined that the development must be able to detain 511 cubic feet of water runoff, per
Park City requirements. The engineer has also developed a plan that will detain 750 cubic feet of
water runoff. The Engineer has determined that there is not any abnormal risk of drainage issues,
dirt runoff, or flooding. See the enclosed Storm Water Management Plan prepared by Alliance
Engineering.
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4. The grade transition from the City’s right of way into the private shared driveway will not
cause a substantial slope.

We have examined the slope and grade transition from the City platted ROW to the development
site. The transition between the properties is less than 2%. The existing road will continue on
without any material increase or decrease in slope. See the enclosed Site Sections and Slope
Analysis.

5. There are multiple other areas in Old Town where multiple individual driveways are accessed
from a shared driveway.

It is the narrow roads, historic structures, and dramatic grades that make Old Town Park City
iconic. But what makes for convenient pedestrian access for silver miners does not necessarily
transition well to an automobile-based society. Henry Ford may have put a vehicle in every
American garage, but he did not provide public street access to the homes of Old Town. It is for
this reason that, over the years, Park City has had to be creative in providing its residents vehicular
access to their homes.

An example is Upper Norfolk Drive. Upper Norfolk Drive is a tight, winding drive that accesses
historic structures and new homes on the edge of Old Town and the ski slopes. Most of the
residences are accessed over City rights of way that don’t come close to meeting City Street
standards. When new development has occurred, it has been enabled through shared driveways
that front the rights of way.

FLUTER
RUSSELL E
TRUSTEE
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This section of Norfolk Avenue is another area where a shared driveway solution is appropriate.
As the City Engineer noted, there is a historic structure (1302 Norfolk Avenue) that is encroaching
on the Norfolk ROW. For Norfolk Avenue to be continued past 13" Street as a City Street, the
City would be required to demolish 1302 or somehow jog around it.

Of course, the simpler solution under the Code is to simply allow the limited remaining
development to occur from a shared driveway. A tool that is available under the Code and that has
similarly been used in the past. This, of course, is the route the Applicant has elected in this
circumstance.

We appreciate your review of our Plat Amendment Application. Please let me know if there is any
additional information required to process our application.

Very Truly Yours,
HOGGAN LEE HUTCHINSON

d/

Justin J. Keys
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THE ABOVE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND THE IDEAS, DESIGNS, AND
ARRANGEMENTS REPRESENTED THEREBY ARE AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF
B.T. HARRIS INC. NO PART THEREOF SHALL BE COPIED, DISCLOSED TO OTHERS OR

USED IN CONNECTION WITH ANY OTHER WORK OR PROJECT OR BY ANY OTHER
PERSON FOR ANY PURPOSE OTHER THAN THE SPECIFIC PROJECT FOR WHICH THEY
HAVE BEEN PREPARED AND DEVELOPED WITHOUT THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF B.T.
HARRIS INC. VISUAL CONTACT WITH THESE DRAWINGS SHALL CONSTITUTE
CONCLUSIVE EVIDENCE OF THESE RESTRICTIONS.

WRITTEN DIMENSIONS ON THESE DRAWINGS SHALL HAVE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED
DIMENSIONS. CONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY, AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR, ALL
DIMENSIONS AND CONDITIONS ON THE JOB AND THIS OFFICE SHALL BE NOTIFIED
IMMEDIATELY OF ANY VARIATIONS FROM THE DIMENSIONS AND/OR CONDITIONS
SHOWN BY THESE DRAWINGS. ALL SHOP DETAILS MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THIS
OFFICE FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH FABRICATION.

ERRORS CONTANED IN THIS SET, AND WILL NOT HOLD THIS OFFICE LIABLE FOR
ANY OVERSIGHTS OR ERRORS AND WILL NOTIFY THIS OFFICE OF ANY ERRORS THAT

BY BUILDING THESE PLANS THE CONTRACTOR UNDERSTANDS THAT THERE MAY BE
ARISE DURING CONSTRUCTION.

BY ACCEPTING THESE PLAN DOCUMENTS AND OR SERVICES OUTLINED IN THESE
PLAN DOCUMENTS, THE CLIENT, THEIR CLIENT, BUILDER, SUBCONTRACTORS, USERS
AND ALL PRESENT AND FUTURE PERSONS OR PARTIES DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY
AFFECTED BY THE PLAN DOCUMENTS OR SERVICES OUTLINED IN THE PLAN
DOCUMENTS AGREE TO A LIMIT OF LIABILITY OF B.T. HARRIS INC. AND ITS
EMPLOYEES AND PRINCIPALS TO THE AMOUNT OF THE ORIGINAL VERBALLY OR
SIGNED AGREED CONTRACT.

