PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

MARCH 24, 2021

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Chair John Phillips, John Kenworthy, Sarah Hall, Laura Suesser, Doug ThimmgChristin
Van Dine

EX OFFICIO: Gretchen Milliken, Planning Director; Brendan Conboy, 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, @dopted 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.parkeity.org/public-meetings

Exhibit A: Determination of Substantial Health and Safety Risk

The:Commission Chair has 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:

« Statewide COVID cases and hospitalizations remain high.
» Based on metrics established by the statewide COVID-19 Transmission Index, Summit
County moved to the High-Risk designation on October 22, 2020; and


http://www.parkcity.org/public-meetings
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 Park City is a resort community continually hosting visitors from areas which may be
experiencing rapid COVID-19 spread.

This determination is valid for 30 days and is set to expire on March 26, 2021.
Dated: February 24, 2021.

ROLL CALL

Chair Phillips called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

March 10, 2021

MOTION: Commissioner Suesser moved to APPROVE the Minutes of March 10, 2021
as written. Commissioner Kenworthy seconded,the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS
No hands were raised on Zoom and.no.€Comments were submitted.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER-COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Chair Phillips disclosed that Gary Knudsen called him wanting to talk about the PEG
application, and.he directed Mr. Knudsen to other citizens in the community. Chair
Phillips stated.thathe and Mr. Knudsen did not discuss any details related to the PEG
project. However, based on the conversation Chair Phillips understood that the Zoom
platform is difficult for the elderly because of technology and specifically because Mr.
Knudsen has hearing problems. Chair Phillips recognized that this format may exclude
the elderly.

Commissioner Thimm assumed that Ryan Hales from Hales Engineering could be a
participant in the PEG Development presentation. He disclosed that he and Ryan Hales
have worked collaboratively on many projects over the years. They have never
discussed the PEG project and they do not intend to discuss it. Commissioner Thimm
clarified that he and Ryan Hales are not tied financially or contractually in any way. He
did not believe that any of his deliberations would be impacted by their association.

Director Milliken had no Staff updates to report.
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WORK SESSION

5.A. 9300 Marsac Ave (Sommet Blanc/B2East Parcel) — Applicant is Reguesting
a Work Session Before the Planning Commission Prior to Public’Hearings
for a Conditional Use Permit and Amendments to the ApprovediMaster
Planned Development and Flagstaff Development Agreement.for Proposed
Development of 43 Residential Units Above Underground Parking; and 5
Condominium Villas on the North-eastern Portion of the Site on the B2East
Parcel. (Application PL-20-04702).

Planner Brendan Conboy stated that this work session item. is for Sommet Blanc, also
known as B2 East. The application is a conditional use permit and associated
amendments. The purpose of this work session is to work out some of the issues
before bringing the actual applications forward.

Planner Conboy stated that Doug Ogilvy and Hannah Tyler were also on the line
representing the application.

Planner Conboy provided an overview of the proposal as outlined in the Staff report.
The general location is up Marsac’Avenue by the Montage and the Empire Day Lodge.
He presented a slide showing the B2 East parcel in relation to the Montage and the
Empire Day Lodge. Planner Conboy.indicated the existing conditions, which included
the mid-mountain biking and*hiking trail; an existing asphalt parking lot; and a sales
gallery. He noted that this area has been thoroughly remediated for environmental
cleanup and mine waste. It is the former site of the Mazzepah Mine. The site was
regraded and brought up.to.development potential in anticipation of underground
parking on the site.

Planner Canbay presented aerial photos that the applicant submitted showing the
existingsSite. The area was cleaned out and remediated with clean fill brought in from
elsewhere'in the Flagstaff area.

Planner,Conboy reported that in 1999 the City Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and
Resolution 20-99, which approved the Annexation and Development Agreement for the
Flagstaff Mountain Area. That resolution granted Flagstaff a large-scale MPD and set
forth the different types and locations of land use within Flagstaff. Planner Conboy
named a few different areas within the Flagstaff Annexation. One is the Mountain
Village, which is where the B2 East parcel is located. The others are the Northside
neighborhood and various ski related improvements in the Silver Mine Adventure.
Planner Conboy stated that Mountain Village was limited to a small-scale MPD that was
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divided into three development pods: Pod A, B1, and B2. This is application is the final
culmination of the development of the B2 Pod. This is B2 East, and the Montage was
B2 West.

Planner Conboy stated that in 2004 a Master Planned Development for the Village
Master Plan Development, which started the first step in the development-of Pod A«
Pod B1 was approved in 2002 and amended in 2008. The MPD established unit mix,
density, infrastructure, volumetrics, development location, etc., throughoutthe different
pods. Planner Conboy noted that in 2006 the developer wanted additional
development, including mixed-use and residential at Montage;chowever,dinsufficient
density was allocated at that time for a project that size. In 2006 the City, the developer
and the landowner, the Royal Street Land Company, annéxed approximately 3,000
acres and restricted it as recreation open space and sensitive,lands. The area was
within the Park City Mountain Corporation lands and. all the development potential was
transferred to Flagstaff which made the Montage possible. «Planner Conboy reported
that in 2007 there was an amended Development.Agreement that specified 87 acres
within Pods A, B1 and B2 of the 1,750 acres could be developed.

Planner Conboy remarked that Mountain Village is further constrained to a maximum
density of 785-unit equivalents. It is,specified in the Development Agreement as no
more than 550 dwelling units either as,multisfamily, hotel, or PUD units, provided that
the number of PUD units shall not.exceed 60. Planner Conboy stated that the request
for discussion this evening is a change'to the number of PUD units.

Planner Conboy reported that in 2007 Pod B2 received a Master Planned Development,
which ran concurrently with a conditional use permit and the process under which the
Montage was approved.wAtthe same time, the site design was contemplated for the
east parcel, which is‘'hew B2 East. Planner Conboy stated that little attention was paid
to this site atsthat time because the majority of the focus was on Montage. He expected
the applicant would provide background and what is reflected in the approvals for that
location:

Planner‘Conboy stated that in 2007 the B2 Empire Village subdivision was approved
creating,three lots of records: Lot A, Lot B, and Lot C. On March 9, 2017, the City
Council approved the B2 East subdivision, which created a lot of record for the 81
remaining multi-family UEs for Pod B2.

Planner Conboy presented the existing plat. He noted that parcel lines that were drawn
in on the working copy have not been approved by the City; however, it reflects what the
developer anticipates in terms of phasing and different ownership for different parcels.
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Planner Conboy presented a slide noting that the location shown in red was the location
being discussed this evening. It was approved as part of the 2007 MPD approval and
the height limits at that time were 33’ in this area. The villas extended further into/what
is now Parcel A, which was divided up for ski easement access and no development
can occur on this parcel. Mr. Conboy clarified that originally Parcel A was identified as
a location for some of the villas. He pointed to the current location wheresthe applicant
was proposing to locate the villas along the hillside.

Planner Conboy stated that the current proposal is for three multi-family condominium
buildings adjacent to the Ruby Lift area. On the hillside are five townhome units
separated into two different buildings, and an amenity ski locker building for the villas.
Additionally, a pool plaza, a lobby, and a 3,600 square footrestaturant will be located in
Building A at the base level near the Ruby Lift.

Planner Conboy presented several images that the applicant had provided to give the
Planning Commission a better idea of what was*being/proposed in terms of volumetrics.
He showed views from Marsac Avenue northbound; Marsac Avenue southbound, a
view from the Twisted Branch turnoff, from the Lueky Jack ski run, from the Ruby ski
Lift, and from the Empire Express ski lift.

Planner Conboy stated that the main issue for discussion this evening is to determine
whether the amendments individually or collectively are substantive or minor. The Staff
report contained a table that identified.the different topics and how they are reviewed
and the relevant Code sections by which they will be reviewed. He pointed out that this
was not a comprehensive list and other sections of the LMC, the Development
Agreement, or the MPD might apply; as well as other topics that come up during the
discussion.

Planner Conboy. stated that it is up to the Planning Commission to determine whether
the proposed modification to the approved Master Plan is minor or substantive. He
outlinedrthe key distinguishing factors between minor and substantive. A minor
modification complies with the Land Management Code and Master Planned
Development approval and does not trigger additional off-street parking requirements,
reducerepen space, and does not increase traffic by 5% or more as demonstrated by a
traffic generation study. A key issue for a substantive modification is whether it creates
additional impacts, and that would require a review of the entire MPD and the
Development Agreement. The triggers include a change to a condition of approval or a
finding of fact, a change in use, or a change in floor area that triggers additional off-
street parking, additional floor area, or an increase in traffic.
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Chair Phillips understood the outlines for what constitutes a minor or substantive
modification; however, he asked if it would be safe to assume it is not limited to those
factors. Planner Conboy believed they could make that assumption. When he was
doing research into the minor modification, he found a change in definitions around
2010. He recalled that the prior language reflected that a change in concept, density,
and configuration would be triggers for a minor change. That language was . removed
from the minor definition and the only items retained were the triggering ‘of off-street
parking requirements, reduction of open space, or increased traffic./However, he did
not believe the review was limited to those issues. Mr. Conboy had spoken with the
City Attorney regarding this issue and the Staff has the opinionithat it could be a
substantive modification overall. He noted that the applicant hadwalso‘provided a
detailed reasoning as to why they believe it is minor and they were prepared to speak to
that this evening.

Commissioner Suesser asked Planner Conboy to explain in more detail why the
configuration was changed due to easements.sPlanner Conboy understood that in the
original Hill-Glazier plans, the area with the villas and condominiums does not currently
comply with fire access and there is no way to service those with a fire truck. A second
reason for relocation is that Parcel A was carved out in anticipation of a ski easement
and a potential ski bridge for Deer Valley as a connection to the Lucky Jack Trailhead.
Planner Conboy preferred to let Doug.Ogilvy address that further since he was more
familiar with the details.

Mr. Ogilvy, representing the applicant, stated that there has always been talk about a
second ski trail from the top'to the bottom of Ruby Chair. Twisted Branch Road was
engineered anticipating a possible ski overpass. In the interest of preserving the option
of building a ski bridge in.the future if it was ever warranted, the former property owner
carved Parcel A'off thesite and it was sold to the current applicant, which impacted the
area that was'occupied by the villas in the former plan. Mr. Ogilvy stated that in the
interest of improving the Deer Valley ski experience, rather than living with a 15’ setback
along the'southwest property line, the former property owner agreed to the 20’ ski
easementto widen the Lucky Jack Ski Trail from 40’ to 60’, and an additional 20’ buffer
easement to provide for skier safety. Mr. Ogilvy noted that it impacted a lot of the edge
condition of the ski trail. Overall, in looking at creating an experience where all of the
mass was not right next to the ski experience, they believed it was superior site
planning to move the villa density up to the norther portion of the site to keep the mass
away from being right next to the ski experience.

Planner Conboy stated that the key issues outlined in the Staff report included the
volumetric discussion, the change in height of 82" above a benchmark grade location
established previously with Montage that was set from the entry location lobby for
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Montage. The applicant was proposing a similar benchmark determination for height
based on the different multi-family buildings. For building A it would be the entry level
and for Buildings B and C it would be the entry and amenity level. Planner Conboy
stated that it would result in varying heights from different portions of the building
relative to the benchmark.

The Staff requested that the Planning Commission provide feedback on'whethera
change in volumetrics is consistent with the City’s long-range vision/for this.property.

Planner Conboy stated that the next issue was the Design Guidelines. The applicant
was proposing to amend the current Empire Pass Design Guidelines by creating a new
section of Design Guidelines specific to the property. The applicant'holds the opinion
that B2 East is a distinct neighborhood within Empire Pass that can support
contemporary architecture. The stated that this proposal contrasts with the current
design guidelines that were drafted in 2002, which drew.inspiration from the craftsman
architectural tradition of the rustic wood timbersskilodges in keeping with the Montage
design.

Planner Conboy requested that the Planning.Commission provide feedback as to
whether a change in design is consistent with the long-range vision for this property and
the history of approvals.

Planner Conboy stated that the thirdissue was unit definition. This changes the
definition that directly affects'the overall development agreement in total for the entirety
of Flagstaff. He reiterated that the PUD units were limited to 60 maximum units.
Planner Conboy stated that he and City Attorney Mark Harrington tried to figure out the
history because itappears.that it was increased to 60 units at some point. Planner
Conboy asked if the/Rlanning Commission was interested in extending that number to
62 units andseducing the overall number of units from 550 to 547. The applicant was
requesting‘this.change in order to break up the massing of the villas on the hillside. If
they are‘required to abide by the development agreement definitions for a PUD versus
multi<family, those five villas will need to be connected. The applicant believes that
breaking those apart would add architectural interest and have less of a monolithic
impactwen the hillside. If the Planning Commission was willing to consider this change,
it would require amendments to the Flagstaff Development Agreement.

