
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
DECEMBER 16, 2020 
 
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:    
 
Chair John Phillips, Sarah Hall, John Kenworthy, Laura Suesser, Doug Thimm, Christin 
Van Dine 
   
EX OFFICIO:  David Everitt, Deputy City Manager, Alexandra Ananth, Planner; Mark 
Harrington, City Attorney; Jessica Nelson, Planning Analyst  
  
 

The Planning Commission meeting was conducted virtually via Zoom. 

The public was able to submit eComments during the meeting.   
 
NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC MEETING & HOW TO COMMENT VIRTUALLY: 

Chair Phillips read the Public Notice for Electronic Meetings and Exhibit A:  Determination 
of Substantial Health and Safety Risk.   
 
This meeting will be an electronic meeting without an anchor location as permitted by Utah 
Code Open and Public Meetings Act section 52-4-207(4) as amended June 18, 2020, and 
Park City Resolution 18-2020, adopted March 19, 2020. The written determination of a 
substantial health and safety risk, required by Utah Code section 52-4-207(4), is attached 
as Exhibit A.  Planning Commission members will connect electronically.  Public comments 
will be accepted virtually as described below. 
 
To comment virtually, raise your hand on Zoom.  Written comments submitted before or 
during the meeting date will be entered into the public record but not read aloud. For 
more information on participating virtually and to listen live, please go to 
www.parkcity.org/public-meetings 
 
Exhibit A: Determination of Substantial Health and Safety Risk 

On November 18, 2020 the Commission Chairperson determined that conducting a 
meeting with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of 
those who may be present at the anchor location. Utah Code section 52-4-207(4) 
requires this determination and the facts upon which it is based, which include: 
 
• Governor Herbert declared a Covid-19 State of Emergency on November 8, 2020.   
• Summit County has extended its Emergency Declaration and Public Health Emergency 
Declaration through January 8, 2021. 
• Statewide COVID cases and hospitalizations are increasing exponentially.  
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This determination is valid for 30 days and is set to expire on December 18, 2020. 
 
Dated November 18, 2020. 
 

ROLL CALL 

Chair Phillips called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners 
were present.             
 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Nikki Deforge stated that she was speaking on behalf of RRAD regarding the base area 
development.  She understood that the topic this evening was sustainability; however, she 
wanted to briefly respond to some issues that were raised at the end of the last meeting 
after the public hearing was closed.  Ms. Deforge asked if she should address those issues 
now since they were not related to sustainability, or whether she should wait until the public 
comment period for the base area development.   
 
City Attorney Mark Harrington stated that Ms. Deforge needed to make her comments 
during the public hearing for this application.  The Planning Commission has the 
discretion to hear additional comments on this application for items not related to the 
topic of sustainability, but it should be done at the appropriate time because there 
cannot be two parallel public hearings on one application.  Mr. Harrington encouraged 
the public to focus their comments on the topic for the evening.  Mr. Harrington 
emphasized that it is up to the Planning Commission whether or not to allow comments 
that are not on the agenda for a particular public hearing.    
 
Mr. Harrington clarified that written comments can be submitted at any time and are 
included as part of the record.   
 
Chair Phillips informed Ms. Deforge that she would have opportunity at the end to make 
her comments.                
 
No hands were raised on Zoom to comment on other items not on the agenda.  
 

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES   
 
David Everitt, Deputy City Manager, noted that the applications for the vacancies on the 
Planning Commission were posted on the City website.  He asked them to encourage 
friends and neighbors to apply. 
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Chair Phillips announced that he would be stepping down from the Planning 
Commission for personal reasons.  He was willing to stay on until there is a 
replacement, or as long as the Mayor and City Council need him to stay.  
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION 

 

4.A.  Park City Mountain Resort Base Parking Lots - MPD Modification - Replace 

Expired Exhibit D of the DA, the 1998 PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study 

Concept Master Plan, with a New Master Plan Known as the Park City Base 

Area Lot Redevelopment Master Plan Study. This Hearing Will Focus on 

Sustainability.    (Application PL-20-04475). 

 
Planner Alexandra Ananth stated that the focus of this meeting was to discuss the Park 
City Mountain Base Area request to amend the site plan.  Sustainability was the specific 
topic for this evening.  She understood that the applicant was also prepared to share 
some updates to Building B.   
 
Planner Ananth reported that she was scheduling three special meetings on this project 
on the Third Wednesday of the month on January 20th, February 17th, and March 17th.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that in 2016 energy was elevated to a critical priority by the City 
Council, and energy efficiency and reducing energy demand were prioritized through 
two different resolutions.  Resolution 28-2017 focuses on municipal buildings.  
Resolution 32-2018 focused on meeting the annual electricity needs for renewable 
resources by 2022 for City operations and by 2030 for the City at-large.  Planner 
Ananth noted that the Base Area Project will add a significant load to the City’s energy 
demand and carbon footprint.  Therefore, it is imperative that the applicant’s project be 
as sustainable as possible from the outset.   
 
Planner Ananth reported that the LMC requires the Planning Commission to make a 
finding for MPD projects per the LMC.  She noted that what was showing on the screen 
was the actual language in the Code, and her suggestions were identified in red.  
Planner Ananth stated that the Planning Commission would be required to find that the 
MPD as conditioned incorporates best planning practices for sustainable development, 
including water conservation measures and energy efficient design and construction for 
the Codes in effect as of December 1st, 2020.  Statewide that would be the 2018 
Building Code.    
 
Planner Ananth stated that the Planning Commission met on October 28th and 
discussed sustainability.  At that time the Planning Commission asked the applicant to 
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come back with a list of more concrete and measurable strategies that they would be 
able to commit to.  
 
Planner Ananth reported that on December 2nd PEG Development submitted revised 
sustainability guidelines that were attached to the Staff report as Exhibit A.  They 
include energy modeling to be at least 20% greater than current energy building code 
requirements.  That the pEUI, which is the projected energy intensity target for each 
building, would be an average of 25 for the four buildings at full buildout.  She noted 
that this is generally considered exceptionally energy efficient and above Code 
requirements.  Planner Ananth stated that the applicant was proposing on-site 
renewable energy generation in the form of solar panels on the roof, and that is 
projected to generate at least 8% of the site’s energy, which includes all of the energy 
for the parking structures, including the charging stations in the garages.  The applicant 
was also evaluating an anaerobic digester on site; however, the 8% does not include 
the anaerobic digester.  Planner Ananth stated that the applicant was looking at 
renewable energy rec credits in the short-term to balance out the annual delivered 
energy with clean energy credits.  They will commit to energy commission of each of 
the buildings for monitoring and verification post-occupancy.  The applicant is also 
committed to a performance verification system that would include annual reporting to 
the City.  Also, mechanical systems that are Energy Star or similarly rated, as well as 
plumbing fixtures that are water sense rated.  Other commitments include Best 
Management Practices for storm water, both filtration and runoff; water-wise 
landscaping and irrigation techniques; a construction waste management plan that 
includes recycling all asphalt that is demolished on site as well as fill diversion of 50% 
that would be monitored by the City; a waste management plan and recycling 
accommodations in each of the buildings; compliance with the City’s electric vehicle 
and soon to be adopted dark skies ordinance.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that working with the Sustainability Department, they turned the 
applicant’s guidelines into Draft Sustainability Focus Findings of Fact and Conditions of 
Approval that were attached to the Staff report as Exhibit B.  She emphasized that 
these were first draft conditions of approval.  They were still working on a few details 
such as how outdoor energy will factor into the applicant’s guidelines.  Planner Ananth 
stated that the applicant had agreed to comply with the draft conditions of approval.  
She was interested on hearing feedback from the Planning Commission on the draft 
conditions, with the understanding that they would continue to be refined and reviewed 
by the Planning Commission prior to a vote on this project.  Planner Ananth remarked 
that the conditions do not address transportation, related conditions, which will be 
discussed at a future transportation focused meeting.                      
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Planner Ananth noted that the applicant and Luke Cartin from the City Sustainability 
Department were also on the line to comment and answer questions as they review the 
initial draft conditions. 
 