} LOT C } LOT D | LIMITATIONS OF LIABILITY

DEsiGN & DRAFTING

(801) 694-9683
bill.draftmaster(@gmail.com
www.vansicklearchitecture.com

VA

Park City, UT 84098
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/\

4383 Forestdale Road, Suite 205

<
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——————————————————— I REPLAT
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84098

KNUDSON PARCELS
PARK CITY, UTAH
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THE ABOVE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND THE IDEAS, DESIGNS, AND
ARRANGEMENTS REPRESENTED THEREBY ARE AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF
B.T. HARRIS INC. NO PART THEREOF SHALL BE COPIED, DISCLOSED TO OTHERS OR

USED IN CONNECTION WITH ANY OTHER WORK OR PROJECT OR BY ANY OTHER
PERSON FOR ANY PURPOSE OTHER THAN THE SPECIFIC PROJECT FOR WHICH THEY
HAVE BEEN PREPARED AND DEVELOPED WITHOUT THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF B.T.
HARRIS INC. VISUAL CONTACT WITH THESE DRAWINGS SHALL CONSTITUTE
CONCLUSIVE EVIDENCE OF THESE RESTRICTIONS.

WRITTEN DIMENSIONS ON THESE DRAWINGS SHALL HAVE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED
DIMENSIONS. CONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY, AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR, ALL
DIMENSIONS AND CONDITIONS ON THE JOB AND THIS OFFICE SHALL BE NOTIFIED
IMMEDIATELY OF ANY VARIATIONS FROM THE DIMENSIONS AND/OR CONDITIONS
SHOWN BY THESE DRAWINGS. ALL SHOP DETAILS MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THIS
OFFICE FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH FABRICATION.

BY BUILDING THESE PLANS THE CONTRACTOR UNDERSTANDS THAT THERE MAY BE
ERRORS CONTANED IN THIS SET, AND WILL NOT HOLD THIS OFFICE LIABLE FOR
ANY OVERSIGHTS OR ERRORS AND WILL NOTIFY THIS OFFICE OF ANY ERRORS THAT
ARISE DURING CONSTRUCTION.

LIMITATIONS OF LIABILITY
BY ACCEPTING THESE PLAN DOCUMENTS AND OR SERVICES OUTLINED IN THESE
PLAN DOCUMENTS, THE CLIENT, THEIR CLIENT, BUILDER, SUBCONTRACTORS, USERS
AND ALL PRESENT AND FUTURE PERSONS OR PARTIES DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY
AFFECTED BY THE PLAN DOCUMENTS OR SERVICES OUTLINED IN THE PLAN
DOCUMENTS AGREE TO A LIMIT OF LIABILITY OF B.T. HARRIS INC. AND ITS
EMPLOYEES AND PRINCIPALS TO THE AMOUNT OF THE ORIGINAL VERBALLY OR
SIGNED AGREED CONTRACT.
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ESTIMATE

Lane Jacobson Construction

Lane Jacobson, President DATE 4/28/2023

1600 E. Center Creek Drive
Heber City, Utah 84032
Phone: (435) 671-5915
letsbuildnow@yahoo.com

QTY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE LINE TOTAL
EXCAVATION/GRADE/BACKFILL ALL MATERIALS AND LABOR $25,000.00
CONCRETE FOOTINGS/COLUMNS LABOR AND MATERIALS $13.000.00
GLUE-LAM BEAMS FOR STAIR STRIGERS MATERIALS AND LABOR $15,000.00

STEEL VARIOUS KNIFE PLATES TO ATTACH STRINGERS
STEEL TREADS PER DESIGN SPEC’S
ALL MISC. STEEL FOR CONNECTIONS ETC

ALL LABOR $13,500.00
STEEL GUARD/GRAB HANDRAIL MATERIALS AND LABOR $6,000.00
BASED ON PC DERSIGN SPEC’S TOTAL ESTIMATE $72,500.00
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CDR W.M. “Oak” O’Connell, USN (Ret)
1307 Norfolk Ave
Park City, Ut 84060

20 Feb 2023
Dear Jaron

We, the lower Norfolk Ave residents (1307/1315/1319) have communicated with Corey
Legge our concerns with the road access to our houses on lower Norfolk Ave. in the past. |
think Mark Brian (1319 Norfolk Ave) captures the limited road access / concerns perfect in his

emails to Corey.