Planner Conboy stated that additional items for discussion include parking. He was still
trying to track down the history of this issue; however, his reading of the Development
Agreement and what has been established is that Pod B2 East was required to provide
up to 75 spaces for the use of the Empire Day Lodge. The applicant was proposing to
have 60 spaces on their own dedicated deck and parked by a valet in tandem for the
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use of the Empire Day Lodge. Planner Conboy noted that since the applicant was
proposing 43 units as opposed to the 70 units allowed, the parking requirement was
reduced. Within the Flagstaff Development Agreement is a 25% reduction in parking
across the board which would be applied, resulting in total parking on site proposed fer
the restaurants and the condominium units of 97 spaces, with an additional 60 spaces
for the Empire Day Lodge.

Planner Conboy noted that the Development Agreement talks about reductions in
parking are possible provided that there is a traffic mitigation study. "If the Planning
Commission would like to discuss a parking reduction, the Staff opinion is that even
though the number of units have gone down, changes in technology over the last 20
years have resulted in different user groups that might increase traffic to this location.
The applicant has stated that these units will be available for'short-term rental. In
speaking with the Trails Coordinator, this site has become increasingly more and more
popular for mountain bike users and different kinds ofrecreation. Planner Conboy
stated that the mid-mountain trail was also a component of this proposal. The applicant
has stated that upon completion of the project, the steep sections that resulted from the
regrading and relocation of the trail as part of thesHoet Creek Sewer Line will be
addressed. That proposal is supported’by Heinrich Deters, the Trails Coordinator.

In terms of steep slopes, Planner.Conboyreiterated that the villas are located on a
Hillside. Anything in town over30%typically requires a Steep Slope CUP. If the
Planning Commission is willing to consider relocating the villas to the hillside, the Staff
could ask the applicant to provide additional information.

Planner Conboy noted that the Development Agreement talks about transportation and
traffic management obligations for employees and guests. The applicant has discussed
the Empire Pass MOAushuttle service for the benefit of owners and guests. However,
throughout the"Flagstaff annexation area of all the different developments, it is not clear
that the transportation obligations have been met across the board as they were
intended:

Planner Conboy stated that resort accessory space versus resort support commercial
was anether item for discussion. The Staff report lays out what the applicant has
proposed as meeting the definition of Resort Accessory Space. The Staff was generally
comfortable with that proposal; however, the Planning Commission could further
discuss the potential for future programming on site to transform these uses into
something more Resort Commercial.
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Planner Conboy remarked that the applicant was meeting the requirement for affordable
housing units as specified in the Development Agreement. He noted that the affordable
housing units are quite larger exceeding 1,000 square feet each. He suggested the
possibility of increasing the number of affordable units if they decrease the unit.size.

Planner Conboy noted that ADA units were discussed in the Staff report.~The Staff’had
reached out to the Building Department and confirmed that because of the IBC Code
and because there are more than 20 units, this condominium is required tosprovide 2
ADA units as shown. He clarified that as the LMC is written, ADA units are exempt from
the UE requirements.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission determine whether the proposed
amendments are minor or substantive, to provide feedback on the volumetrics, design,
and unit definitions, and determine whether this proposal is in keeping with the City’s
vision for this property and the General Plan.

Chair Phillips asked if there was an actual existing volumetrics diagram attached to this
property. Planner Conboy replied that all he had'to-work with was what was originally
approved with the Hill Glazier plan thatthe applicant had submitted.

Chair Phillips referred to what was being called existing grade and asked if there was an
interpolated grade. He asked if theactual grade had been established. He understood
the tailings were excavated out." Chair'Phillips stated that his inclination would be to
determine an interpolated grade going from where the cut begins and following the
other contours in the area. He thought it was important to understand what they were
calling “grade” in the big picture of volumetrics. Chair Phillips clarified that he did not
need that information this,evening, but it would be important to have at some point.
Planner Conboy stated.that his interpretation is that it was based off the adjacent Lucky
Jack Ski Runbut setting a benchmark at the lobbies for each individual building.

Commissioner Suesser asked if the steep slope only pertains to relocation of the villas,
or if there were steep slope issues for the non-relocated units. Planner Conboy replied
that there were no steep slope issues with the multi-family units.

Commissioner Thimm noted that Planner Conboy mentioned they could be in excess of
30% slope for the area where the villas are being relocated and that it could invoke a
CUP in other areas. He asked if there was not a need for a CUP in this zone under that
circumstance. Planner Conboy replied that his reading of the MPD section of the Code
is that the Planning Commission could request additional studies. He did not believe
the Code specifically states that steep slopes require a CUP. Commissioner Thimm
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understood that the Planning Commission could give that direction as part of this work
session. Planner Conboy replied that he was correct.

Commissioner Kenworthy asked Planner Conboy to show how the fire issues are ‘'solved
with the new proposed design. Planner Conboy explained that the villas are accessed
off of the upper portion of Marsac. He indicated a curb cut and a T-turnaroeund for fire in
the upper driveway. He pointed to a similar T-turnaround for the multi-family buildings
in front of Building C. Commissioner Kenworthy asked if there was an easement into
Twisted Branch. Planner Conboy was not aware of an easement into Twisted Branch.

Doug Ogilvy stated that he has been involved with this property foer.approximately nine
years. He was representing the applicant for the property.,Mr.'Qgilvy noted that
Hannah Tyler has joined the applicant to assist with the City approval process. Lynn
Baden, the applicant, has a 20-year history of development in Deer Valley going back to
Chateau Deer Valley and other projects at Lower Deer, Valley. More recent projects
include the Empire Residences at the bottom of Silver/Strike Chair. Mr. Ogilvy
introduced Tom Kundig from Olson Kundig Architects and his design team Kirsten,
Todd and Jeff. Dave Harris, the landscape architect was also on the line.

Mr. Ogilvy stated that the primary goal this evening was to map out a process to review
the application. He clarified that they were not looking for final approval of the
application. Their intent was torunderstand the appropriate process for this proposal.

Mr. Ogilvy remarked that the*eoncept behind the Flagstaff Development Agreement in
1998 was to concentrate development in high density villages where there was
opportunity for synergy between buildings and to maximize open space for the
recreational uses.on‘theimountain, as opposed to development such as the Colony or
Deer Crest where the-homes are scattered all over the mountain. He thought Planner
Conboy waswery accurate in his presentation.

Mr. Ogilvy:stated that there were four fundamental approvals before them. One was to
amend the Flagstaff DA to permit breaking those five villas into two units if that is
acceptable to the Planning Commission. It not, they would find a way to join them
together.with amenity space. Mr. Ogilvy remarked that breaking up the villas was a
preferred design. He noted that they need to amend the volumetrics to build the project
as proposed and he was prepared to explain the multitude of reasons why the applicant
did not think the Hill Glazier plan is suitable for the site.

Mr. Ogilvy pointed out that design aesthetics have changed a lot since 1998. There is a
strong desire in the marketplace for a much more contemporary architecture. With the
most recent buildings at Empire Village, the Design Review Board and the Planning
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Commission approved buildings that were more contemporary than the buildings of the
first generation. Mr. Ogilvy noted that the physical separation from everything except
the Montage and the Empire Day Lodge makes this an excellent site for a distinct/set of
architectural vernacular. He pointed out that design guidelines need to be approved by
the Empire Pass Design Review Board. The former design guidelines were alsa viewed
and approved by the Planning Commission and they would understand if-the Planning
Commission wanted to weigh in on those design guidelines.

Mr. Ogilvy reported that Wells Fargo and Redus Park City foreclosed this property in
2015. Over the course of the next several years they worked with Deer. Valley to look at
ways to improve the edge condition with Deer Valley. They endedwup‘agreeing to
widening the ski run and adding a skier buffer, which effectively increased the west
setback from 15’ to 40’. Mr. Ogilvy remarked that Deer Valley.never liked having the
sewer line run up along the edge of the ski run because the heat loss coming off
manholes can create hazards to skiers. The current applicant worked with Deer Valley
to move the sewer line off the ski run and underneath.the driveway as proposed.

Mr. Ogilvy noted that the applicant proposes to meve 25,000 square feet of density from
the lower site directly adjacent to the ski runito the upper site where they can spread out
the density and be less imposing on,the ski experience, which is the public interface of
the project.

Mr. Ogilvy noted that the original 1998/Development Agreement said there shall be no
parking at all for the Empire Day Lodge. At the time of the 2007 amendment, and at
the request of Deer Valley, the amendment included language stating that this site could
accommodate up to 75 parking spots for Deer Valley. Mr. Ogilvy stated that prior to
taking title to the property,.the current applicant reached an agreement with Deer Valley
to accommodate 60.tandem parking spaces on the property to enable the Fireside
Dining to have“parking available. The Empire Express also brings traffic to the Day
Lodge along with Uber and Lyft. Mr. Ogilvy noted that there has been valet parking on
this sitesfor, 15 years and the current application accommodates the continued use by
adding an/extra parking deck.

Regarding the volumetrics, Mr. Ogilvy stated that in 2007 Hill Glazier did a fairly cursory
review of this site while doing a granular study of what became the Montage Hotel. The
Planning Commission Minutes from 2006-2007 have a negligible reference to this site.
There was a desire by the applicants at that time to assign density to the site and prove
it could fit. Hill-Glazier developed a concept plan showing the three-legged building plus
villas climbing up the mountain. Mr. Ogilvy stated that he did some cross sections
through those building and the amount of cut to accommodate the villas shows them
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well below grade. There was no feasible fire access to the upper portion of the site.
There was also no feasible fire access to two-thirds of the building. The building had
one side fronting the Marsac roundabout and the two insides of that triangle would:not
accommodate a fire truck. Mr. Ogilvy stated that the building could not be built.under
the 2021 Building Code, and he questioned whether it could have been built under the
2007 Building Code.

Mr. Ogilvy stated that considering all the issues, the applicant engaged in leoking at
how to better place the density on the site. They looked at the upper bench where the
slopes are probably 25-30% and determined that it was a suitable place to put some
density rather than having the building height and mass next to thesski'trail. Mr. Ogilvy
presented diagrams showing how they pulled the buildings\back@approximately 60’ from
the left corner of the property line for the face of the restaurant. He presented the
ground floor footprint in hard lines. Mr. Ogilvy pointed out that the restaurant pulls back
to address the lawn at the bottom of the Ruby Chair to,make sure there is appropriate
gathering space for people coming into the two'restaurants.

Mr. Ogilvy stated that this property is not in the Sensitive Lands Ordinance area. At the
time the Flagstaff Development Agreement was enacted, the Planning Commission at
that time said these were appropriate sites to disturb while preserving 1500 acres as
open space. With respect to the height caleulation, Mr. Ogilvy stated that they went
back and forth about whether to interpolate the grade. It seemed arbitrary and what
mattered more is the relationship of the buildings to the adjacent land. Mr. Ogilvy
remarked that the Montage was a heavily disturbed site, and they did not try to
interpolate natural grade. With the Montage they said the building would be a maximum
of 114’ above the lobby floor.; On the slope side the Montage is 102’ above the patio by
the pool. On the eonference center side, the Montage is 165’ above the event line.
Together it is interpreted.as 114’ feet above the established benchmark. Mr. Ogilvy
stated that thiS'eurrent proposal is a similar concept with a much lower height. They
have established a benchmark at the lobby, which is the entrance to Building A. The
skier access lobby in Building B and the skier access lobby amenity level in Building C
have been keptto 82’ below the benchmark point. Mr. Ogilvy stated that the former Hill-
Glazier plan was 82’ above some other benchmarks. The buildings in Empire Pass
Villagerare generally 92’ above natural grade. He gave the heights of several buildings
in the area to give an idea of what 92’ above grade means next to adjacent uses.

Mr. Ogilvy stated that the proposed project as drawn is 86’ above Marsac Avenue as
the roundabout; 84’ above the driveway behind Building B, and 90’ for Building C above
the turnaround at the end of that driveway. Relative to any of the other buildings
constructed to date at Empire Pass, the building heights proposed are closer to finished
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grade and the adjacent grade than any other building. Mr. Ogilvy remarked that on a
site that is being heavily disturbed, tying into adjacent grade made more sense than
tying into an interpolated grade. Mr. Ogilvy stated that through the visual impact studies
submitted, he believed they came up with building massing that is suitable for.the site.

Mr. Ogilvy asked Commissioner Kenworthy to repeat his question about the easement
on Twisted Branch Road. Commissioner Kenworthy stated that he wanted to .know if an
easement was able to solve the fire issues. He also wanted to know if Mr.:Qgilvy had
update on the potential public use of Twisted Branch Road. Mr. Ogilvy replied that they
are required by the Flagstaff Development Agreement to keep¢dlwisted Branch Road as
a private road. However, there is an existing easement that allowssall‘of the emergency
responders in Park City to use that road and they all have'access codes for the gate.
Mr. Ogilvy stated that the fire department requires the ability to be able to park their
truck in front of the building and get a ladder up to it.. He noted that you cannot get a
ladder from Twisted Branch Road to any of the buildings as-currently or previously
proposed.