Planner Ananth reviewed the 13 draft conditions of approval.  1) the applicant will 
comply with the City’s electric vehicle charging requirements as outlined in the newly 
adopted ordinance.  2) The applicant would comply with the City’s soon to be adopted 
Dark Sky ordinance.  3) The applicant will submit a construction waste management 
plan to the City’s Planning and Sustainability Departments for approval or denial 
pursuant to specific standards, prior to the beginning of any demolition or construction 
of the project.  This plan will identify a manner in which the applicant shall log, report, 
and achieve a minimum diversion rate of all of the demolished asphalt, and a minimum 
of 50% of construction waste into not loess than four material streams for recycling.  
Beginning and after commencement of demolition, and through any demolition or 
construction, the applicant will submit quarterly reports to the City’s Planning and 
Sustainability Departments to verify compliance with the construction waste 
management plan.   
 
Commissioner Thimm noted that Condition 3 talks about the diversion rate of 50% of 
construction waste with an average stretch goal of 75%.  He asked Planner Ananth for 
the meaning of the average stretch goal.  Planner Ananth explained that the applicant 
was committing to recycling at least 50% of the construction waste; however, they hope 
to exceed that by approximately 75%.  She thought it might be clearer if she removed 
the word “average” to just say a stretch goal.  Commissioner Thimm was unsure if there 
was a point to including a stretch goal as a condition.  Planner Ananth agreed as long 
as they were holding the applicant to 50%.  Commissioner Thimm assumed that the 
number of conditions of approval would be significant and he did not see any reason to 
have a stretch goal.  Planner Ananth offered to strike “with an average stretch goal of 
75%” from the sentence.  
 
Commissioner Suesser concurred with Commissioner Thimm’s comment.  
 
Planner Ananth continued reviewing the conditions.  4) Prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, the applicant will submit a detailed energy model to the Planning and 
Sustainability Departments for approval or denial, showing that the building is expected 
to meet the delivered energy target and pEUI goals.  The applicant may, at its election, 
submit detailed energy model reports.  Planner Ananth clarified that the pEUI goals are 
an average of 25% for the four buildings upon occupancy.   
 
Commissioner Thimm asked if the 25% average was stated somewhere.  Planner 
Ananth noted that it was included in the finding and she had just noticed that it was not 
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in the condition.  She would add the pEUI goal to the condition.                                       
                     
Planner Ananth continued with the conditions.  5) Included with the application for 
building permit, the applicant will submit building plans demonstrating at least a 20% 
energy saving for each building, compared to the State’s adopted Energy Code as of 
December 1, 2020, which is the 2018 Building Code, and the use of high-performance 
building envelopes and mechanical lighting and window systems designed to 
accomplish that savings.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that she felt comfortable with 20% above the Code and she 
believed the Sustainability Department was comfortable with it as well.    
 
Chair Phillips assumed that there was a scientific formula for the conditions put in place 
to avoid ambiguity.  Planner Ananth replied that the model would show the predicted 
energy savings.  There should not be a lot of ambiguity.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked if Luke Cartin would speak on each of these items at the end 
of the presentation and walk through some of the conditions such as the 20% savings 
on each building.  Planner Ananth stated that it was up to the Planning Commission.  If 
the Commissioners have questions as they review each condition, they could ask Mr. 
Cartin for an explanation at the time or they could also hold their questions until the 
end. Planner Ananth recommended discussing the conditions as they were being 
reviewed.   
 
Commissioner Suesser preferred to hear the Staff analysis on each of the proposed 
conditions to understand how they arrived at the language.   
 
Luke Cartin with the Sustainability Department answered the EUI question that was 
asked.  He explained that it was not a percentage.  The EUI is the value, which in this 
case is 20.  Mr. Cartin stated that EUI is an absolute term.  They should think of it as 
energy use divided by square foot.  Mr. Cartin remarked that 20% above Code is an 
ambitious goal.  They were going with base against Code or the EUI piece because 
certain certifications that exist do not always apply to mountain environments.  This was 
tying it directly to the energy use piece.   
 
Planner Ananth continued with the conditions.  6) This condition talks about receiving 
energy performance information for the first few years after occupancy of each building, 
demonstrating the actual building performance and how it ties to the predicted building 
performance.  Performance indicators shall include energy consumption, verification of 
on-site renewable energy generation, water consumption, waste management, and the 
targeted pEUI for the specific buildings.  The applicant will meet with the City’s Planning 

APPROVED 01
.13

.20
21



Planning Commission Meeting 
December 16, 2020  
Page 7 
 
 
and Sustainability Departments within 30 days of these annual submissions and will 
take commercially reasonable operational actions to correct any deficiencies.  Planner 
Ananth explained that if the applicant is not able to meet their pEUI, they can talk about 
additional commissioning and other things that can be done to make sure the building is 
able to meet its pEUI.   7) this condition is focused on the renewable energy credits.  
The applicant will use RECs to offset their delivered energy for the project for energy 
not supported by their onsite renewable solar generation for the period equal to the 
lesser of five years or the number of years from the date of the final certificate of 
occupancy, and the estimated date that the City’s fully renewable power source will be 
online.  Planner Ananth noted that the City has a goal of purchasing clean energy by 
2030.  It would basically be five years or the time between occupancy and 2030 if that is 
time is less.  The number of RECs purchased shall be equal to the difference between 
the anticipated delivered energy demand minus the onsite energy production.  REC 
accounting shall be submitted to the City on an annual basis for the offset period 
mentioned above.  8) The applicant shall install and commission at least a 678KW 
photovoltaic array for the project.  It may be constructed in phases in connection with 
the completion of each building.  The applicant shall also design the buildings electrical 
system to accommodate additional onsite photovoltaic arrays if they choose to install 
them.  9) If the applicant installs a modular micro-anaerobic digester for food waste, the 
applicant shall bring all commercial food service operators in the project to utilize this 
digester for processing the food waste.  The applicant will try to use the food waste as 
fertilizer on site.  Planner Ananth emphasized that the applicant was not committing to 
the digester and they were still evaluating it.  Therefore, the digester would be in 
addition to what they intend to produce on site.   
 