Lower Norfolk Ave is essentially a one-way street dynamic.

There can be challenges with getting in and out of my driveway on Lower Norfolk Ave
especially during the winter season. This can be dependent on cars being parked next to the
retaining wall on Lower Norfolk Ave., and the side of the road.

Note: Currently the Lower Norfolk Ave residents (1307/1315/1319) and the city pay for
the commercial plow service for lower Norfolk Ave.

The solution is widening of the road to allow for snowplow and “safe” navigation to and
from Lower Norfolk Ave, which would be a benefit to the Lower Norfolk Ave. residents and Park
City. Respectfully request this is given top priority / consideration with Project PL-22-05357.

Very respectfully

Oak O’Connell
26 yr. Veteran USMC / USN
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CDR W.M. O’Connell, USN (Ret)
1307 Norfolk Ave
Park City, Ut 84060

10 May 2023
Dear Park City Planning

Provided for “On-record” review / standing. | am unable to attend meeting due to working
the night shift. | along with the lower Norfolk Ave residents (1307/1315/1319) have
communicated with Park City planning e.g., Corey Legge, our concerns with the road access to
our houses on lower Norfolk Ave. in the past. |think Mark Brian (1319 Norfolk Ave) captures
the limited road access / concerns perfect in his emails to Corey.

Lower Norfolk Ave is currently a one-way street.

This winter season we had many challenges with getting in and out of the driveways on
Lower Norfolk Ave. Currently the Lower Norfolk Ave residents (1307/1315/1319), Gavin
Steinburg and “Park City” pay for the commercial plow service for lower Norfolk Ave. Lower
Norfolk Ave residents were overwhelmed this winter even with the commercial plow service.
Respectfully request that Park City take over the snowplow service for Lower Norfolk Ave.

| view with genuine concern any solution for lower Norfolk Ave that would not make access
to lower Norfolk Ave ... “Safe and reliable”. Widening lower Norfolk Ave and a two-way access
via Lower Norfolk Ave and lower Woodside Ave would be the simple, easy, and smart solution.
This would allow Park City to snowplow lower Norfolk Ave and provide “safe” navigation for the
residents. Request this is given top priority / consideration with Project PL-22-05357.

Very respectfully

W.M. O’Connell
26 yr. Veteran USMC / USN
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Jaron Ehlers

From: planning <planning@parkcity.org>

Sent: Friday, September 22, 2023 8:56 AM

To: Alexandra Ananth; Jaron Ehlers

Subject: FW: [External] Lower Norfolk Development/Building Permit

From: Mark Brian <mark.s.brian@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2023 8:42 PM

To: planning <planning@parkcity.org>

Cc: Nann Worel <nann.worel@parkcity.org>; Max Doilney <max.doilney@parkcity.org>; Jeremy Rubell
<jeremy.rubell@parkcity.org>; Ryan Dickey <ryan.dickey@parkcity.org>; Tana Toly <tana.toly@parkcity.org>;
carolynn@sorensenvance.com; Becca Gerber <becca.gerber@parkcity.org>; Stormie Dawn
<Stormie.Dawn@parkcity.org>; Matt Dias <matt.dias@parkcity.org>; Michelle Downard <mdownard@parkcity.org>; Oak
O'Connell <usnaoak@aol.com>; Andrew Haaland <andrew.haaland@ngc.com>

Subject: [External] Lower Norfolk Development/Building Permit

[CAUTION] This is an external email.

| see the agenda for the next planning commission meeting includes the plan for the development at the end of lower
Norfolk which is next to my house (1319 Norfolk Avenue).

| strongly request not approving the plan as is currently exists.

There are many reasons that | have presented to both the Planning Commission and the City Council. Please consider the
following:

1. There is no fair way to appropriate road maintenance costs in place. | have personally managed the snow removal
from the street for the past 20 years. When the non encroachment agreement was signed 20 years ago by the builder,
Peter Papineau, it applied to only two homes on the street. Since then the resident of the blue house (1302 Norfolk) on
the corner of 13th and Norfolk started parking up to 3 cars on the street and the inhabitant refused to participate in cost
sharing for snow removal. The “agreement” states that ALL property owners abutting the road are required to share in
the cost of maintaining the street. But Park City Municipality (apparently) is not encumbered to pay anything. I've been
able to coordinate with the city and they have participate for the past couple years.