Mr. Ogilvy asked the architectural team to walk through the project before the Planning
Commission discusses the granular issues.

Kirsten Murray from Olson Kundig'Architects presented slides and a design overview to
give a sense of what the design team was thinking and where their design direction was
rooted and how it was being evolved./Ms. Murray stated that they do a lot of work in
western landscapes and it isreally about how the buildings tie in the best they can given
their program and scale, butiprimarily how they tie in with the natural setting. They look
for design inspiration in the materials of the landscape and in the forms and shapes of
the landscape, aswell as.the view of the natural surroundings. Ms. Murray reviewed an
early design concept sketch. She explained that they were trying to make a reference
to an architecture that is driven by the materiality of the land and a more straightforward
and contemporary expression. Ms. Murray presented an example of a residence they
did in the“region which she thought illustrated some of the things they would like to see
on a larger scale building and what they would like to see in this project, including a lot
of.modulation, carving of the shapes and the silhouettes, sheltering roof overhangs,
building.elements that engage with the landscape or frame the landscape, and views for
both the building users and view through the site to the landscape beyond. Ms. Murray
stated that they were using a simple material palette consisting of masonry, concrete,
and grounding type of materials, the use of wood or things with the scale and texture of
wood in both warm and medium tones, and both painted and natural steel to create a
natural but a rich, warm, welcoming material language.
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Ms. Murray showed the buildings with larger multi-family units to show how some of the
references shown have begun to work themselves into this plan. It showed a variation
of heights that respond to the different grades. The buildings follow the natural
topographic and there are gaps between the buildings. She believed this addressed'the
conversation regarding the villas as well, allowing for visual breaks and visual carridors
through and between the buildings to the distant landscape.

Mr. Ogilvy stated that in 2007 this project was originally approved for 81 residential
units. He pointed out that the current application drops it down to 48 residential units.
In terms of impact, they may have the same number of peoplesleeping in the building,
but they travel in larger parties which means more people per vehicle and less vehicle
trips. With the amenity package and the restaurant on-site; the number of trips off
campus will be much less than a standalone condo building.

Commissioner Kenworthy asked about the number of'exclusive parking spaces for the
restaurant. Mr. Ogilvy stated that the restaurantiis 3600 square feet, and the Code
requirement is 36 parking spaces. However, they are required to reduce that by 25%,
which lowers it to 27 spaces. Mr. Ogilvy believedithe restaurant would be run influx with
the residences. The typical precedent.on other buildings in Empire Pass is to reserve
one parking stall per residence, and.the ,balance of parking stalls are floating stalls.
With their design they have a 10’ X 10’ locker behind the designated stall for each unit
where the residents of the building,can store bikes and other gear. Mr. Ogilvy thought
there would be sufficient parking forthe restaurant with the Empire Express, Uber, Lyft,
and the 27 parking stalls.

Planner Conboy understood from the submitted application that the restaurant parking
spaces would be valet and.tandem. Mr. Ogilvy stated that they were drawn up as
tandem parking¢ . Unless.it is a slow period, they expect the parking to be valet parking.
CommissionerKenworthy clarified that the restaurant will be public. Mr. Ogilvy replied
that it is a public restaurant open to anyone in Park City.

Commissioner Suesser asked if all the parking was underground. Mr. Ogilvy replied
that it is'basically a drop-off zone. All the required parking is accommodated in the
parkingigarage. There are spots where Uber and Lyft drivers can pull in and wait.

Mr. Ogilvy presented a slide showing the Deer Valley parking deck which has 60
tandem park stalls on a designated parking deck that is separate and distinct from the
residential parking. He remarked that most of the time there is ample parking available
in the buildings going up Empire Pass.
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Commissioner Suesser asked Mr. Ogilvy to identify the location of the parking deck with
60 spaces. Mr. Ogilvy stated that it is the upper parking level which is the same level as
the swimming pool. Currently, there is a pull-off by the Empire Day Lodge for guests
arriving at Deer Valley. A dining guest will pull in by the Empire Day Lodge, hand keys
to the valet, and the valet will park their car on the upper level. Commissioner Suesser
asked if there was public parking to access the mid-mountain trail or whether it was part
of the 60 parking spaces. Mr. Ogilvy stated that it was not part of the 60 parking
spaces. He explained that there is an existing trailhead on land that'is not'ewned by the
applicant on the east side of Guardsman Pass Road by the entrance. Itis.a mid-
mountain trailhead that was previously commandeered as the Brighton Estates private
parking lot. Redus granted a license agreement to the City and gave €ontrol to Heinrich
Deters to manage the parking. It is now much more available to/people who want to
use mid-mountain trail rather than the exclusive purview of Brighton Estates. Mr. Ogilvy
stated that Mr. Deters asked if there was a way to improve that parking lot as part of
rerouting the mid-mountain trail. Mr. Ogilvy explainedshow-the trail was rerouted to
provide better sight lines and pedestrian crossings. He believed they could reconfigure
the parking lot to accommodate a handful of additional parking stalls. Rather than
having the trail parallel to the ski run and insteadput it parallel to the contours, they can
get separation from Guardsman Pass Roadwith a more defined entrance and still
accommodate the cars and have roeamfor snow storage. Mr. Ogilvy did not have a
drawing available this evening and offered,to provide a drawing for the next meeting to
show how the applicant was willing.to improve that parking lot. He stated that the
property owner, Redus/Wells Fargo, agreed that they could do those improvements.
Commissioner Suesser understood that there would be no parking for the trailhead
access on the parcel that was being developed. They were only talking about
improvements to the existing mid-mountain trailhead. Mr. Ogilvy replied that she was
correct.

Chair Phillips'summarized that the items for discussion were the PUDs, volumetrics,
design aesthetics, and the CUP.

Chair‘Phillips asked about the process. He understood the Planning Commission was
being asked to adjust the volumetrics; however, he did not want to just agree that the
volumetrics could change with having it clearly defined. Chair Phillips did not want the
applicant to spend time and money on this project only to come back and find that the
Planning Commission did not agree with the volumetrics. He would have a difficult time
agreeing to change the volumetrics based on what was presented this evening. Chair
Phillips wanted to see a clear comparison of the volumetrics from what they started with
and what was being asked for, and the difference between the two. He was open to
discussing the volumetrics, but he needed an analysis from either the applicant or the
Staff on the variance of what was being asked.
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In terms of the PUD, Chair Phillips was comfortable adding additional units to separate
the buildings. However, from his reading, on one hand the intent was to cluster and on
the other hand, they want to decluster. Chair Phillips believed that in this instance it
was still overall clustering of the project and he was generally in favor of the request.

Chair Phillips stated that he was open to the Staff recommendations on the CUP portion
for the villas. Regarding the design aesthetics, Chair Phillips understoad the. intent of
the design team, but he disagreed with much of what was presented. Chair Phillips
disagreed with the idea that this project is separated from the rest and does not need to
be in line with the previous development. He noted that the aerial.images from the
study that was done in 2007 showed this site as part of one cluster of development that
encompasses the Montage. All of the buildings in that same corridor all have pitched
roofs. The design requirements are that the roofs should be pitched with a craftsman
type of architecture. Chair Phillips referenced the comments about using the shapes of
the land and the materials of the land. He agreed.they could use the materials of the
land, but he could not see how these buildings as proposed reflect the shape of the land
because nothing in that area is flat. Everything he.saw in the images presented were all
flat roofs. Chair Phillips could see using the'form described with pitches and using more
contemporary finishes and a more contemporary interpretation using the modern
materials.

Chair Phillips stated that on the issue . of substantive or minor, in his opinion, being
asked to change heights andwdensity seemed quite substantive. He definitely did not
want this project to only'go through an administrative process for approval.

Commissioner Conboy stated that with regards to minor or substantive, if it is
determined minar, itweuld be the Planning Director’s decision; however, that section
allows the Planning, Commission to call it up for review even if it is determined minor. A
substantive determination would entail a complete re-evaluation of the Development
Agreement and MPD.

Mr. Ogilvy pointed out that whether it is minor or substantive, the applicant cannot build
anything.without the Planning Commission approving a conditional use permit. The
applicant expects that the Planning Commission will be required to approve any change
to the volumetrics. Chair Phillips was open to that discussion, but he still needed the
analysis he requested in his earlier comment to get a better idea of what was being
changed.

Planner Conboy offered to do additional research; however, in general, he believed the
height was capped in this area at 33’ for the RD District. In the early 2000s it was
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studied and determined that the density could fit within that height limitation in this east
area. Chair Philips understood that it was laid out in arguments and verbal descriptions,
but he still needed clear illustrations to have those discussions.

Commissioner Thimm stated that on the question of minor versus substantive, he
believed the change in the massing and building height would change the*eonditions of
approval. Based on his reading and consistency with decisions the Planning
Commission has made in the past, Commissioner Thimm thought this would be
substantive.

Commissioner Thimm stated that in terms of the height change and the benchmark, in
looking at what was presented and knowing what is already up there in terms of building
mass, etc., he did not think the mass seemed out of line with'the existing developments.
Commissioner Thimm was unsure how everything fit at 33’ versus the proposed 82’. He
presumed that somehow there was a smaller buildingfootprint and less disturbance.
Commissioner Thimm thought it was importanttesunderstand some of the gives and
takes. He pointed out that the applicant outlined additional setback that was being
provided and he believed that was a betterment fer.the community. Commissioner
Thimm remarked that understanding hew much less disturbance there might be as part
of their application would be helpfulin understanding why there would be some gives
and gets. Commissioner Thimm stated that'reducing from 81 to 48 units lessens the
intensity of use, which results in less intensive use of the roadways and less intensity of
services. He believed these things should be pointed out as part of their application.

Commissioner Thimm gommented on parking. He was in favor of a condition of
approval requiring the improvements of the trailhead parking that the applicant had
mentioned. He believedit.was a get and the community would benefit from it.
Commissioner Thimm.applauded the idea of the valet tandem parked stalls. He liked
the idea of reducing a parking footprint. He agreed there is a need for parking, but
having tandem.stalls'set up to serve in a valet format allows for that to occur.

Commissioner Thimm commented on the architecture and the design guidelines. He
felt this site was somewhat set apart. When he looked at the architecture presented, he
could see some roots in craftsman. He asked whether some refinement could occur
that would work more with some of the proportions of the forms. Commissioner Thimm
liked'the way they are broken down into shapes and forms as opposed to great big
masses on each face of the building.

Commissioner Thimm stated that they talk about history and historic buildings in relation
to Old Town. He thought it was important to understand the history of how buildings
and architecture evolve with time as well. He questioned whether they want Park City
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to feel like it is rubber stamped back in some other time, or whether there should be
some recognition of the evolution of architecture and buildings that go forth.
Commissioner Thimm commented on the pallet that was presented this evening. He
understood there was expression by the design team about there being warmth but to
him it felt very cold. Commissioner Thimm stated that in terms of what happens with the
architecture and what makes it part of the composition of the District up there would be
greatly enhanced by thinking about the warmth of that pallet and possibly intreducing
the woods and more color.

Commissioner Thimm noted that Planner Conboy pointed out that the affordable units
were rather large. Commissioner Thimm was in favor of having more‘smaller affordable
units in the footprint taken up by the larger affordable unitsi.shown in the presentation.
He asked if the applicant would be open to that idea.

Mr. Ogilvy thought there was some misunderstanding ef,the historical approval on the
property. He stated that the 2007 MPD approvedian increase of height from 33’ above
natural grade to 82’ above benchmarks set on'this site. Mr. Ogilvy stated that the
building as drawn by Hill Glazier was seven stories.at its highest fronting the Marsac
roundabout. He clarified that they were not talking about a change from 33’ to 82’.
They were talking about a change of 82 from benchmarks that were set below the ski
the ski run to benchmarks that are"setin a,more appropriate relationship to the ski run.
In response to Chair Phillips comments, Mr. Ogilvy thought the applicant could do a
better job of showing what was previously contemplated for the site. They will work that
up and bring it back to the Planning Commission.

Mr. Ogilvy stated that in 1998 the Planning Commission felt the clustered village
development was:/maore appropriate for creating a resort experience and creating a
better ski experience.=Mr. Ogilvy showed a site that was identified for density 82’ above
three benchmarks on the Hill Glazier plan, which is eight levels above the Marsac
roundabout. He noted that in the current plan, the lobby is even with the Marsac
roundabout and goes up eight levels. They are also eight levels above the roundabout.