Commissioner Thimm noted that the condition states “if” they decide.  He pointed out 
that if they do not decide there would be no requirement.   Commissioner Thimm 
thought it was a great idea, but he could not see the point of making it a condition of 
approval if there is not an absolute guarantee it would happen.  Planner Ananth agreed. 
The applicant could still choose to do this above and beyond their commitment if they 
find there is a benefit.   
 
Planner Ananth thought the importance of this condition is that all commercia food 
waste on site would go into this digester if they provide it.  Commissioner Hall asked if 
the applicant does not provide one onsite whether they would be doing the digester in 
Salt Lake.  Planner Ananth did not think they would.  If they cannot figure it out onsite, 
they do not intend to move forward with it offsite.  Commissioner Hall asked if the 
applicant was looking to mirror Vail’s zero waste goal.   
 
Robert Schmidt, representing PEG Development, stated that whether or not they 
choose the digester, they would still have a waste diversion plan to deal with food 
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waste.  Whether it goes to Salt Lake where Vail currently sends their food waste or 
some other solution that may arise, it would still fall within a waste diversion plan.   
 
Commissioner Hall thought it was more appropriate to revise the draft condition to 
address waste diversion for food waste.  Planner Ananth agreed that it would make 
more sense.  Commissioner Hall liked the idea of still having the digester earmarked in 
the condition so when they review this again it is not missed.   
 
Planner Ananth noted that the last four conditions were more basic.  10) All mechanical 
systems will be Energy Star or similarly rates and right sized for the appropriate end 
use.  11)  All plumbing fixtures will be WaterSense or similarly rated as low flow.  
12) The applicant will employ best management practices for stormwater filtration to 
increase the quality and decrease the quantity of runoff.  13)  The applicant will utilize 
Waterwise landscaping to reduce water consumption. 
 
Commissioner Thimm referred to Condition #10 and asked if the reference to all 
mechanical systems just talks about Building HVAC or anything that runs with a 
machine.  He was specifically thinking about residential appliances.  Planner Ananth 
stated that it includes all residential appliances as well as core building systems.    
 
Mr. Cartin noted that it is a broad gamut and includes things such as Energy Star rated 
elevators.  Commissioner Thimm stated that when he sees the words mechanical 
systems he thinks of HVAC.  He asked if there was all-inclusive terminology that could 
be considered.  Commissioner Thimm was unsure what that terminology would be, but 
he thought it called for a broader type of term.  
 
Planner Ananth suggested “mechanical systems not limited to but including....”, and 
then list out a number of the larger items.                   
 
Chair Phillips agreed with Commissioner Thimm.  He suggested using a term other than 
mechanical systems because in his mind that refers to HVAC.  Planner Ananth would 
work on revising the condition to address their comments.    
 
Planner Ananth reported that the City is in alignment with the applicant on these goals 
and they worked together to come up with the proposed draft conditions.  She stated 
that the Staff and the applicant can work to refine the conditions as they move forward. 
 The purpose this evening was to bring the initial conditions to the Planning 
Commission to avoid having to look at numerous conditions all in one night at the end 
of the process.  
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Commissioner Thimm remarked that the conditions presented this evening were exactly 
what the Planning Commission requested, and he appreciated their effort.  Planner 
Ananth stated that the Sustainability Department and the Planning Department were 
hoping to use this project as a model of sustainability guidelines for all large projects 
going forward.  She felt it was definitely worth the effort.   
 
Commissioner Hall echoed Commissioner Thimm in expressing appreciation for being 
presented with the drafted conditions ahead of time for working with the Sustainability 
Department.   
 
Commissioner Thimm stated that as they proceed forward with sustainability, he asked 
if it would be possible for the Sustainability Department write a Staff report that 
analyzes what is being proposed and arrives as part of the overall Staff report.   
 
Mr. Cartin was willing to include a sustainability staff report as they continue to refine 
the conditions and work through it with the developer.  He noted that they were still 
working on outstanding issues and clarifications to make sure that in five years 
everything is measured to what was agreed on.  Mr. Cartin stated that the Staff would 
be coming back with additional refinements.  The intent this evening was to show that 
significant progress had been made over the past five or six weeks.  Mr. Cartin stated 
that he would write a staff report and attend the meetings any time they would like him 
to be present.  They would continue to work with the applicant to continue to refine and 
define these terms and findings.   
 
Chair Phillips agreed that everything looked good.  He asked for an explanation of the 
annual reporting and how it would work.  Chair Phillips wanted to know the procedure if 
the reporting finds that the applicant is not meeting the standards.  Planner Ananth 
stated that the Staff struggled with that issue when they wrote the conditions.  She 
thought Condition #6 as written addresses the issue because it requires monitoring and 
meeting with the City annually to go over their energy consumption.  Planner Ananth 
stated that if the applicant was not meeting these goals, one option would be put in the 
condition that the applicant is required to come back to the Planning Commission to 
discuss some type of mitigation process.  Chair Phillips favored that approach because 
if the City monitors for non-compliance without an additional process it would not be 
effective.  He thought there should be a set procedure to address non-compliance.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that she and Mr. Cartin would give it some thought and add 
language to Condition #6 for the next meeting on sustainability.  Mr. Cartin stated that 
he has reached out to a few fellow cities to understand how they enforce these issues 
and what mechanisms they have in place.  The mechanisms range from some 
communities requiring a bond to others requesting that the applicant come back to their 
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Planning Commission with a plan.  He explained that there are still definitions and 
refinement that need to be included to make sure it is being measured correctly.  He 
noted that the EUI piece is what they expect to use on an energy per square foot basis 
and they need to make sure that the building performs as the applicant expected, and if 
not, that there are ways to get them into compliance.   
 
Chair Phillips understood that both the applicant and the City were relying on these 
models, and he understood that they could not do much more until they can physically 
monitor the reality.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy agreed with his fellow Commissioners and he thought the 
goals sounded lofty. 
 
Commissioner Hall recalled a previous discussion about having the EUI below 25.  
However, the percentages were different in the draft conditions.  Mr. Cartin agreed that 
it was a little confusing and needed to be refined.  He explained that the attachment to 
the Staff report talks about the sustainability guidelines, which is a submittal that the 
applicant submitted in December but was still refining.  Mr. Cartin stated that each 
parcel has its own individual EUI on both the building and the total building site.  He 
remarked that they were currently trying to figure out how to measure all of these 
because some are significantly lower.  Mr. Cartin stated that they want the buildings to 
be 20% more efficient, they want to look at the energy use not only of the building 
within the walls, but the total building site from boundary to boundary, and they were 
trying to figure out how to balance and measure that as well.  He explained that there 
was an average for the total project and the building within the parcel were all assigned 
their potential energy use.  They were still working with the applicant to clarify what they 
expect a hotel and a parking structure to do at Code, how to make it 20% more 
efficient, and how it will all tie together once everything is built and operating.   
 