This issue needs to be resolved before the building permit is approved. Where | could easily coordinate between two
willing homeowners, with the building of 5 additional proposed residences, | (or preferably the city) would have to
coordinate contracting for maintenance services then collect from 9 home owners. Some of which who will be most
likely unwilling to participate, based on my 20 years of experience. | think that places an undo and unfair burden on to
me, or whomever takes the responsibility for coordinating the roads maintenance going into the future. As a
municipality, Park City has the authority to require taxes and then provide for the public good. It is unreasonable to place
that sort of responsibility on a single individual. I’'m exhausted with trying to convince the property owners to pay their
fair share. With the additional residences, | am overwhelmed with the prospect of having to chase them all down to
participate. | hereby as the city to take responsibly to maintain their property! The road and the right of way belongs to
the City. Please do the right thing and take over maintaining the street.
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Furthermore, The original “encroachment agreement” is arcane and overcome by events. It was never properly
implemented due to “all properties abutting the roadway” were not properly encumbered with the requirement to
maintain the street.. What worked 20 years ago for two homes when it was signed, no longer works. The city now is the
largest land owner on the street with over 50% of the property abutting the street. Where the agreement states that ALL
property owners are obligated to maintain the road, only 2 or 3 properties on the road are “encumbered” to maintain
the street. This needs to be looked into by the city to see exactly whose titles are obligated with this requirement. That is
an egregious and unfairly implemented requirement. The Shaft condominiums driveway flows onto the street, the city’s
renter now parks his vehicles on the side of the street, and now a developer wants to build 5 residences at the end of the
street. Since there is no agreement in place to obligate the city and the developer to share in costs, as well as no cost
sharing agreement between all property owners abutting the street, it would be premature to approve the building
permit until that cost sharing agreement can be agreed upon.

The “fair” way to manage the cost of maintaining the street, is for the city to collect taxes from the property owners and
maintain the street. Per Andy Haaland, owner of 1315 Norfolk Avenue, the street meets city code requirements, the
width, gutters, etc, and the same at the rest of Norfolk Avenue. Thus, we strongly disagree with the city that the street
can not be plowed by the city. The city owns a front end loader that clears the Senior Citizens Center and well as behind
the city library.

2. The road is about 10’ wide at the entrance to where 13th and Norfolk intersect with the way parking is currently. That
makes the road a one way street, and again, where this worked for two homes using the road, it makes the street very
dangerous and unsafe for 9 home owners. The traffic will now be increase probably 5 fold, with the homes proposed as
probable vacation properties with lots of renters and home cleaners, delivery trucks, etc, which makes it very dangerous
for probable accidents and plugging of the roadway. This is a tremendous danger to myself and the other residents of
lower Norfolk. It is the City Councils responsibility to ensure the citizens of Park City are safe. The overcrowding of the
street causes serious safety concerns should we need fire trucks ambulances and other emergency responders to our
dead end street.

3. At the last planning commission meeting there was a debate as to whether the road is a road or a driveway. The
current homeowners on the street strongly believe that the road is in fact, a road. It is not a driveway! The road is
defined as such in the original “permit” signed by Peter Papineau in 2003. The developer is trying to redefine the road as
a driveway to avoid upgrading the road to proper safety standards. Our safety should not be outweighed by his motive to
build and sell homes and then have no long term interest in the safety of the residents of the street.

4. The original “encroachment agreement” is arcane and overcome by events.Furthermore it was never properly
implemented. What worked 20 years ago when it was signed no longer works. The city now is the largest land owner on
the street with over 50% of the property abutting the street. When the agreement states that ALL property owners are
obligated to maintain the road, only 2 or 3 properties on the road are “encumbered” to maintain the street, per what I've
been told. That is an egregious and unfair requirement. Additionally, the Shaft condominiums driveway flow onto the
street, and for many years the city’s renter of 1302 Norfolk now parks his vehicles on the side of the street, and now the
developer wants to build 5 residences at the end of the street. Since there is no agreement in place to obligate the city
and the developer to share in costs, as well as no cost sharing agreement between all property owners abutting the
street, it would be premature to approve the building permit until that cost sharing agreement can be agreed upon.

5. A Traffic Safety study needs to be performed before any building permit is approved. | hereby formally request the city
perform a Traffic Safety study on Lower Norfolk below 13th street. That study, is done fairly will reveal the issues I'm
presenting in this letter. It has been an item of concern that the requirement for a firetruck turn around suddenly went
away when, it previously existed.