Mr. Ogilvy stated that in order to create all the renderings from multiple angles, they run
on computer software that has certain capabilities to get granular and show the texture
and contrast and the color properly. They also zoomed in on certain aspects of the site.
Mr. Ogilvy explained that the renderings presented were generated first and foremost to
explain the building mass and the volumetrics rather than to explain the use of materials
and the color pallet. Mr. Ogilvy stated that the goal of the presentation materials was to
help everyone understand the building massing as proposed on the site.
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Mr. Ogilvy commented on the affordable units and unit size. He stated that what
historically happens with properties at Empire Pass is that part of the management team
run the buildings. An innkeeper is always on campus and there is a desire by the
applicant to have accommodations suitable to attract the caliber of clientele they want
managing the building. Mr. Ogilvy offered to take their comments back to the applicant
for further consideration. He noted that 1,000 square feet per unit provides,comfortable
accommodations for a couple living there. One will be an employee of the building and
the other will be working somewhere else in town.

Commissioner Suesser concurred with all of Commissioner Thimm’s comments. She
believed it was a substantive change. In terms of design, Commissioner Suesser was
comfortable with a more contemporary look and feel for this new/development, but she
agreed that it could be warmer. Commissioner Suesser wasnot opposed to breaking
up the units, but she was concerned about the steep slopes and putting the villas where
they are now being proposed. The skier experience mightbe improved by not having
those units on the ski slope, but the people goingwp Marsac will see these units. She
was concerned about changing the ridgeline and the hillside so substantially on such a
steep slope. Commissioner Suesser requested additional information from the Staff on
the steep slope villa location.

Commissioner Suesser did not see fencing.depicted in the renderings. She assumed
there would be fencing along the front of.that development next to the ski slopes and
she would like to see a rendering that.shows it. Commissioner Suesser was fairly
certain they could not have the paol without some fencing around it.

Commissioner Suesser wanted more details on where the affordable housing would be
located within the.development. She agreed with Commission Thimm that reducing the
size of the affordable units might be more beneficial. Commissioner Suesser was very
much in favor‘of the improvements to the trailhead parking lot because it is an absolute
necessity. <She‘noted that at one time the lot for this development was an access point
for peopléirecreating up there. That activity has been curbed in the last couple of years
once the plans were started. Commissioner Suesser thought there was a growing need
for.more recreational safe access. If there is a way to connect that trail from the
proposed villa driveway up, she would also be in favor of that improvement as well as
the'parking lot configuration.

Commissioner Suesser referred to a comment by Planner Conboy about the
transportation obligations and how they were not all fulfilled in this section. She would
like more background on that issue. She also referred to Planner Conboy’s remarks
about resort accessory space versus resort support space, as well as a list of other
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issues that need to be discussed. Some of those issues caught her attention and she
was most interested in the transportation obligations, the resort accessory space versus
the resort support, and the steep slope. She had concerns with those issues and would
like more information as they move forward.

Commissioner Kenworthy believed the change was substantive. He liked-the efforts the
applicant made for the ski experience. His massing concern is next to the Ruby'Lift. He
thought there appeared to be the setback and then additional space; but he . wanted to
see what that would look like standing in the lift line entering the Ruby Lift.
Commissioner Kenworthy liked the public restaurant and the tandem parking. Itis a
good spot, and he was glad it was open to the public.

Commissioner Kenworthy favored smaller affordable housingiwnits. He was less
pleased with the design. The flat roof is out of place. Commissioner Kenworthy liked
the indoor/outdoor feel a lot. He thought the design needed more work and more
balance. Regarding the steep slopes, Commissioner.Kenworthy agreed that they were
creating a problem that does not currently exist.by moving up onto the steep slopes.

Commissioner Kenworthy stated that connectivity is a big concern. He asked Planner
Conboy to show the entrance to the.property on SR224 right below Twisted Branch.
Commissioner Kenworthy noted that the zoning, the LMC, and the General Plan talk
about the connectivity and he wanted to_ talk about that in both transportation and the
trails system. Commissioner Kenworthy stated that they all know what the pandemic
did to the parking lots, and they all know that SR224 is problematic. When he sees the
driveway for the change in the design, he sees a major change. He sees where the
entrance comes in below Twisted Branch where cars will be turning left and coming in.
Directly across the'street.he‘sees the parking lot which was packed this year.
Commissioner Kenworthy commented on the number of people who have discovered
that propertyswhile hiking. He noted that there is a parking lot, a street, and then the
entrance isin one location. His focus will be on how that trail system per the General
Plan andthe LMC really connect. Commissioner Kenworthy thanked the applicant for
their efforts.

Commissioner Van Dine agreed with the comments of her fellow Commissioners. She
agreed that an updated design is warranted, but she did not believe the design shown in
the renderings fit the area. Commissioner Van Dine remarked that this site stands a
little bit alone, but at the same time the Montage and the Empire Lodge are not that far
away. She suggested a design that is more updated but still fits in with the existing
development. Commissioner Van Dine agreed with finding a way to keep the mid-
mountain trail aligned up there because it is such an iconic trail.



Planning Commission Meeting
March 24, 2021
Page 21

Chair Phillips referred to one of the visuals which was a perspective looking at the villas
from the west. He understood the drawings were preliminary; however, he sees the
retaining wall behind that looks like it was retaining for the access road to the villas.
Chair Phillips noted that three roads run parallel with multiple layers of retaining walls:
He encouraged the applicant to do whatever they could to minimize that impact.

Chair Philips liked the architecture and the materials. He clarified that his issue was
more with the flat roofs versus the pitches. He noted that driving up’/Empire Pass there
are a lot of buildings and some are much more modern. Many of those modern
buildings have pitched roofs. Chair Phillips stated that he wasmot saying all the roofs
should be pitched but he would like the design to have more pitched roofs.

Chair Phillips asked if the Staff and the applicant felt that the'RPlanning Commission had
answered their questions and provided sufficient direction on moving forward.

Mr. Ogilvy responded to some of the questions‘that were -raised while they were still
fresh. He presented a blue line drawing of the current mid-mountain trailhead. He
noted that one of the challenges with the current'parking lot is that approximately 20
stalls are 90 degrees into a road that gets busier and busier. Mr. Deters asked him if
there was a way to make is safer for, someone to back out of a parking spot and
turnaround before they go down the hill. "Mr Ogilvy noted that the 90-degree parking
spots are also on a road that iscclose to 8-10% grade. Mr. Deters originally suggested
going deeper into the hillside, but afterlooking at it, Mr. Ogilvy determined that if they
rotate it and tie it onto the contours, they could actually reduce the curb cut on the
Guardsman Pass Road: It physically separates the parking from the road and creates a
much safer condition. |Chair Phillips thought that made sense. Mr. Ogilvy offered to
come back with a.more in-depth drawing.

Mr. Ogilvy responded to the question of what this will look like from the Ruby Chair. He
presented@ rendering of what this would look like from the Ruby Chair. Mr. Ogilvy
stated thatlooking at it from a birds-eye view you see a roof that is flat and very low
pitched. He stated that after 25+ years developing in the mountains he and many
architects have learned that nothing handles snow better than a flat roof that retains
snow. "A flat roof eliminates the issue of a snow dump and the issue of icicles. Roof
always leak in the valleys and ridges. A flat roof also provides the opportunity to reduce
the mass of the building. Mr. Ogilvy pointed out that looking at it from the pedestrian
angle there is a lot more going on with the roof. Looking up at the pitched roof from the
Silver Strike chair all you see is the eave because the eave line is six stories up.
People never see the peak of the roof unless they are up on the skier bridge before
crossing to Village Way. Mr. Ogilvy believed there was some merit in providing the
horizontal articulation in the roof with the building facade stepping.
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Chair Phillips apologized for not asking Commissioner Hall for her comments.
Commissioner Hall echoed the comments from the other Commissioners. She
referenced condition of approval #1 in the Staff report that talks about the 2007 MPD.
She stated that what is being proposed today is a change with the building plans and
the volumetrics. In her opinion, that is the biggest issue regarding substantive versus
minor.

Commissioner Hall recalled hearing the applicant request approval for an 82’ building
height; however, in looking through the Staff report, she could enly find the 33’ pitched
roof within the 2007 MPD. Chair Phillips thought it was in the volumetrics that was done
by Hill Glazier. Mr. Ogilvy clarified that the Hill Glazier plan.is the approved volumetrics
for the site. He noted that the MPD text states that the building on the site on B2 East
shall be 82’ above the benchmarks identified on this,plan. Mr. Ogilvy stated that this
building at its highest point is seven floors above the Marsac roundabout, but the
benchmarks are below the ski run. Mr. Ogilvy offered.to'come back with a better plan
showing why they believe the Hill Glazier plan‘is unbuildable by current fire code and
unsuitable by its relationship to the adjacent ski run:

Commissioner Thimm asked if it was possible to have a condition of approval for the
villas that would require a Steep Slope CUP'type approval for the villas. Planner
Conboy reiterated that his reading.of theA.MC section gives the Planning Commission
the authority to request additional infermation. The criteria established for a steep slope
CUP could be based on that'section of the LMC. Commissioner Thimm clarified that he
was asking for that to be a cendition of approval when this actually comes before the
Planning Commission.

City Attorney Harrington.believed the Planning Commission could address that when
they see exactly what they are trying to mitigate. The Staff could recommend the most
appropriate condition of approval which may include something similar to what
Commission Thimm was suggesting. Mr. Harrington pointed out that there is language
in the'Sensitive Lands Ordinance. Even though the area may be excluded from the
SLO, there is another reference in the ordinance regarding amendments to existing
masterplans. He thought there were a couple of avenues the Planning Commission
could use to make sure the disturbed area and slopes are appropriately mitigated.

Commissioner Thimm was comfortable leaving it to the discretion of the Staff to develop
a proper condition of approval.



Planning Commission Meeting
March 24, 2021
Page 23

Mr. Ogilvy thanked the Planning Commission for giving them much to think about. He
assumed they would come back in another work session format. Mr. Ogilvy looked
forward to working with Planner Conboy and coming back for another work session, at
the earlier opportunity to address some of their comments and concerns.

Commissioner Hall understood that Hannah Tyler was on the call this evening even
though she did not speak. Commissioner Hall disclosed that she has retained Hannah
Tyler for a minor personal matter, however, she did not believe it required herto recuse
herself from discussing this item. Commissioner Hall stated that in the future she would
remember to make this disclosure earlier in the meeting.

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/'POSSIBLE ACTION

6.A. 97 King Road: Nightly Rental Conditional Use.Permit — The applicant is
requesting approval of a ConditionalUse Permit for a Nightly Rental use in
the Historic Residential — Low Density (HRL) zone at 97 King Drive for a 4-
bedroom, 3-bathroom detached single family home with 2 garage parking
spaces. (Application PL-20-04714)

Planner Conboy reviewed the applicationfor a nightly rental conditional use permit
located in the Historic Residential'bLow-Density zone. He noted that the Planning
Commission recently approved 89 King Road and 162 Ridge in January. He recalled
from those presentations thatithe Western HRL zone in that area is capped at 12 nightly
rentals. Planner Conbey noted that this application would bring the number of nightly
rentals up to nine. Three remaining conditional use permits could still be granted.

Planner Conboy stated.that in terms of the zoning requirements, the Staff was able to
make all the findings with the proposal. The application complies with the HRL zoning
district requirements.

Planner Conboy reported that the same conditions of approval were applied to this
application that were applied to 89 King Road with regards to parking. The applicant is
required,to provide two parking spaces within the garage. Planner Conboy remarked
that there is ample space for cars to park in front of the driveway, however, the Staff
believes that parking should be limited to the garage, as reflected in the current
condition of approval.

The Staff did not have additional concerns.



Planning Commission Meeting
March 24, 2021
Page 24

Commissioner Suesser understood that the Planning Commission was recommending a
condition of approval that parking be exclusively in the garage even though there is
room on the driveway for additional parking. Planner Conboy explained that previous
applications were required to contain parking for the short-term rental within the garage.
He noted that 89 King Road had a 10’ foot snow easement which was the reason for not
allowing parking in the driveway. Planner Conboy stated that there is nossterage
easement on this property; however, he believed the same issue applies. This property
could accommodate a total of four cars with two in the garage and two on the.driveway,
but it was conditioned to limit the parking to two cars in the garage in an effort to limit
the impacts to the neighborhood. He pointed out that the Planning Commission had the
discretion to change the condition and allow additional parking 'on,the driveway.

Chair Phillips thought the parking as conditioned was appropriate for that street.
Chair Phillips opened the public hearing.

Planner Conboy read an email he received earlier in.the evening from Joy Berry, a
resident at 141 Ridge Avenue.