Commissioner Thimm stated that it would be helpful if examples were drawn to 
achievable goals, the levels of EUI, and the percentage of reduced energy use so the 
Commissioners could draw some comparisons.  Mr. Cartin suggested that as they 
narrow the definitions it could come back to the Commissioners as part of a Staff report 
or a future presentation, diving into some of the metrics and what they mean.  
 
Planner Ananth stated that in general, and EUI of 25 would be considered very energy 
efficient for most buildings.  Commission Thimm agreed.  However, it would be helpful if 
the Planning Commission could have something to compare it with to understand it 
better.                                   
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Planner Ananth believed the applicant was prepared to share some information on 
Building B.   
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that the applicant did not have a specific presentation regarding 
sustainability.  They were prepared to answer any questions regarding the sustainability 
guidelines they had submitted, or they could work with the Staff to refine and answer 
the questions raised this evening.  He thought Planner Ananth had done a good job 
explaining the process they went through and where they are in the process.  
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that when the Planning Commission was ready to move on from 
sustainability, he would like to present changes that were made to the plans in terms of 
building elevations and massing in response to feedback and comments by the 
Planning Commission at the last meeting.   
 
Chair Phillips preferred to take public comment to keep the focus on sustainability, 
which was the topic noticed for this meeting.  He suggested that Mr. Schmidt could 
possibly present the changes to the elevations and massing at the end, similar to what 
they told Ms. Deforge.  He thought it would be more informative at that point.  
Commissioner Hall preferred to take public comment on sustainability first.  
Commissioner Kenworthy agreed.             
 
Chair Phillips understood that written public comments were submitted pertaining to 
soils and water, construction mitigation, and other issues.  He noted that the 
construction mitigation plan is not reviewed by the Planning Commission.  The Planning 
Commission sets the standards for what they expect in the construction mitigation plan, 
along with the normal standards.  He asked Planner Ananth to explain the items 
mentioned in the public comment and how the construction mitigation plan is handled 
throughout the entire process.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that on a typical project a construction mitigation plan would be 
reviewed by the Planning Department, the Building Department, the Engineering 
Department and any other departments that might need to be involved depending on 
the project.  In this case, the applicant already had a good draft construction mitigation 
plan, and she anticipated having conditions at a future meeting that will be more 
focused on construction mitigation to assure the public that those would be reviewed.  
Planner Ananth noted that in terms of soil and water, this site is not within the City’s Soil 
Ordinance boundary; however, the concerns expressed are valid and will be addressed 
when they look at the construction mitigation plan.  There will be conditions for dust 
control and water runoff, and PEG Development will need to comply with all State 
requirements for contaminated soil.  Planner Ananth clarified that the Planning 
Commission will have the opportunity to review the conditions for the construction 
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management plan and the City will take its review authority very seriously on each 
parcel when and if the applicant submits building permits for those parcels.   
 
Chair Phillips opened the public hearing. 
 
Chair Phillips requested that the public keep their comments focused on Sustainability.  
If comments were submitted in writing, they would be included in the next Staff report. 
 
Dana William raised his hand on Zoom and was unmuted to comment. 
 
Dana Williams stated that he was sorry to hear that Commissioners Phillips would be 
leaving the Planning Commission.  He has done the community proud and he thanked 
him for his service.   
 
Mr. Williams referred to the end of the first paragraph of the Staff report under Analysis, 
which states “this is preferable to developing up the mountain and into Summit County”. 
He stated that based on the Montage agreement with Talisker, everything in Summit 
County was precluded from ever having residential development.  Mr. Williams clarified 
that the area right above the base going towards the old mine can never be developed 
all the way up to the peaks.  
 
Mr. Williams disclosed that he works with RRAD and they have spent a lot of hours and 
hired legal help to make sure what the RRAD members present is cogent and 
appropriate. 
 
Mr. Williams commented on solar.  He tried to put kilowatt hours into perspective and 
what it all means.  Mr. Williams remarked that numbers were presented about the fact 
that this project would use approximately 18 million kilowatts per hour.  He noted that 
Park City Municipal City uses about 12.5 million.  He stated that PEG Development was 
talking about solar the size of the solar array on top of the Marsac Building.  Mr. 
Williams believed the kilowatt hours were less than the average use of a house.  In his 
opinion, it was a drop in the bucket.  In terms of comparison to the overall usage, the 
percentage is exceedingly low.  Regarding the annual reporting, Mr. Williams stated 
that he was involved in decisions where the outcome was very different from the 
original intent.  He stated that the City has the ability to require the applicant to actually 
do something rather than try to do something, and if it is not done, the repercussions 
should be severe.  The approval is based on the representations made and they should 
be carried out.  If the community buys into this project, the applicant needs to be held to 
what they are representing.  Regarding soils, Mr. Williams stated that one of the 
members who wrote the soils report that RRAD submitted is a geologist.  Mr. Williams 
stated he used to be the soils scientist for Summit County who worked on soils and 
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mine waste in the late 1970s.  He did a lot of the mapping of soils around Park City.  
Mr. Williams was concerned that this project is right in the flow pattern of the drainage 
from the old mine overburden site on the hill.  He was certain there would be issues 
with the soils.  Mr. Williams thought testing and reporting should be done prior to any 
approvals for accountability on what will happen if this comes out with too many PPMs 
in terms of lead and toxic metals.  Mr. Williams liked the idea of the waste digester.  He 
thought the majority of the sustainability report was awesome and he really liked it.  
Regarding the waste diversion, Mr. Williams remarked that the applicant should either 
be required to either build the bio-digester or contract with an outside source that will 
deal with the green waste.   
 
Mr. Williams noted that there was a lot of dialogue in town on the general principles and 
he did not want to lose sight of the basic fundamentals things on this project that are 
still very disagreeable, and in his opinion, not in compliance with the 1998 Development 
Agreement.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy thanked Mr. Williams for his comments.  He considers Mr. 
Williams’ views with high regard, particularly regarding the soils and for his years of 
service as Mayor.  He was pleased that Mr. Williams continues to be involved in 
community matters.  Commissioner Kenworthy asked Mr. Cartin to speak to Mr. 
Williams’ point about comparison to a single-family home and his comment about it 
being a drop in the bucket.                                                             
  
Mr. Cartin stated that Mr. Williams’ comment focuses on the 678kw solar array.  He 
clarified that they will be using the term “energy” and “electricity” interchangably, but 
there is a fairly strong demarcation between the two.  Mr. Cartin stated that he would 
just talk about the electricity side right now and not natural gas.  He explained that 
678kw solar array is approximately 1-1/2 times the size of the solar array on the MARC. 
What is proposed for this project would be 50% larger than the MARC.  Mr. Curtin 
remarked that Mr. Williams’ was correct in referencing a proposal in October where the 
applicant had said 18-million-kilowatt hour annual usage.  He noted that the City uses 
between 12.5 to 14 million annual usage for City operation, which includes all the 
buses, streetlights, water pumping, etc.  Mr. Cartin stated that Mr. Williams’ was correct 
in saying that it is a significant amount of electricity use; however, the solar array on top 
of City Hall is 18kw.   
 