6. Furthermore, the plan as being presented, moves the road in front of my house (1319 Norfolk) significantly closer to

my home. | dislike that as it will pinch me in a crowd my ability to park in front of my home. | do not want the road to be
moved any closer to my home.
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7. The sidewalk, as proposed would be on my side of the street. That is unreasonable as it should be placed on the other
side of the street where it could then be joined to the sidewalk on 13th, which | helped pay for back in 2003. That’s
makes for a much better, safer and more coherent design way and will be safer for pedestrian traffic which will be
significantly great due to the new construction proposed. The Traffic Safety study should confirm this.

8. | have discussed these issues with legal counsel and will pursue legal action should you decide to not take actions to
respond to my requests. | have presented at the last several planning commission meetings and the last city council
meeting, as well as attempted coordination with the city advocate, but feel highly frustrated due to non response. | have
no idea what the city is thinking. | have put forth significant effort to voice my concerns. Until the issues enumerated
above are addressed, the building permit for the end of Norfolk Avenue should not be approved.

Sincerely,
Mark Brian

1319 Norfolk Avenue
Park City, Utah 84060
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Jaron Ehlers

From: planning <planning@parkcity.org>

Sent: Friday, September 22, 2023 8:56 AM

To: Alexandra Ananth; Jaron Ehlers

Subject: FW: [External] Lower Norfolk Development/Building Permit

From: Mark Brian <mark.s.brian@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2023 8:42 PM

To: planning <planning@parkcity.org>

Cc: Nann Worel <nann.worel@parkcity.org>; Max Doilney <max.doilney@parkcity.org>; Jeremy Rubell
<jeremy.rubell@parkcity.org>; Ryan Dickey <ryan.dickey@parkcity.org>; Tana Toly <tana.toly@parkcity.org>;
carolynn@sorensenvance.com; Becca Gerber <becca.gerber@parkcity.org>; Stormie Dawn
<Stormie.Dawn@parkcity.org>; Matt Dias <matt.dias@parkcity.org>; Michelle Downard <mdownard@parkcity.org>; Oak
O'Connell <usnaoak@aol.com>; Andrew Haaland <andrew.haaland@ngc.com>

Subject: [External] Lower Norfolk Development/Building Permit

[CAUTION] This is an external email.

| see the agenda for the next planning commission meeting includes the plan for the development at the end of lower
Norfolk which is next to my house (1319 Norfolk Avenue).

| strongly request not approving the plan as is currently exists.

There are many reasons that | have presented to both the Planning Commission and the City Council. Please consider the
following:

1. There is no fair way to appropriate road maintenance costs in place. | have personally managed the snow removal
from the street for the past 20 years. When the non encroachment agreement was signed 20 years ago by the builder,
Peter Papineau, it applied to only two homes on the street. Since then the resident of the blue house (1302 Norfolk) on
the corner of 13th and Norfolk started parking up to 3 cars on the street and the inhabitant refused to participate in cost
sharing for snow removal. The “agreement” states that ALL property owners abutting the road are required to share in
the cost of maintaining the street. But Park City Municipality (apparently) is not encumbered to pay anything. I've been
able to coordinate with the city and they have participate for the past couple years.

This issue needs to be resolved before the building permit is approved. Where | could easily coordinate between two
willing homeowners, with the building of 5 additional proposed residences, | (or preferably the city) would have to
coordinate contracting for maintenance services then collect from 9 home owners. Some of which who will be most
likely unwilling to participate, based on my 20 years of experience. | think that places an undo and unfair burden on to
me, or whomever takes the responsibility for coordinating the roads maintenance going into the future. As a
municipality, Park City has the authority to require taxes and then provide for the public good. It is unreasonable to place
that sort of responsibility on a single individual. I’'m exhausted with trying to convince the property owners to pay their
fair share. With the additional residences, | am overwhelmed with the prospect of having to chase them all down to
participate. | hereby as the city to take responsibly to maintain their property! The road and the right of way belongs to
the City. Please do the right thing and take over maintaining the street.
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Furthermore, The original “encroachment agreement” is arcane and overcome by events. It was never properly
implemented due to “all properties abutting the roadway” were not properly encumbered with the requirement to
maintain the street.. What worked 20 years ago for two homes when it was signed, no longer works. The city now is the
largest land owner on the street with over 50% of the property abutting the street. Where the agreement states that ALL
property owners are obligated to maintain the road, only 2 or 3 properties on the road are “encumbered” to maintain
the street. This needs to be looked into by the city to see exactly whose titles are obligated with this requirement. That is
an egregious and unfairly implemented requirement. The Shaft condominiums driveway flows onto the street, the city’s
renter now parks his vehicles on the side of the street, and now a developer wants to build 5 residences at the end of the
street. Since there is no agreement in place to obligate the city and the developer to share in costs, as well as no cost
sharing agreement between all property owners abutting the street, it would be premature to approve the building
permit until that cost sharing agreement can be agreed upon.