Ms. Berry wrote, STRs violate zoning laws. The requirements of building and operating
in a residential zone versus a commercializone are very different and STRs create a
commercial zone in a housing neighborheod for more traffic, more utilities, more
parking, and the increased need for emergency support. It is unfair to a homeowner if
they buy in a residential zoned,neighborhood to soon learn that their neighbor converted
their home to a hotel with strangers and visitors appearing on an ongoing basis. STRs
destroy the economic sustainability of a commercial village. Allowing STRs with
kitchens hurts thesrestaurant business will start the closure or restaurants and
commercially zoned/businesses due to unfair practices. The restaurants have to
adhere to health department regulation. An STR kitchen does not. Restaurants have to
pay sales taxes. An STR with kitchen does not. Restaurants employ local residents
allowing'for job opportunity but STRs do not. STRs do not encourage the walkability of
a commercial district of shopping, eating, and viewing art. STRs destroy a sense of
community. New people showing up every weekend or week does not allow building a
community. Visitors have a different approach than long-term residents to an area.
Shart-term visitors do not participate in school or church events. They do not participate
in clean-up drives, food drives, parades, or government affairs. STRs increase the cost
of housing and rental units for long-term residents, pushing out the needed housing for
school teachers, nurses, and other middle-class workers. STRs create bad traffic
patterns. Residential streets will incur increased traffic plus confusion with visitors
looking for homes without signage and require more parking. STRs burden residential
services such as excess water, sewage, trash pickup, electric and gas load
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requirements. The attitude to conserve is simply not adherent to a visitor as it is to a
long-term resident occupying the space. Peak demand will occur during weekends and
the summer. STRs burden the emergency support team for security, fire, and medical
requiring access to more people through the narrow neighborhood streets and.finding
more remote locations for emergencies. STRs create unfair competition to the current
hotels and inns in the areas. The inns must adhere to County public health,laws, but
homes do not. They must adhere to Federal and State ADA law and homes do not.
They must adhere to County fire and life safety laws; homes do nots Inns must adhere
to adequate parking and access regulation and the homes do not. Inns pay a transient
occupancy tax that the homes do not pay. Inns are required ta participate in Park City
visitor boards and pay fees, which the homes do not. Ms. Berry asked the Planning
Commission not to allow STRs in residentially zoned neighborhoods.

Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.

Chair Phillips was comfortable with the application aspresented.

Commissioner Kenworthy stated that he was looking forward to being done with all the
CUPs in this area because enforcement becemes onerous on neighbors and law
enforcement when nightly rentals are speckled through the neighborhoods.

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved4o APPROVE the 97 King Road conditional
use permit for a nightly rental in‘the HRL District, based upon the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as outlined in the Staff report.
Commissioner Suesser'seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed.nanimously.

Findings of Fact— 97 King Road

1. The property is located at 97 King Road, Summit County in the Historic
Residential-Low Density (HRL) District.

2..97 King Road is a 4-bedroom/3-bathroom Single-Family Dwelling that is located
on a 0:09-acre parcel.

3. 97 King Road is within walking distance to Park City Mountain Resort skiing and
to Park City’s free public transit.

4. The Single-Family Dwelling at 97 King Road is located within the area
designated for Nightly Rentals in the HRL District, subject to a Conditional Use
Permit.

5. On December 20, 2020, the owner of 97 King Road submitted an application to
request Commission review and approval of a Nightly Rental Conditional Use
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Permit.

6. There are currently eleven (11) Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permits in the
western HRL District. The Commission may approve up to twelve (12) Nightly
Rental Conditional Use Permits for Nightly Rentals in the western HRL Zoning
District.

7. In addition to a Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permit, the owner mustssecure a
Nightly Rental Business License to use the property as a Nightly Rental. The
business license application process requires that the Building Department

inspect the property to ensure that the property meets all applicable building and
fire codes.

8. King Road is a narrow and steep street and should only be accessed by two
vehicles associated with a Nightly Rental on this lot. All parking shall be

contained in the two-car garage and there shall be no parking,allowed on
surrounding neighborhood streets. This portion of King Road is steep and allwheel drive
vehicles are required during winter months.

9. 97 King Road is approved as a private residence and use of the property as a
Nightly Rental will minimally change utility capacity and storm water run-off.

10.A Nightly Rental Conditional Use Permit will net.alter the required emergency
vehicle access.

11.During weather-related road conditions, access to 97 King Road may be limited
and renters may need to find parking off-site to walk to the property. Leases shall
contain information on available municipal parking and all-wheel drive vehicles
shall be required during winter months:

12.No fencing or landscaping:changes are proposed at this time.

13.The building mass, bulk; erientation, and location will remain unchanged.

14.No signs or additional lighting are proposed to be installed.

15.No changes tosthe physieal design of the house or site are proposed.

16.No noise, vibrationgmedors, steam, or mechanical factors that might affect people
and property-are anticipated.

17.No deliveries beyond what are reasonably expected for a Single-Family Dwelling
are anticipated. Residential trash pickup for the property will be from King Road
and subject to the Municipal Code of Park City § 6-1-11.

18.The property will be maintained by a professional property management
company.

19.Use of 97 King Road as a Nightly Rental is in keeping with Objective 7C of Goal
7 to focus future nightly rental units to resort neighborhoods — near Park City
Mountain Resort and Deer Valley. 97 King Road is within a walkable distance to
Park City Mountain Resort with access through Upper Norfolk Avenue.
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Conclusions of Law — 97 King Road

1. The proposed application as conditioned complies with the requirements of the
Land Management Code.

2. The proposed Nightly Rental is compatible with surrounding structures in use,
scale, mass, and circulation.

3. The proposed nightly rental use is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

4. The effects in difference in use or scale of the Nightly Rental have been'mitigated
through careful planning and Conditions of Approval.

Conditions of Approval — 97 King Road

1. The applicant must obtain and maintain a valid Nightly Rental Business License.
2. Compliance with all building and fire code standards is required as a condition
precedent to issuance of a Nightly Rental Business License.

3. All existing and any new exterior lighting shall*eonform to the City’s lighting
requirements prior to the issuance of a Nightly'Rental Business License.

4. No exterior commercial signs are approved as'part of this Nightly Rental
Conditional Use Permit. Any future signs onthe property shall be subject to the
Park City Sign Code.

5. This Nightly Rental Conditional{Use,Permit is approved for the fourbedroom/three-
bathroom Single-Family Dwelling."Any additions to the Structure

that enlarge the Structure terminate this Conditional Use Permit and require a
new Conditional Use Permitthat reflects the altered size of the Single-Family
Dwelling.

6. All lease agreements for Nightly Rental shall include language that limits the
vehicles allowed at 97 King-Road to two (2) vehicles that must utilize on-site
garage parking.

7. The property:owner or a Property Management Company shall place trash
receptacles fortrash pickup according to the Municipal Code of Park City § 6-1-
11, whieh'requires that trash receptacles cannot be set out for collection prior to
6:00 PM of the day before collection. All trash receptacles in the HRL District
must be removed from the street as soon as practical after being emptied, and in
every case must be removed from the street prior to 11:50 PM the day they are
emptied.

8. Property management contact information shall be displayed in a prominent
location inside the Nightly Rental.

9. All lease agreements for Nightly Rental shall include language indicating that
during heavy snowfall or bad road conditions, access to the property may be
limited and a list of municipal garages shall be provided. There may be times
when renters need to park off-site in a public parking lot and walk to the property,
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and all-wheel drive vehicles are required during winter months.

10.The applicant must provide renters with detailed information regarding walkable
access to skiing, to Park City’s Historic Main Street, to Old Town, to Park City’s
free transit service and to Park City Municipal Garages.

11.Nightly Rental of 97 King Road prohibits Commercial Uses such as hospitality
houses, screening rooms, reception centers, etc.

12.The property owner or a professional property management company.shall
oversee the property and shall maintain the property and landscaping in a

manner that shall comply with all City Code and Land Management Code
standards.

6.B. 7165 Little Belle Court: Plat Amendment - The applicant is seeking approval
of a Plat Amendment in the Residential Development (RD) zone in order to
add 150 square feet to the main level as well as a new deck adjacent to the
new addition. (Application PL-21-04746)

Chair Phillips disclosed that he was just notified that.he would likely be working on this
project and he recused himself from this item.

Vice-Chair Suesser assumed the Chair:

Planner Conboy reviewed the application-for an amendment to the Little Belle
Condominiums plat, which is the. 7" amended plat. The amendment is for Unit 2. Little
Belle Condos is within the Deer Valley MPD.

Planner Conboy showed the existing conditions and noted that this is the second time
this plat has beenamended-to increase the floor area. He pointed to the wall that would
be removed and extended out 5'7” to accommodate approximately 150 square feet of
additional floorarea. Planner Conboy noted that increasing the floor area has been
done throughout the subdivision by other property owners, which is why this was the 7t
amended plat.. Planner Conboy stated that the actual footprint of the condo would not
increase. /He pointed out that 142 square feet of deck space would also be added.
Planner Conboy stated that the area proposed is above the shed roof and it would fill in
the deck.similar to the neighboring deck.

Planner Conboy remarked that the Staff was able to make all the required findings for
the requested plat amendment.

Vice-Chair Suesser opened the public hearing.

No eComments were submitted and no hands were raised on Zoom.
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Vice-Chair Suesser closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Kenworthy moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to
the City Council for their consideration on April 14, 2021 for the 7165 LittlesBell Court
Plat Amendment, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as found in the draft ordinance. Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 7165 Little Belle Court

1. The property is located at 7165 Little Belle Court.

2. The Little Belle Condominiums plat was approved by the:City Council on December
17, 1981 and recorded at Summit County on December 21, 1981.

3. The Little Belle Condominiums plat recorded, 20 residential condominium units 8
parking spaces.

4. In August of 2000, an amended platawas approved to expand the private areas for
Units 5, 6, 7, and 8 of the Little Belle Condominiums.

5. The first amended plat for the Little Belle.«Condominiums recorded in August of 2000
only shows expanded private spacefor Unit 7.

6. In August of 2001, a second plat amendment was recorded. This second
amendment converted the limited common deck areas to private areas and
expanded the private living areas to the furthest extensions of the exterior walls of
the end units for Units'2, 9, and 10.

7. In April of 20044a'third,plat amendment was recorded. This third amendment
converted limited common deck area to private area for Unit 20.

8. In June 0f:2006, a fourth plat amendment was recorded. This fourth amendment
converted all limited common deck and solarium areas to private areas for Units 1,
3,4,11412, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20.

9. In June/of 2011, a fifth plat amendment was recorded. This fifth amendment added
425 square feet of private space to Unit 3.

10.In June of 2017, a sixth amendment to the Little Belle Condominiums plat was
recorded for the conversion of 46 square feet of private area to limited common area
in Unit 5 for the purpose of expanding an existing deck into an area of the unit that is
private.

11.Currently there are 20 condominium units and 31 underground parking spaces.
12.The property is subject to requirements and restrictions of the Deer Valley Resort
12th Amended and Restated Large Scale MPD.

13.The MPD originally allowed 20 condominium units for the Little Belle development.
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14.0n January 20, 2021, the City received a complete application for the conversion of
150 square feet of limited common area to private residential space for Unit 2 of the
Little Belle Condominiums Subdivision.

15.0n January 8, 2021, the Little Belle Homeowner's Association voted unanimously
(with more than 2/3rds of members voting) to approve the conversion of limited
common area to private area for Unit 2.

16.There are no exterior changes proposed.

17.The proposed amendment is consistent with the purpose statements ofithe district.
18.Unit 2 would increase by 150 square feet from 2,850 square feet'to 3,000 square
feet.

19.All construction is proposed within the existing building envelope.

20.Each unit has a two-car garage, meeting parking requirements of the parking code.
21.8 additional guest parking spaces have been provided'in this development since the
units were originally constructed.

Conclusions of Law — 7165 Little Belle Court

1. There is good cause for this amendment to the.plat.

2. The amended plat is consistent with.the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding condominium plats.

3. The amended plat is consistent'with the,12th Amended and Restated Deer Valley
Master Planned Development.

4. Neither the public nor any personwill be materially injured by the proposed plat
amendment.

5. 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.

Conditions of Approval—.7165 Little Belle Court

1. The City' Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
contentofithe amended plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management
Code} andthe conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.

2..The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City
Councilkapproval. 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.

3. All conditions of approval of the Deer Valley Resort 12th Amended and Restated
Large Scale MPD and the amended Little Belle Condominiums plat shall continue to
apply.

4. No building permit may be granted until after this plat amendment has been
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recorded. Once the deck area is recorded as limited common area, both the unit
owner and the HOA must be the applicant for any building permit pulled for the deck
area.

6.C. Nightly Rentals in the Fairway Meadows Subdivision - Amendment to the
Land Management Code Sec. 15-2.13-2 To Prohibit Nightly Rentals in.the
Fairway Meadows Subdivision.