Mr. Williams clarified that he said the Marsac building when he was actually talking 
about the MARC building.  
 
Nikki Deforge raised her hand on Zoom and was unmuted to make comment. 
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Nikki Deforge commented on several issues that they did not have the opportunity to 
address at the last Planning Commission meeting because they were raised after the 
public hearing was closed.  The first was circling back on the issue of legal framework.  
Ms. Deforge stated that confusion was expressed at the last meeting as to the effect of 
the Development Agreement on the pending application.  As City Attorney Mark 
Harrington had confirmed, that Development Agreement still governs the development 
of this site.  She thought it was important to keep that in mind as the Planning 
Commission reviews these new plans.  Ms. Deforge stated that the developer must 
comply with that Development Agreement and the Planning Commission should 
enforce that Development Agreement, particularly given that construction was partially 
completed under that Development Agreement.  Ms. Deforge noted that the developer 
had requested substantial amendments to the Development Agreement; however, the 
Planning Commission can only amend it if they can make findings showing that an 
amendment is legally and factually supportable.  Those findings must include specific 
determinations that the requested amendments actually comply with the current LMC 
and all governing.  Ms. Deforge thought it was also important to note that there are 
many places in the Development Agreement where the City expressly and repeatedly 
stated how critical certain aspects of the old site plan were, as well as certain conditions 
of approval.   She did not believe the Planning Commission should set those aside 
simply because they are now inconvenient to the current developer.  The Planning 
Commission needs to demonstrate a compelling reason for agreeing to overturn those 
prior determinations and requirements, and for allowing the developer to backtrack on 
any of its commitments and obligations under the Development Agreement.  Ms. 
Deforge clarified that the Planning Commission should not look at this as a blank slate. 
 If the applicant proposes something the Planning Commission might like, it still needs 
to be looked at within the framework of what was originally agreed to and approved.  
Ms. Deforge reiterated that it is particularly true given that construction already occurred 
under the current Development Agreement. 
 
Ms. Deforge referred to statements made at the end of the last meeting that were 
inaccurate and demonstrated a misunderstanding of the governing law and the terms of 
the Development Agreement.  The first related to maximum square footage.  She stated 
that the developer wrongly claims that the proposed project does not exceed the 
maximum square footage that was allowed in the Development Agreement because 
they argue that none of the parking area can be included in the square footage 
calculation.  Ms. Deforge stated that the claim is not consistent with the development 
agreement.  It is clear from that agreement and the incorporated CMP that all parking 
would be underground and below grade.  Nothing in the Development Agreement 
contemplates or allows any above ground parking, yet now 100,000 square feet of 
above grade parking is being proposed, which the developer claims does not count.  
Ms. Deforge remarked that to support that claim, the developer cites a single footnote 

APPROVED 01
.13

.20
21



Planning Commission Meeting 
December 16, 2020  
Page 15 
 
 
that speaks generally of parking, but that lone reference cannot be taken completely out 
of context and ignore all the repeated references in the DA and exhibits to only below 
grade parking, and then argue that the above grade parking is not only permitted but 
unlimited.  Ms. Deforge stated that if the Planning Commission accepts the developer’s 
logic on this, the developer could construct over 800,000 square feet of non-parking 
areas and also an unlimited amount of above grade parking garages.  That is clearly 
not contemplated or approved in the Development Agreement.  Ms. Deforge remarked 
that if the developer wanted to build more underground parking on the site that might be 
another issue, but above grade parking was not approved or allowed in the DA at all 
and was not excluded from the square footage calculations.  Ms. Deforge further 
commented on the above grade parking.  She stated that a major contributing factor to 
the perceived excessive height and bulk of the proposed project is the addition of this 
extensive above grade parking contrary to the Development Agreement.  This is 
particularly true on Parcel B.  Ms. Deforge stated that in the current plan, Parcel B 
houses 50% of the overall project parking spaces and 65% of the day skier spaces.  In 
the 1998 plan, Parcel B has only 31% of the overall project parking spaces, and 35% of 
the day skier stalls, which is nearly 50% less.  Ms. Deforge remarked that in the last 
Planning Commission meeting the developer stated that the elevation levels of the 
highest parking levels in the proposed plan are virtually identical to the 1998 plan, and 
that is not true.  For Building B, the highest parking level in the 1998 plan was over one 
floor shorter than the current plan and it is now above grade.  Again, the Development 
Agreement states that all the parking will be located below grade.  The developer 
should be required to comply with that critical condition of the DA and move parking 
below grade and reallocate parking to other parcels, such as Parcel D, if needed in 
order to comply.  Ms. Deforge stated that another issue was the 14th Street view 
corridor and pedestrian access.  She noted that the City was adamant in the 
Development Agreement that important view corridors must be preserved and 
maintained, including the 14th Street corridor.  For example, the CMP stated that “the 
concept design should establish a pedestrian and view corridor to the Resort Center 
from 14th Street”.  The MPD included an express finding that “specific design guidelines, 
building volumetrics, and site planning were required in order to maintain significant 
view corridors”.  Ms. Deforge pointed out that the LMC requires that units be clustered 
in the “least visually sensitive portions of the site”.  That is not what was being 
proposed.  She was encouraged at the last meeting to hear the Commissioners 
acknowledge the importance of the 14th Street view corridor.  However, by the end of 
the meeting they appeared to lose sight of that requirement in discussions with the 
developer about how to provide pedestrian access from 14th Street.  RRAD agrees that 
pedestrian access through the corridor is critical to the success of the project, but the 
corridor itself is equally critical.  The City has designed both phases of the Woodside 
affordable housing project to create an open corridor through Old Town up 14th Street 
to the Mountain.  That long term planning and purpose will be completely defeated if 
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they allow the developer to block off that entire corridor right before it reaches the 
Resort with a massive 5-8 story building that spans the entire block from Manor Way to 
Shadow Ridge.  It is not enough to have underground access for pedestrians through a 
parking garage.  Pedestrian access is critical but that is only half the issue.  The 
corridor through the heart and soul of Old Town is the true issue and requiring the 
developer to maintain and preserve that corridor, which has been a key feature of the 
City’s planning is not only required by the DA and the LMC but would also solve one of 
the biggest problems with the entire development, a big, massive bulky parking garage 
and building on Parcel B directly across from the residential homes on Empire.  Ms. 
Deforge remarked that there is a simple fix, but one that would require the developer to 
reallocate some of the parking back to the parcels as was originally approved and 
required in the DA.  It is a requirement that is dictated by the DA and the LMC.  Ms. 
Deforge stated that the next issue was setbacks.  At the last meeting she heard several 
comments suggesting that 20’ perimeter setbacks could be approved if architectural 
interest and variation were merely achieved as a result, but that is not the legal 
standard.  Such setback reductions can only be approved if they are necessary to 
achieve architectural interest and variation.  Ms. Deforge stated that it is a much higher 
standard, and it cannot be met simply because the developer might struggle to pack in 
all approved density on a given parcel.  Furthermore, perimeter setbacks below 20’ 
cannot be approved under the LMC under any circumstance, and that that fact is not in 
dispute.  Ms. Deforge stated that it was also not disputed that the current plans show 
perimeter setbacks less than 20 feet throughout the development, and those are a non-
starter. 
 