The “fair” way to manage the cost of maintaining the street, is for the city to collect taxes from the property owners and
maintain the street. Per Andy Haaland, owner of 1315 Norfolk Avenue, the street meets city code requirements, the
width, gutters, etc, and the same at the rest of Norfolk Avenue. Thus, we strongly disagree with the city that the street
can not be plowed by the city. The city owns a front end loader that clears the Senior Citizens Center and well as behind
the city library.

2. The road is about 10’ wide at the entrance to where 13th and Norfolk intersect with the way parking is currently. That
makes the road a one way street, and again, where this worked for two homes using the road, it makes the street very
dangerous and unsafe for 9 home owners. The traffic will now be increase probably 5 fold, with the homes proposed as
probable vacation properties with lots of renters and home cleaners, delivery trucks, etc, which makes it very dangerous
for probable accidents and plugging of the roadway. This is a tremendous danger to myself and the other residents of
lower Norfolk. It is the City Councils responsibility to ensure the citizens of Park City are safe. The overcrowding of the
street causes serious safety concerns should we need fire trucks ambulances and other emergency responders to our
dead end street.

3. At the last planning commission meeting there was a debate as to whether the road is a road or a driveway. The
current homeowners on the street strongly believe that the road is in fact, a road. It is not a driveway! The road is
defined as such in the original “permit” signed by Peter Papineau in 2003. The developer is trying to redefine the road as
a driveway to avoid upgrading the road to proper safety standards. Our safety should not be outweighed by his motive to
build and sell homes and then have no long term interest in the safety of the residents of the street.

4. The original “encroachment agreement” is arcane and overcome by events.Furthermore it was never properly
implemented. What worked 20 years ago when it was signed no longer works. The city now is the largest land owner on
the street with over 50% of the property abutting the street. When the agreement states that ALL property owners are
obligated to maintain the road, only 2 or 3 properties on the road are “encumbered” to maintain the street, per what I've
been told. That is an egregious and unfair requirement. Additionally, the Shaft condominiums driveway flow onto the
street, and for many years the city’s renter of 1302 Norfolk now parks his vehicles on the side of the street, and now the
developer wants to build 5 residences at the end of the street. Since there is no agreement in place to obligate the city
and the developer to share in costs, as well as no cost sharing agreement between all property owners abutting the
street, it would be premature to approve the building permit until that cost sharing agreement can be agreed upon.

5. A Traffic Safety study needs to be performed before any building permit is approved. | hereby formally request the city
perform a Traffic Safety study on Lower Norfolk below 13th street. That study, is done fairly will reveal the issues I'm
presenting in this letter. It has been an item of concern that the requirement for a firetruck turn around suddenly went
away when, it previously existed.

6. Furthermore, the plan as being presented, moves the road in front of my house (1319 Norfolk) significantly closer to

my home. | dislike that as it will pinch me in a crowd my ability to park in front of my home. | do not want the road to be
moved any closer to my home.
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7. The sidewalk, as proposed would be on my side of the street. That is unreasonable as it should be placed on the other
side of the street where it could then be joined to the sidewalk on 13th, which | helped pay for back in 2003. That’s
makes for a much better, safer and more coherent design way and will be safer for pedestrian traffic which will be
significantly great due to the new construction proposed. The Traffic Safety study should confirm this.

8. | have discussed these issues with legal counsel and will pursue legal action should you decide to not take actions to
respond to my requests. | have presented at the last several planning commission meetings and the last city council
meeting, as well as attempted coordination with the city advocate, but feel highly frustrated due to non response. | have
no idea what the city is thinking. | have put forth significant effort to voice my concerns. Until the issues enumerated
above are addressed, the building permit for the end of Norfolk Avenue should not be approved.

Sincerely,
Mark Brian

1319 Norfolk Avenue
Park City, Utah 84060
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