Chair Phillips returned and resumed the Chair.

Planner Conboy reviewed the request by the Fairway Meadows Subdivision HOA to
codify a restriction on nightly rentals in the Fairway Meadows Subdivision. Planner
Conboy stated that the Fairway Meadows Subdivision is located adjacent to the golf
course. The subdivision directly to the south recently came in with a request to restrict
nightly rentals.

Planner Conboy reported that as the LMC is written; this would involve a quick change
of adding Fairway Meadows to the prohibited uses.section of the Zoning Code. He
noted that the April Mountain and Mellew Mountain Estates subdivisions, and Meadow
Estates Subdivision phases 1 and 1B have already prohibited nightly rentals.

Planner Conboy stated that theipreviousplanner, Hannah Tyler, worked on the
Meadows Estate subdivision, and during that discussion Ms. Tyler had asked whether
the Commissioners wanted te.continue on the path of allowing private subdivisions to
restrict nightly rentals via the,LMC.

Planner Conboy stated that.the proposal complied with all the requirements for the LMC
text amendment, and-the Staff had no concerns.

Chair Phillips thought it was positive anytime this could be done. He thought the
request:was very straightforward. He could not recall the discussions Planner Conboy
had referenced with Hannah Tyler on the Meadows Estate subdivision

Commissioner Suesser could not recall those discussions either. She questioned why
these requests need to be an LMC amendment. Planner Conboy explained that the
zoning allows for short-term rental in the RD District; however, the HOA CC&Rs restrict
short-term rentals. The HOA wants to make sure that what is reflected in the CC&Rs is
enforceable with the Land Management Code. Commissioner Suesser thought the
HOA CC&Rs would override the LMC because the CC&Rs are more restrictive.
Planner Conboy replied that the City does not enforce CC&Rs. He believed the reason
for the amendment was to provide clarification and to eliminate ambiguity.
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Commissioner Kenworthy recalled the conversation during the Meadows Estate
subdivision discussion. He stated that an amendment to the LMC would prevent the
subdivision from ever being issued a permit for nightly rentals.

The applicant stated that Fairway Meadows is a neighborhood and 47 ofithe residents
got together and requested to align the CC&Rs with the LMC. The residents feltthat if
someone decided to push it and apply for a nightly rental permit with the City,.the
CC&Rs would kick in; however, there was no reason to have any confusion among the
owners, especially when ownership changes. That was the reason for making this
request with overwhelming support within their community. An adjacent neighborhood
had done the same thing and they felt it was the right thing\to do:

Chair Phillips agreed with the reasoning as explained by the applicant.

Chair Phillips opened the public hearing.

No eComments were submitted and no hands were‘raised on Zoom.

Chair Phillips closed the public hearing:

MOTION: Commissioner Hall moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for their consideration onApril 15, 2021 to prohibit nightly rentals in the
Fairway Meadows Subdivision.. Commissioner Kenworthy seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

6.D. 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 the Applicant’s Proposed Circulation and Transportation Plans,
Scenario 2b, in Accordance with the MPD, and Applicable LMC, General
Plan and Transportation Master Plan Criteria. (Application PL-20-04475)

Planner Ananth stated that this item was the PEG Development project application to
amend the 1998 Development Agreement and replace the expired Site Plan with a new
Master Plan. Planner Ananth stated that she would briefly focus on the City’s
framework for review and then turn the time to the applicant to present their proposed
Scenario 2B. AECOM, the City’s consultant, was prepared to present their analysis. If
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time permits, the discussion will move to parking. Planner Ananth stated that the next
meeting on this application was scheduled for April 215t

Planner Ananth remarked that the City has two critical priorities for the site regarding
transportation. The applicant’s transportation consultants noted that a 20% reduction in
vehicles accessing the site is necessary and would allow traffic in the intersectionssto
function at acceptable levels of service. In order to achieve this reduction, the applicant
needs to drive a modal shift away from general purpose vehicles towards transit, and
connect to a variety of concrete, measurable transportation demand strategies and
monitoring programs for the new base area. Planner Ananth stated thatin order to
achieve this 20% vehicle reduction goal, the applicant needs to make sure the site is
designed to prioritize transit and other sustainable multi-medal transit options that align
with the City’s multi-modal hierarchy, so people are able to change their behavior over
time and have good options.

Planner Ananth stressed that when the City Staffand AECOM reviewed the applicant’s
preferred Transportation Scenario 2B, they looked at a number of regulatory documents
which include the Land Management Code and the.MPD Section of the Code and the
City’s adopted transportation plans. They also always go back to the City’s General
Plan objectives for the Resort Center neighborhood. Planner Ananth stated that
although the General Plan is from2014, the‘objectives in the Plan for this neighborhood
really hold up and remain true today 'withsan emphasis on public transit, circulation
improvements, TDM strategies, multi-modal connections, and discouraging through-
traffic in the neighborhood.

Planner Ananth requested that the Planning Commission focus their discussion this
evening on three eoncepts.First were concerns or feedback on the applicant’s
preferred Scenario 2B.and whether it meets the City’s priorities for the site and whether
the applicant’'s'plan has sufficient substance and detail to mitigate the 20% vehicle trips,
and whether the applicant should seek to improve Scenario 2B or redesign the site plan
to accommodate a more flexible and forward-thinking transit station. Second is whether
Scenario 2B accommodates pedestrians, sufficient drop-off area, is it mitigating traffic in
residential neighborhoods, and is the circulation plan adequate for back of house
operations while minimizing conflicts with pedestrians and cyclists. Third is what degree
of specificity in their plans is required now and what can be addressed at subsequent
CUP applications in terms of their parking management plan, their TDM plan, employee
parking plan, and any additional information the Planning Commission might need.

Robert Schmidt, representing PEG Development, introduced their team members on
the call this evening; Ryan Hales and Josh from Hales Engineering, the traffic
engineering consultants; Greg Bedrero, the landscape architect; Robert McConnell,
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legal counsel; Kristen Williams and Stan Kozlowski, consultants. Mr. Schmidt stated
that the team has spent a lot of time the last eight weeks working through plans,
updates, clarification, and revisions related to traffic, transportation, and parking plans.

Mr. Schmidt pointed out that their application originally included a one-way loop: After
hearing feedback from the Planning Commission in September, they metwith the Staff
and AECOM and revised that plan dramatically. They went through a process with the
Staff and AECOM to reevaluate the entire transit system in an effort'to make sure they
were transit first by providing access, circulation, and the functionality of transit to make
it a first-class, 21t century system. Mr. Schmidt was preparedito walk through what
they changed and why they did it.

Mr. Schmidt commented on several recommendations within'the Staff report that PEG
agreed with. They agreed with crosswalks as wide as the approaching trails or
sidewalks. They agreed with widening the sidewalks to 8" where possible. They agreed
with 12’ sidewalks with two-feet separation between the roadway and sidewalk, or 15’
total. They agreed with the recommendation for adding a bus stop on the north side of
Parcel D along Silver King Drive. Mr. Schmidt noted that PEG had indicated this in their
plans as a possibility to replace the bus'stopicurrently on Empire Avenue. They agreed
with widening the sidewalk to 8’ on at least one side of both 14" and 15™ Street from
Empire to Park Avenue with rolled’or no curbing to facility pedestrian and bike access to
the Resort trails. Mr. Schmidt clarified that their agreement with this recommendation
was subject to proper right-of-way clearance. They are willing to accommodate where
there is sufficient right-of-ways, Mr. Schmidt stated that PEG will also enhance the
pedestrian experience at the transit center using different materials, lighting,
landscaping, etc. Those details will be provided at the conditional use permit phase in
Phase 1. Anotherrecommendation was to provide additional capacity for the day skier
drop-off. Mr. Sechmidt-noted that PEG has a solution that he would talk about later in his
presentation;

Mr. Schmidt stated that PEG Development will work with AECOM and the City Staff to
incorporate the recommended details for the 2B transit center as outlined in the Staff
report. They would also consider uses for unused, non-peak parking stalls. Mr.
Schmidt,stated that PEG will implement measures to discourage traffic on residential
streets using signage and wayfinding.

Mr. Schmidt commented on Scenario 2B, which is the transit center in its existing
location but greatly enhanced and upgraded. He noted that this was discussed in
January, and since then, the team has made a number of upgrades, clarifications, and
additions. Mr. Schmidt explained why this location is important not only for the project,
but also for the existing owners, residents, and users of the base area. He presented a
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diagram which represented a ring pattern at 500, 1000, and 1500 feet around the
existing transit center to show the number of users encompassed within that ring. He
stated that it is a central location to the base area both existing and new. Mr. Schmidt
thought it was important and critical to balance what they were doing in supporting and
integrating the existing users of the base.

Mr. Schmidt stated that people ride the bus to access residences, condos, and lodging
at the base, both existing and proposed, and they use it to access commereial entities
and amenities at the base as well. However, primarily people ride the bus.to access
skiing. Mr. Schmidt stated that in looking at the existing locatien of the transit center
and its proximity to the facilities on the mountain and to Payday and Crescent, which
are two lifts that get skiers up the mountain, it is key to keep the bus stop in its current
location. Mr. Schmidt pointed out that the appropriate location for skiers and to
encourage people to use transit is to get them where they want to be, and they believe
that is in the existing location.

Mr. Schmidt commented on questions raised in the Staff report regarding suitability and
technical ability of the buses to access the site. The applicant had provided the turn
radius models; however, they were notincluded in the Staff report. Mr. Schmidt clarified
that PEG had conducted a series of.technical studies to make sure what they were
proposing is feasible. He presented a;slide/noting that the turning route was identified
in yellow. He remarked that the turning route of a 43’ bus to get in and out of the facility.
They also analyzed each bus bay and.the movement of a bus getting into each bay and
out of each bay. Mr. Schmidt:believed they had shown it was feasible. In addition to
turning radiuses, they looked at grades and cross sections. He pointed to the street
cross sections and grades that were analyzed. He also provided a cross section of the
bus turnaround. Mr.'Schmidt believed these also demonstrated the feasibility of the
location.

Mr. Schmidt stated that once they answered they technical questions they wanted to
look at what could be done to make this a first class, 215t century transit center that
everyone wanted. He noted that Greg Bedrero, the landscape architect, spent a lot of
time looking at the best way to configure the bus shelters and pedestrian access around
those shelters. He reiterated the amenities previously discussed, which include driver
facilities, enhanced walkways and crossings around the facility, and bus charging
stations. He indicated where they developed two charging stations for electric buses on
the east side. Mr. Schmidt stated that they also looked at the shuttle drop-off and
amenities along the sidewalk such as outdoor dining or seating areas. Mr. Schmidt
noted that snow storage was identified on the plans. They developed the ADA ramp
from the bus station up to the ice rink, which would require a rebuild of the stairs. Mr.
Schmidt stated that they have been in contact with the HOA at the base to make sure
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they understand what is being proposed and were in agreement. Mr. Schmidt remarked
that a location for a warming/waiting area was also provided with restrooms. Mr.
Schmidt commented on PEG’s commitment to provide transit display systems. They
identified locations for bike parking and bike charging areas. Mr. Schmidt noted that the
applicant has committed to provide an area for ski lockers within their buildings.

Mr. Schmidt emphasized that the team spent a lot of time thinking through the .design of
this location. He pointed out two crossing locations noting that the ¢rossings.are wide
and designated for pedestrians. Both of the crossings would be protected pedestrian
crossings.

Mr. Schmidt stated that in addition to the site plan elements, they took time to do 3D
rendering and elevations to give a sense of scale. One was leoking from the ice rink
towards the transit center and across towards the proposed buildings on the east side.
Mr. Schmidt presented eye-level view of how the bus shelters will feel relative to scale.
He presented an idea of the sense of arrival theyuintend to create as people arrive on
the bus to in an Alpine environment in a world-class resort. They want the experience
to be unique and representative of the Alpine enviranment. Mr. Schmidt also showed
the shuttle drop-off area.

Mr. Schmidt remarked that some_of the concerns and questions raised in the Staff
report regarded the drop-off areas, whichris where he believed they could reach some
agreement. He stated that currently eight drop-off areas were being proposed. Mr.
Schmidt pointed to a pedestrian crossing and noted that there was some discussion
about whether this crossing'should be located further north. Mr. Schmidt outlined the
reasons why it was located in the proposed location. One reason is that there is room
for eight cars and/moving.it.north would reduce the number of vehicles. In addition,
when they look at howspedestrians will be using the plaza on D in between C and E,
those pedestrians are coming up along the fronts of the shops. Mr. Schmidt stated that
they evaluated.the grades and making sure that what was being designed works in 3D.
In ordertoymake this pedestrian crossing ADA accessible from D to cross Lowell and up
onto the Plaza between C and E, the crossing needs to occur in this location.