Ms. Deforge stated that her last point was to express concern and frustration regarding 
this process.  She noted that both the agenda and the public notice indicated that the 
discussion this evening would focus on sustainability.  Now, without any public notice or 
the opportunity to review any plans for Parcel B, they are being told that the developer 
will be making a presentation this evening on revisions to Parcel B.  Ms. Deforge 
pointed out that this did not comply with the public notice requirements in the LMC nor 
in State law.  She noted that this happens at every meeting, which is why she was 
trying to play catch-up tonight to address items that were talked about at the last 
meeting after the public hearing.  The same thing will occur with the revisions to Parcel 
B and she will need to take time at the next meeting to address any issues that might 
come up this evening, as well as comment on the topic on the agenda for that meeting. 
 Ms. Deforge stated that it is a frustration because it feels like a way to get around the 
public notice requirements and meaningful public discourse.  Ms. Deforge urged the 
Planning Commission and the Staff to set some guidelines for the process going 
forward in order to stay on topic for the agenda and streamline the process, and also 
give the public a fair opportunity to respond.   
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Deborah Rentfrow raised her hand on Zoom and was unmuted to make comment. 
 
Deborah Rentfrow asked questions she had put together after reviewing the applicant’s 
sustainability plan that was included in the packet.  She is the President of RRAD and 
she is very interested in the project.  She tries to do a thorough review and she felt like 
and posted to RRAD’s site that the applicant had made great strides in comparison to 
the October 28th meeting.  Ms. Rentfrow emphasized that RRAD is not anti-
development.  They know that something needs to be developed and it will be good for 
the community to have a development.  They just want it done in a responsible way that 
reflects the character of Old Town and the residential area, and do not make it more 
cumbersome for people who do not live in Park City and want to come to the Resort 
and enjoy a great day in Park City.   
 
Ms. Rentfrow stated that in the October meeting, PEG Development thought they could 
get up to 6% renewable energy, and now they are saying they could get as high as 8%. 
It was pointed out tonight that the 2% increase does not include the digester.  If they get 
the digester, the percentage would be above the 8%.  Ms. Rentfrow noted that the 
applicant goes on to say that they cannot create more renewable energy because the 
site is not big enough.  She remarked that the problem was not that the site is not big 
enough, but rather how much they are putting on the site.  If they did not have so much 
density and so many types of uses in such a large building, perhaps they could 
contribute more of their own renewable energy to the overall program.  Ms. Rentfrow 
had a question regarding the EUIs.  She stated that in the October meeting the EUIs 
were in the 30s and some parcels were in the 50s.  She referred to a statement by the 
applicant where they said it would be impossible to get anywhere near 25.  However, 
the applicant has magically reached that number with the hotel being at 32.  She 
thought it would be helpful to see the calculations and to understand how they were 
able to make such a significant improvement when it was impossible two months ago.  
Ms. Rentfrow noted that they were able to reduce the EUIs from the 30s-50s down to 
25 to 32, but the renewable up to only goes from 6 to 8%.  She assumed there should 
be a correlation between those two figures but was unsure if she was correct.  Ms. 
Rentfrow believed there was a huge improvement on the EUIs, yet they were not 
getting a lot of bang for the buck in terms renewable energy.   
 
Chair Phillips preferred to continue with the public hearing and then ask Mr. Cartin to 
answer her question.   
 
Ms. Rentfrow stated that her last point was on the mandatory recycling program.  She 
noted that the applicant mentioned that recycling areas would be provided.  However, 
according to LMC 15-6-5(G)(7), a mandatory recycling program is required for any 
project that contains commercial and multi-unit dwellings, which this project does 
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provide.  Ms. Rentfrow noted that the access is to be within the MPD and it is supposed 
to be convenient.  It is also supposed to provide necessary air circulation.  It is also 
supposed to have everything they find at the recycling center and used by the tenants, 
residents, users, operators, and the owners of the MPD.  It should be centralized and 
completely enclosed with a pedestrian door and a truck door.  It is supposed to be in a 
location that does not impede traffic or not near a right-of-way.  In her opinion, recycling 
is part of sustainability and it has not been mentioned enough.  She stated that throwing 
a blue recycling bin somewhere does not equate to mandatory recycling.  Ms. Rentfrow 
expressed appreciation for everything the Planning Commission was doing, and she 
looked forward to having her questions answered.  
 
Sherie Harding raised her hand on Zoom and was unmuted to make comment.   
 
Sherie Harding presented a comment from Charlie Sturgis, the Director of Mountain 
Trails Foundations.  Mr. Sturgis was not available to present this comment himself.  Ms. 
Harding thought the comment might sound like it was related more to traffic and 
transportation, but she asked the Commissioners to think of it in terms of sustainability. 
Mr. Sturgis’s comment states, “Promoting alternative transportation options is Park 
City’s sustainability mission.  Non-motorized transportation is incredibly important.  
Numerous well-placed bike racks need to be available to accommodate a variety of 
bikes, which includes road bikes, mountain bikes, fat tire bikes, and eBikes during 
summer and during winter.  The public needs to have options”.   
 
Ms. Harding added her own comments.  She stated that the current plan seems to lack 
sufficient accommodation for bikes.  Paramount to bike racks, etc., are safe bike lanes 
to get to the Resort, and to elaborate more on these well-place bike racks.  Ms. Harding 
stated that summer biking is different from winter biking.  In winter, bike racks in a 
protected space adjacent to ski lockers makes sense.  In summer, bike racks above 
ground next to restaurants and bars makes sense.  She noted that there should be 
flexibility and awareness for future trends.  They have seen an amazing change in the 
last five years, and she expected more changes in the next five years.  Ms. Harding 
commented on the soil contamination potential.  She asked the Planning Commission 
to add the letter presented this week to the public record.  She also requested sample 
data.  Ms. Harding was interested in the sample site locations, the depth of sampling, 
the types of analysis, the results, and where samples were analyzed.  Ms. Harding 
thanked the Planning Commission for listening to her comments and for their service.  
 
Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.  
 
Luke Cartin responded to the questions raised during public comment.   He explained 
that as the buildings became more efficient the impact of the solar array is bigger.  
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Therefore, it will affect more of the site’s electricity and energy use.  Mr. Cartin stated 
that electricity focuses on lights, etc.  Energy overall can also include natural gas and 
other things.  He clarified that as buildings are more efficient, the impact of the solar 
array will be a larger share.   
 