Mr. Schimidt stated that from a loading perspective they have eight available stalls.
They heard the concerns about not enough loading, and after discussing this with the
Staff, they believe there is room on Shadow Ridge to provide additional loading for at
least five vehicles to help alleviate the loading/unloading concerns.

Mr. Schmidt remarked that another comment was to find innovative ways to use parking
stalls within a parking garage. He believed they could provide a number of stalls within
the parking lots on Parcels B and E that could be short-term free parking of 15-30
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minutes to allow people to pull into the structure, unload, take kids to the ski school or
do whatever they need to do quickly, and then leave from that location. In addition, they
could provide Uber and Lyft stalls within the parking structures to help alleviate
concerns with loading. Mr. Schmidt noted that PEG Development has been doing this
for a long time and sometimes plans are not perfect. By allowing flexibility within the
parking structure for loading and unloading they can flex with the need as-it,arises.

Mr. Schmidt responded to concerns about loading specifically off of Lowell"Avenue for
truck access for the dock. He reminded everyone that at one time there was a dock
proposed on E; however, that dock was moved from E off of Silver King Drive and
combined with the dock on Parcel C. Mr. Schmidt stated that they provided access for
trucks to get in off the road, maneuver backing up to the dock, and exit the site without
doing any maneuvering on the street. Mr. Schmidt pointed out that the dock is on the
low side of the site and the low end of the building so service can occur in the basement
of the site. If the access is moved anywhere else, it elevates the dock and becomes a
problem for the functionality of the hotel. The same dock will serve all the commercial
uses for the plaza restaurants, as well as mountain access for mid-mountain
restaurants.

Mr. Schmidt commented on bike and pedestrian circulation, noting that they tried to
clarify and refine their plans to previde,aceess for both pedestrians and cyclists to make
sure they have primary emphasis within the project. Mr. Schmidt provided a graphic
contained in the Staff report that showed areas of pedestrian access. The 12’ wide
access points were shown inigreen. The 8’ newly built sidewalks were shown in yellow.
He pointed to additional’locations with pedestrian access through the plazas. Mr.
Schmidt stated that as they designed and analyzed the sidewalks, they looked at how
many people are eoming.from which directions and where they are going. A lot of
people cross LowellAvenue, but they do not all cross in the same place. The peak
pedestrian demand.at any one location is approximately 1200 pedestrians per hour. He
noted thatthe Highway Capacity Manual outlines sidewalks and walkways as a Level of
Service/Bifora 12’ path at 1200 pedestrians per hour. Mr. Schmidt emphasized that
this was a/drastic improvement over the existing pedestrian facilities.

Mr. Schimidt stated that mountain bike access for summertime access was another
guestion that was raised. He noted that the project anticipates bike loading zones in
two locations identified by red blocks. The bikes can use the 12’ pathways to access
the NAC access, which would then access the hill with no stairs or steps. Mr. Schmidt
pointed out that the entire access can be ridden on a bike with no impediments.

Mr. Schmidt stated that Hales Engineering had prepared a response to several of the
concerns from AECOM. He noted that a fair amount of traffic response could be fairly
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technical, therefore, in the interest of time, he preferred to reserve this section to answer
specific questions regarding the traffic in terms of weaving, queuing, etc. if those
guestions arise this evening.

Kordel Braley, the Senior Traffic Engineering with AECOM, introduced Laynee Jones,
the Senior Project Manager Transit Planner with AECOM were prepared-with a
presentation and to answer questions.

Laynee Jones stated that AECOM has been working closely with the City and with the
developer. She briefly reviewed the recommendations that AECOM made prior to this
meeting in terms of overall site circulation. Ms. Jones appreciated.all the work the
applicant has done and how responsive they were to the people<based analysis, as well
as the prioritizations of transit and pedestrians.

Ms. Jones clarified that given all of the site conditions'and all of the Staff who had
evaluated this site, including architects that specialize«n ski resort planning, transit
experts, bus rapid transit professionals and traffic professionals, they still believe that a
better location for the bus stop is by the great pedestrian plaza that the applicant was
proposing. Ms. Jones stated that it comes doewn to the fact that it will be a great
pedestrian area with shops lining the pedestrian plaza. The transit stop should always
be in the hub of activity, which is why AECOM made that recommendation. Ms. Jones
believed there are ways to address pedestrian safety and all of the other issues.
However, if the Planning Commissionwas inclined to approve Scenario 2B as
described by the applicant this,evening, AECOM had specific recommendations for that
scenario.

Ms. Jones pointed‘out that.the recommendations for Scenario 2B were listed in the Staff
report, and sheintended.to highlight a few of the recommendations. Ms. Jones
presented a.graphic showing Scenario 2B. She noted that AECOM previously
described the advantages and concerns with this site layout. Ms. Jones stated that a
continual‘issue is having too many cars coming onto the site regardless of the scenario.
Therefore; the load-out times on Empire Avenue fails and it is congested. Ms. Jones
remarked that the only way to solve that problem is to reduce the number of cars
accessing the site by approximately 20% over current conditions. She stated that the
reduction would require a modified mode split, which means more people would be
arriving at the site by transit, shuttles, and non-vehicular modes, and increasing the
average vehicle occupancy for those parking to above three. Ms. Jones reiterated that
AECOM made recommendations on how to improve the TDM plan to achieve the 20%.
She stated that in order to achieve something that great, the TDM plan needs to be a
cooperative effort between the City, the applicant, Vail, and UDOT.
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Ms. Jones stated that in terms of the pedestrian experience, she pointed out a few
concerns AECOM has with the current Scenario 2B. She noted that pedestrians are at
the top of the modal priority for the City. Ms. Jones remarked that they were still seeing
a lot of pedestrian conflict areas. She provided examples of pedestrian conflict areas,
which included the loading zones. AECOM proposed a larger crossing and that it be
more aligned with the pedestrian flow. In terms of the drop-off area on thewnorth end of
the site just north of the bus drop-off, Ms. Jones stated that the turning radiusiis ‘'small,
and AECOM recommends that it be enlarged by pulling the ground floor of\Building B
back and cantilevering over the upper floors to provide adequate space for,someone to
make a drop-off and exit the drop-off zone. As currently designed, vehicles need to wait
for the cars in front to move out. Ms. Jones remarked that the sidewalks in the bus
area, as well as the loading zone, are too narrow. She thought it'was possible to design
the plan to address those issues. Ms. Jones presented another example of pedestrian
access that needs to cross a driveway.

Kordel Braley commented on the transit drop-offiareas He noted that the applicant
submitted templates and AECOM had their BRT Transit designer look them over. They
still have concerns and are not entirely convincedithat as currently designed to
accommodate all the pedestrian activity andiall other amenities, that seven buses as
shown. Mr. Braley noted that AECOM still believes that additional work and iteration is
needed. There is also a need for.Snow sterage, electrical infrastructure, and many
other things. Mr. Braley agreed that'this.plan has come a long way, but additional
issues still need to be addressed in the design.

Mr. Braley referred to the traffic and layout on the north at the connection to Empire. He
wanted it on the record that AECOM is not entirely in agreement on how it is shown in
some of the applieant’s drawings in terms of movements and layout. Mr. Braley stated
that if the Planning Commission decides to move forward with Scenario 2B, AECOM
would like todvave additional discussion and iteration on those as well.

Mr. Braley:stated that at the request of the City, AECOM did a detailed analysis of the
applicant’s parking analysis. He pointed out that the parking analysis makes use of
good state of practice shared parking principles; however, he pointed out that it would
rely onssharing parking between the 1200 resort day skier parking stalls and the other
parking stalls on site. Mr. Braley had not seen that specifically addressed and he
proposed that there be some flexibility in how parking is shared throughout the course
of the day.

Commissioner Suesser asked about the new sidewalks proposed by the applicant and
reviewed by AECOM. She was surprised that a sidewalk on the south side of Manor
was not proposed. Commissioner Suesser noted that a lot of pedestrians access the
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Resort from Empire and Lowell Avenue. It is currently a dangerous condition and she
was surprised that it was not considered. Commissioner Suesser pointed out that in the
round radius that the applicant showed initially captured all of Manor and Empire all the
way to the 13™ Street stairs. A lot of people come up those stairs and down to.the
Resort, and she thought it made sense to have a sidewalk on the south side'of Manor.
Commissioner Suesser commented on the pictures on the corner of Lowelkand Manor
with tables and chairs for restaurants, as well as a bus shelter. A lot of people come
around that corner and she thought it was ill-conceived and impractical to have all those
things on that little corner.

Commissioner Suesser questioned why the sidewalk on Lowell Avenue between
Shadow Ridge and Silver King does not go all away around thatparcel. The sidewalk
stops and does not connect Shadow Ridge, down Lowell, all'the way to Silver King.
Commissioner Suesser stated that pedestrians are the number one group they are
trying to service, and she did not think there was enough infrastructure and
improvements to make that pedestrian experience practical. Commissioner Suesser
asked AECOM to talk about why a sidewalk on.the south side of Manor was not a good
idea.

Mr. Braley agreed with Commissioner Suesser regarding the lack of space around the
transit facilities. He noted that ADA requires certain loading zones in front of a bus
boarding. Mr. Braley stated that AECOM and the City have asked for a lot of amenities
at this transit stop to make it a world-class destination. Itis AECOM’s opinion that there
is not enough room in there right now to adequately get people around. For that
reason, they believe more iteration is needed for that station to get the necessary
components and to see if the humber of bus stops requested can be provided. Mr.
Braley stated that AECOM.would not have recommended not having a sidewalk on
Manor Way. He agreed.that there should be sidewalks throughout the entire site. Mr.
Braley neededto look into the sidewalk Commissioner Suesser mentioned on Shadow
Ridge that‘does not go around the parcel.

Mr. Sehmidt addressed the sidewalk on Shadow Ridge. He noted that the applicant
was proposing the 12’ sidewalk trail on the north side of Manor Way with a crossing
across'Empire Avenue into the City’s future project. He stated that there could
potentially be a crossing to the south as well. Mr. Schmidt remarked that 12’ on the
north side of Manor Way should be sufficient to transport everybody walking up Manor
Way. Mr. Schmidt pointed out that on the south side of Manor there are pedestrian and
vehicle conflicts as cars enter a parking lot. It is a strange right-of-way and there is no
clean space to put a sidewalk or pedestrian access. Mr. Schmidt stated that with 12-
feet of sidewalk on the north side of Manor Way and crossings at the intersection of
Empire Avenue, there should be good access for people coming from that quadrant.
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Commissioner Suesser noted that there is partial sidewalk and then it stops when the
driveway opens up on the south side of Manor. She requested that they look at it again
because there is room for a sidewalk around the Empire/Manor corner, and there
should be a sidewalk on both sides of the street. Mr. Schmidt explained that the
sidewalk on the north side of Lowell between Shadow Ridge and Three Kings is not
continuous because there is no right-of-way available for a sidewalk to fit-behind the
curb. The right-of-way goes right up to the building and there is a fire hydrant.and fire
connection valves for the Shadow Ridge condominium units, as well as other.things in
the right-of-way that prevents a sidewalk in that location.

Planner Ananth understood that Commissioner Suesser was noticing ‘@ lot of gaps and
the lack of pedestrian infrastructure on some of the existing buildings. She suggested

that if this project is approved and the applicant is pouring sidewalks, the City would be
willing to work with the applicant to help survey where there could be room to complete
the pedestrian infrastructure where possible along Shadow:Ridge, Lowell Avenue, and
14™ and 15" Streets, and to Park Avenue.

Commissioner Suesser stated that the Staff report.mentions exclusive bus lanes,
particularly south of Silver King on Lowell. However, the general public goes on Lowell
at the intersection of Lowell and Silver King to the general drop-off, and then going
down Shadow Ridge to exit. Shespointed out that general traffic will be mixed in with
the buses and she could only find'ene exelusive bus lane.

Mr. Schmidt stated that thererare actually three lanes on Lowell. There will be two
dedicated bus lanes, one in‘the northbound and one in southbound direction. One lane
southbound is for general traffic. The buses are in a dedicated lane and the private
vehicles will not impinge or.use that lane at all. Commissioner Suesser asked for the
number of lanes on Shadow Ridge. Mr. Schmidt replied that there are two lanes, one in
each directionwPlanner Ananth pointed out that those lanes are for personal vehicles
only and not for buses. The buses make a U-turn at the transit station, exit the site up
Lowell Avenue, and take a right onto Silver King. Planner Ananth remarked that it
shortens the transit time and takes the transit off of Empire Avenue, which is a pinch
point for.congestion in peak hours.