Chair Phillips asked Planner Ananth to respond to the public comment regarding 
recycling.  He wanted to know at what point in the process that issue would be 
discussed.  Planner Ananth stated that there is a requirement for recycling in every 
building.  She offered to strengthen the condition that speaks to recycling to be more 
specific and match the Code.  Chair Phillips asked if recycling would be addressed with 
in CUP phase.  Planner Ananth replied that it would be addressed on a building by 
building, parcel by parcel basis at the CUP level; however, she thought it would be 
beneficial to have it in an overall condition on the MPD as well.   
 
Chair Phillips noted that Sherie Harding provided a nice quote from Charlie Sturgis in 
terms of how sustainability and transportation work hand in hand.  He agreed with that 
comment because there is a lot of crossover into transportation.  Chair Phillips thought 
it was a good comment and they should keep it in mind when they discuss 
transportation. He noted that the Planning Commission will be looking at those types of 
things as they get further into the details of transportation.   
 
Chair Phillips stated that he pushed Mr. Schmidt’s request to address Building B to after 
the public hearing because he was hesitant on the how to handle it.  He originally 
thought about hearing the presentation but not have Commissioner comments.  
However, the fact that Building B was not on the agenda is a valid concern.  Chair 
Phillips remarked that it is always good for the Planning Commission to get new 
information as soon as possible, and the presentation this evening would be an attempt 
to provide that information.  If the Planning Commission decided not to comment on the 
new information, the applicant could still present it in public.   
 
City Attorney Harrington stated that the public hearing is one hearing that is continued 
over time and comments should be made in public hearing.  He remarked that the 
noticing of this application is more important than the topical.  He recalled that Ms. 
Deforge used the word “guideline”, which is appropriate.  Mr. Harrington stated that the 
Planning Commission has used a generous guideline with the public, and they have not 
excluded public comment that was not exactly on topic.  They only ask the public to be 
respectful of the process in effort to be as precise as possible at each meeting in 
fairness to all parties.  Mr. Harrington acknowledged that the Staff shares some of the 
same frustration with the applicant, and the applicant has some frustrations with the 
City at times as well.  He stated that they were all trying to balance and cooperate with 
one another to keep this moving in a very long process.  Mr. Harrington noted that Park 
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City is one of the few, if not only, jurisdiction that does not limit public comment in terms 
of times and minutes.  The Planning Commission is also on point in terms of 
transparency and opportunity for ongoing public input and that is what guides this 
process.  Mr. Harrington clarified that the Planning Commission had the discretion to 
decide whether or not it is more transparent to hear an introduction on additional 
information at the end of the meeting rather than through a submission to the Staff and 
a subsequent presentation at the next meeting.  He did not think there was a right 
answer as long as it does not disadvantage one side or the other.  Mr. Harrington 
thought keeping the presentation brief and informative were worthy guidelines if they 
allow the applicant to proceed this evening.  He noted that the Planning Commission 
had allowed Ms. Deforge the same discretion at her request to go off topic at the 
appropriate time.  Mr. Harrington stated that as long as they treat the public and the 
applicant fairly and give everyone the same opportunity to make sure everything is on 
the record for the Commissioner’s consideration.   
 
Chair Phillips understood the concerns, but he was interested in hearing a brief 
presentation on the updated information.  However, if the information is presented it 
should only be informative and there would be no discussion.  Chair Phillips wanted to 
make sure that the same information presented this evening would be presented again 
as if it were new when that topic is scheduled on a meeting agenda.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked if they allow the applicant to proceed with the presentation on 
Parcel B, whether they would reopen the public hearing to allow people to comment on 
the revisions to Parcel B.  Chair Phillips replied that his thought was to hear the 
information, but there would be no discussion by the Commissioners and no public 
input because Building B was not noticed.  Commissioner Hall stated that if they allow 
the applicant to make their presentation, she thought it made sense for the 
Commissioners to talk about it and to reopen the public hearing.  Otherwise, it was 
better to delay the presentation until they could have a cohesive discussion and public 
hearing.  Commissioner Hall thought it would be a waste of time to hear the 
presentation tonight and delay the discussion until January.    
 
Commissioner Thimm agreed with Commissioner Hall.  He pointed out that if they 
heard the presentation this evening, they would redundantly go through it again in 
January.  Commissioner Thimm understood that some things spill over outside of the 
agenda topic or the planned discussion points, but Building B is a major issue.  He 
thought the Commissioners should receive the information in a Staff report and have 
the opportunity to study it before a meeting where the Planning Commission, the public, 
and the Staff can be fully prepared to discuss it.  Commissioner Thimm preferred to 
wait until it is noticed on the agenda for the next meeting on this project.   
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Chair Phillips stated that the Commissioners who preferred to wait until another meeting 
and the reasons for waiting were enough to persuade him to go in that direction.   
 
Regarding the topic of sustainability on the agenda, Commissioner Kenworthy agreed 
with the penalty and the immediate mitigation process being defined and inserted into 
the conditions.  Those will be a critical part of the conditions when they come back to 
the Planning Commission.  Commissioner Kenworthy supported the increased bike 
lanes and the bike options, and he would like to see those on the agenda in the future.  
  
 
Chair Phillips agreed with Commissioner Kenworthy’s statements regarding the annual 
reporting portion.  Its important to make sure it has teeth. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy clarified that he was talking about the overall conditions and 
not just the accounting portion.  His concern is that many projects end up different on 
paper than they do as built.  He wanted to make sure that the energy calculations are 
met once they have a final product.   
 
Commissioner Thimm noted that he made most of his comments as they went through 
the conditions.  He also supported Commissioner Kenworthy’s comments. 
Commissioner Thimm pointed out that idea of commissioning was not mentioned in the 
conditions.  He suggested adding a condition that speaks to the commissioning by a 
third-party commissioning agent, which should establish on the front end the workability 
of the systems as they go in.   
 
Commissioner Suesser concurred with the comments by Commissioners Kenworthy 
and Thimm.  She still had concerns regarding soils testing and would like to see that 
addressed as the conditions are revised.  Chair Phillips asked the Staff to make sure 
that is a topic for discussion when they discuss construction mitigation.   
 
Commissioner Hall echoed most of the comments by her fellow Commissioners, with an 
emphasis on the bike racks.  Commissioner Hall had reviewed the presentation by the 
applicant that was attached to the Staff report and cross-referenced it with the 
conditions of approval.  She understood that the applicant was going to comply with the 
net zero energy and provide performance goals and the interactive energy 
management tool.  Commissioner Hall recommended incorporating that in more detail 
into the conditions of approval.  She noted that it talks about the renewable credits for a 
specific number of years, and she would like to make that ongoing.  Commissioner Hall 
asked if the applicant was pre-purchasing renewable credits for five years and after five 
years the condition is met in order to obtain the Certificate of Occupancy.   
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Planner Ananth believed they would purchase RECs on an annual basis based on the 
actual demand.  It would be reported annually for five years because at that point there 
should be a good rhythm for having the building commissioned.  Planner Ananth did not 
believe there was a need to go beyond five years, but she would speak with Mr. Cartin 
about it.  Chair Phillips suggested five years and one more at ten years just to confirm 
everything is consistent.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked if PEG would provide reporting to the City.  She understood 
from the presentation attached to the Staff report that the applicant would provide their 
energy usage to the City, but she did not see where that was addressed in the 
conditions of approval.   
 
Planner Ananth replied that the intent is that the applicant will provide the information 
for five years.  Commissioner Hall remarked that the applicant was willing to do it 
because they put it in their presentation, and she just wanted it codified within the 
conditions of approval.  She thought the applicant had a lot of commitments within their 
Park City Base Master Plan Sustainability Guidelines.  She would like to pull some of 
the direct language from the guidelines and incorporate it into the conditions.   
 
Commissioner Hall stated that since recycling is part of the LMC, she asked if they 
would delineate the specifics within the LMC within the conditions of approval, such as 
storage, etc.  Planner Ananth thought it made sense to spell it out specifically in 
compliance with the LMC. 
 
Commissioner Hall asked if the soils discussion would be part of the sustainability 
section or part of the construction mitigation plan.  Planner Ananth replied that soils are 
part of construction mitigation.   
 
Commissioner Hall clarified that the applicant would comply with the net zero goal of 
the City.  Planner Ananth answered yes.  Commissioner Hall thought that should be 
stated in the beginning in more detail.  For example, the conditions state that the 
applicant will comply with the EV and the Dark Sky.  She suggested adding a line item 
that they will also comply with the net zero.  Commissioner Hall reiterated her previous 
comment regarding the digester.  She would like to have them do the digester, but if 
they end up not doing it, she would like the final draft to show a commitment one way or 
the other.  If they do not intend to do an onsite anaerobic digester, she would like a 
commitment for an alternative for diversion.   
 
Commissioners Suesser had no additional comments.  Commissioner Van Dine agreed 
with Commission Hall about finding an alternative mitigation plan for food waste if they 
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cannot do the digester.  She agreed with all other comments from the Commissioners.  
  
Chair Phillips agreed with the alternative mitigation plan.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy asked if it was appropriate to ask Nikki Deforge a question.  
He noted that when Ms. Deforge began her comments, she mentioned how the 
Planning Commission needs to adhere to the Development Agreement and the 
approved MPD.  Commissioner Kenworthy wanted to make sure that Ms. Deforge was 
in line with earlier comments and the understanding that the Planning Commission 
received from City Hall that there is an approved existing MPD on the property.  Ms. 
Deforge answered yes.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy noted that during the public hearing, former Mayor Dana 
Williams talked about the Alpine terrain and how that is now restricted.  Commissioner 
Kenworthy stated that he was confused by his comments and the comparison to 
Empire Pass.  Planner Ananth believed Mr. Williams was referring to when the 1998 
agreement was agreed to, the City restricted development going up the mountain, and 
put some of that density at the base area.  She noted that Deer Valley is one example 
where development run up the mountain, and that is restricted in Park City.  Planner 
Ananth argued that allowing for development up the mountain is anti-sustainability 
because it results in larger houses and more infrastructure.  Planner Ananth 
emphasized that the land was annexed into Park City and restricted from development, 
and some of the density was put at the base area.  Commissioner Kenworthy 
understood that it was a major benefit to sustainability as well as other items.  It 
eliminated the sprawl in exchange for increased density, height, and other benefits in 
the approved MPD.   
 
Dana Williams clarified that it stemmed from the agreement with Talisker who bought 
United Park Mines and wanted to build the Montage.  He recalled that they did not have 
enough density to build the hotel, and they came back with a proposal that the rest of 
the Mountain in PCMR would be cleared of any potential residential development 
except for ski related lodges, lifts, etc., in exchange for the extra density that created 
the Montage.  Planner Ananth agreed.  She understood that within the Montage MPD 
there was a transfer of some amount of density from the Park City Mountain terrain to 
the Montage.   
 
Chair Phillips stated that it spoke to the planning principles that formed a lot of this town 
in the past, such as clustering, and they still speak on it today.  He pointed out that one 
trade-off to clustering is ending up with larger masses.                          
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Robert Schmidt respected the Planning Commission’s desire to follow the proper 
protocols.  He stated that they would submit to Planner Ananth the information they 
were prepared to present this evening.  He asked if they should plan on reviewing that 
information in January and whether the transportation and traffic discussion would be 
moved to another date.  
 
Chair Phillips asked if would be possible to combine both items at the January meeting. 
Planner Ananth stated that the Staff was still evaluating whether transportation will be 
ready in January.  Chair Phillips suggested placing both on the agenda.  If 
transportation is ready it will be a long night and if not, they could continue with Parcel 
B.  Planner Ananth thought they should agree to end the meeting at 10:00 or another 
reasonable time.  Regarding building B, she understood that the applicant only wanted 
to preview the direction they were moving towards before they fully design it.  Chair 
Phillips thought the revisions to Building B and transportation and traffic should be 
noticed on the January agenda.  
 
Mr. Schmidt asked City Attorney Harrington to speak to a comment from Ms. Deforge 
regarding the form of the application, the ability of the Planning Commission to review 
the application under the current LMC and the Development Agreement.  He noted that 
this issue keeps coming up and circles with confusion.  He wanted to make sure the 
public is clear on what they are doing, the Planning Commission’s purview, and which 
guidelines are being followed in terms of LMC and the DA, and how the two work 
together.  Mr. Schmidt would like the public to understand the rights of the applicant 
under the LMC and the Development Agreement. 
 
Chair Phillips pointed out that this issue has been addressed several times.  City 
Attorney Harrington suggested that they consolidate their prior comments.  He did not 
believe there was much of a difference between what Ms. Deforge articulated this 
evening and what the City has articulated previously.  He thought the gray area is what 
the applicant was proposing to modify and amend.  Mr. Harrington preferred to meet 
with the applicant and the Staff and address it again in a written report, so everyone is 
clear.  If Robert McConnell, legal counsel for PEG Development, disagrees with 
anything in the report he can submit his comments in writing as well.  Mr. Harrington 
thought the Planning Commission had a good handle on the matter.                               
                     
Robert McConnell agreed with Mr. Harrington.  It has been discussed several times and 
he thought it was best to have it set forth in writing.   
 
Chair Phillips appreciated PEG Development stepping up their sustainability to meet the 
City’s goals.  He believed there was good agreement between PEG, the Staff, and the 
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Planning Commission.  Chair Phillips thought the public comments were very helpful 
and he thanked the public for keeping on point.            
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Kenworthy moved to CONTINUE the Park City Mountain 
Resort Base Parking Lots - MPD Modification to January 20, 2021.  Commissioner 
Thimm seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.   
  
 
The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m.   
 
 
Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________ 
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