Commissioner Thimm asked if passenger vehicles headed south on Lowell to make a
left turn on Shadow Ridge will cross two lanes of bus traffic. Mr. Braley replied that this
is why AECOM recommends that there be transit signal priority at these signals to
prioritize the transit movement. The vehicles would wait until the buses are gone before
making the turn. Commissioner Thimm asked if the buses would be unsignalized and
just pass through, and the passenger vehicles would obey traffic signals. Mr. Braley
answered no. He explained that if there is a signalized intersection, every user needs to
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have signals; however, signals can be timed to essentially detect the buses far enough
in advance to give them a green light. He definitely recommended that it be part of the
operations. Otherwise, it would be mixed flow if the buses had to compete with all the
cars. Commissioner Thimm understood that it would be signalization per lane.. Mr.
Braley clarified that every lane would be signalized.

Commissioner Thimm stated that if the plan proceeds down this path, he would like
some precedence of where this has successfully occurred.

Mr. Schmidt noted that there are several precedents in Utah where this eurrently occurs.
He pointed to the intersection of Shadow Ridge and Lowell indicating the south side of
the intersection and the bus transit center. He pointed to the narthbound dedicated bus
lane, the southbound dedicated bus lane, and the general-purpose lane that would only
permit for a left turn onto Shadow Ridge or a right turn onto the NAC access. Mr.
Schmidt pointed out that the left turn would be crossing twarlanes of bus traffic. He
stated that this currently occurs in Utah County‘on University Avenue on the BRT line
where the buses have a prioritized signal, and'the vehicles are given their own signal. It
can all be worked out in the signal timing and prioritization, so buses and transit get the
priority.

Commissioner Thimm believed itwas.an enforcement issue and the City will need to be
vigilant. He rides the bus every weekend and on a typical ski day and vehicles come
into the lanes currently set aside for buses for the drop-off and pick-up zone. Mr.
Schmidt agreed that it will beva,change to the system. Currently, it is a challenge, and
they are trying to makevit better. He believed the best way to deal with the traffic is
through dedicated bus lanes and signals.

Commissioner Kenworthy complimented Mr. Schmidt and PEG for working with AECO
and City Halliinimoving this forward. He believed it has come a long way. However,
Commissioner Kenworthy was quite surprised that PEG and AECOM were still at odds
with where the transit center should be located. He thought Mr. Schmidt made great
points this‘evening, and along with the vast majority of public comments heard so far, it
is.made clear why the transit should remain in its current location. Commissioner
Kenworthy asked Planner Ananth and the representatives from AECOM to make their
case for moving the transit center. He did not see any future benefits, or why they
would expect people to park at the bottom and walk up the hill to the main lifts.

Ms. Jones understood Commissioner Kenworthy’s point. As she previously explained,
this pedestrian plaza will have amenities right as people get off the bus. It will be a busy
area and immediately visible in summer and winter. Ms. Jones stated that it is the place
where everyone will want to be, and you always want the bus service to service those
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areas. She noted that with the current location, people need to walk around a little bit
before reaching the coffee shop or the ice rink. People also need to walk through the
development to get to the ski lift, which can be disorienting and confusing. Ms. Jones
pointed out that the pedestrian plaza area will not be built until Phase 2 and having a
bus stop there would require moving building footprints as they are currently. proposed.
She also understood that the current business owners want the bus stopste,remain‘near
the current businesses. Ms. Jones recognized the downside, but long term when the
entire site is built out, they believe the pedestrian plaza area will be the place.where
most people will want to go. She understood that getting to the First Time_Lift is not the
preferred lift and that it would be a longer walk to get up to thePay Day lift. However, in
the future, it might be possible for an additional lift to be put in the pedestrian plaza area
that would make it better for Vail and guests.

Mr. Braley stated that one advantage for having the transit center on the north end is
shorter overall transit time because it is closer to where thestransit buses are coming to
and from. Mr. Braley noted that the applicant’s'traffic.engineer provided walking
distances. Building D was longer, but the Building C location was not substantially
longer to the lift than the current transit location. “He'thought it was important to
remember that they were not talking about aisubstantially longer. Mr. Braley reiterated
concerns with the current location where PEG was proposing to keep the transit station.
The concerns are with being ableto fit.all'the bus stations, the amenities, the pedestrian
walkabout, and all the ADA clear zones. It is a smaller space for putting a significant
end of line station. Mr. Braley thoughtit might require adjustments to Building B or
reducing the number of buses,.infrastructure, or amenities that could go there. He
remarked that putting it‘at Building C or Building D allows a clean slate to put in
everything that needs to be there. Mr. Braley stated that these were some of the
reasons why AECOM was still suggesting that another option might be better.

Planner Ananth stated that an incredible free transit system is one of the amazing things
about Park City. She believed transit will be the future way to get to the Resort and
having.a21%tCentury bus station/transit center mobility hub that celebrates Park City’s
transit experience is what they have been looking for in this site plan. Planner Ananth
stated that the reason to move the transit center was primarily because the existing
area isseonstrained by the applicant’s site plan. She stated that when they were
proposing to move it, her initial thought and the example shown in the February Staff
report, was on the Shadow Ridge extension. She did not believe anyone intends to
take transit away from the upper base area. They were only trying to locate it where it
could be more celebrated, more accessible, and more future oriented if bus lengths
increase or if bus service is added. Planner Ananth believed that as this project is
developed over the next five to ten years, the operators of the Resort can look at their
out of base lifts and reconfigure the entire experience. She did not think that being
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concerned about the existing lifts should be a reason to limit where transit makes sense.
Planner Ananth thought moving sidewalks could be added in the future. They could be
put in on the snow side as well to get people to the upper base. She stated that if there
was a stop near Building D with a bigger mobility hub, it would not necessarily.mean the
bus stop would be taken away from the existing base area. The option was to have two
stops. She believes that may still be an important option, particularly if service is
removed from Empire Avenue. Planner Ananth remarked that the upper base area
where the existing bus stop is located is quite disorienting for people coming.to the site
for the first time. When they looked at redesigning the site it seemed like a good
opportunity to rethink the entire way the public accesses the lifts. Planner Ananth
stated that another reason for looking at Building C is that the building'walls off a large
chunk of Lowell Avenue. The thought was if there was a cennection through C for
buses, it would open up that building to the existing upperbase area and connect the
new base the applicant is proposing with the existing base area.

Mr. Schmidt stated that he explained the reasons:for locating the transit center where
they did in Scenario 2B. They spent a lot of time planning it and he could have the team
explain access and circulation around those amenities. They are all technical issues
that can be addressed at a design phase. Mr. Schmidt remarked that PEG was told to
plan on increasing the bus service from\24 buses an hour to 34-36 buses per hour as a
future condition, and providing seven stopsywhich they did. They were told to plan for
electric buses which they did. Mr::Schmidt pointed out that they have already designed
for future growth. He talked about their reasons for not wanting to move transit to the
north and why the think it is the wrong idea. He noted that there are a couple of ways to
configure on the north side.“The buses can line up along the street and they could
provide bus bays parallel to the right-of-way. Seven buses stretched out would take the
entire frontage of llowell’/Avenue along Parcel D on the east side and wrap around the
corner onto Silver Kings.,.Mr. Schmidt stated that if it requires reconfiguring buildings,
that means they would need to push buildings somewhere and eliminate open space to
accommodate a transit center and take right-of-way that is currently within the project
boundaries and make it a public use. PEG felt it was disproportionate to what they were
proposing/and does not accomplish the goals for anyone. Mr. Schmidt remarked that
while it iIs.good to reduce transit times, if people cannot get off the bus in a convenient
location; they will not ride the bus. The result would be reduced transit time for half-
empty buses. Mr. Schmidt felt strongly that they did everything that was asked of them
and they have balanced the needs of the existing users, the existing owners, and their
own project. He was excited about their proposal and believed it was an excellent
solution.

Commissioner Suesser thought it was important to talk about the shuttle drop-off area
and whether the proposed configuration will actually work. Mr. Schmidt replied that the
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shuttles are private shuttles coming from other hotels in the area. They provided space
for eight shuttles and believe they could provide space for a few more shuttles. Mr.
Schmidt remarked that there is sufficient room for a shuttle to turn around and exitif it is
stuck in a line of shuttles. Mr. Schmidt stated that the applicant is completely open to
working out refinements and providing details. Commissioner Suesser understood they
could accommodate the people waiting for shuttles, but could they accommodate the
shuttles that are waiting for skiers to come out. Mr. Schmidt reiterated that there'is
room for stacking the shuttles. He pointed out that the 140-160’ proposedfor.shuttles is
equivalent to what exists today on the south end of Parcel B. Commissioner Suesser
asked for the width of the pedestrian crosswalk from Building B.to the Resort Base. Mr.
Schmidt believed it was 15’ with a buffer to provide for safety andiwayfinding elements
that would help promote that as a pedestrian focused connection, and not something
that would promote vehicular crossing.

Commissioner Suesser stated that she was still troubled, by:the alignment of the
crosswalks to the Resort from Building B because,thesidewalk does not provide direct
access to the Resort. Laynee Jones identified a few pinch points where people are
coming from Building B to the Resort. She identified another spot where people would
be crossing a driveway. She recognized the,challenges and suggested that it could be
addressed through pedestrian treatments to give pedestrians the right-of-way. Ms.
Jones stated that the pinch pointsfare too'small, and it is a common problem for bus
shelters to be located in the pedestrian walkway. Ms. Jones stated that there needs to
be enough room for people to que up.for the bus and for people to get behind or in front
of the bus shelter. They need.electric charging infrastructure, snow storage, room for
more pedestrians, andmoreyroom for buses to dock properly. Ms. Jones remarked that
there is a lot of competing interest for the space. This was the first layout and she felt
certain there could’be design modifications. Commissioner Suesser asked if AECOM
also saw issues‘with‘the shuttle turnaround. Ms. Jones answered yes. AECOM
suggested that'it was too small and that the shuttles would be clogged. They suggested
making it wider/by peeling back the building footprint in Building B.

ChairPhillips asked if it is necessary to have a shelter at every bus stop because
everyone will be in ski clothes. Ms. Jones replied that AECOM had a lengthy discussion
with their Jandscape architects on that issue, and they believe there are different
approaches. Chair Phillips noted that earlier in her presentation Ms. Jones said there
are concerns that need to be addressed. However, she also indicated that there are
solutions and that AECOM thought they could help make this work. Ms. Jones replied
that he was correct.

Planner Ananth stated that all the AECOM recommendations were geared towards
making the proposed site plan work.
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Chair Phillips opened the public hearing.
The following people raised their hand on Zoom to make comment.

Nicole Deforge stated that she is an attorney with Fabian VanCott representing RRAD
Coalition Inc., which is a non-profit organization comprised of hundreds of Park City
residents, business owners, and homeowners. Ms. Deforge noted that earlier today
RRAD submitted an eight-page comment letter that responds in detail to the latest
plans, as well as the March 22" Staff report. She noted that the Staff report did not
come out until late Monday and they were not able to submit their,comments as earlier
as usual. Ms. Deforge asked if the Commissioners were able tosreview those concerns.
RRAD also submitted a detailed letter in response to the February Staff report;
however, because the applicant withdrew the item from the February meeting, they
were not able to present the comments that were reflectedn that letter. Ms. Deforge
remarked that many of the concerns expressed‘in,the/ebruary comment letter were
echoed in the March Staff report and in the AECOM report; but not everything. She
stated that RRAD had put out a lot of concerns and-because of the late hour she did not
want to go through 15 pages of comments in.this public hearing. Ms. Deforge
requested that the Planning Commission review both letters and consider the issues
that were raised because they are’pertinent; especially after the presentations and
discussions this evening. She believed the concerns the Commissioners raised dovetail
with the concerns raised by RRAD. “She again urged the Planning Commission to read
all the comments in the two letters.

Chair Phillips assured ' Ms. Deforge that the Commissioners would look at the letters
again. He noted thatthis.item will be continued for further discussion and Ms. Deforge
would eventually. begiven time to comment on RRAD’s concerns. He appreciated her
willingness te'keep her comments brief this evening.

Ms. Deforge commented on an initial observation that pertains to all the issues before
the Planning Commission. In reading through the February and March Staff reports, as
well as the AECOM report, she assumed the Planning Commission noticed how many
times AECOM and the Staff noted that the assumptions, the numbers, estimates, and
projections by the developer regarding so many fundamental issues with circulation,
transit, and parking are not supported by the underlying evidence. She pointed out that
the developer has not provided the needed backup for many of the premises that they
rely on as fact and as the basis for their proposals. Ms. Deforge noted that the Staff
and AECOM have done their best to call out those issues while still attempting to make
progress in reviewing these plans. However, there is a serious flaw in that approach
because the underlying data that is missing can easily get lost in translation. Ms.
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Deforge thought it was easy to look at the recommendations being made and forget that
those recommendations are based on assumptions that the backup data exists when it
actually does not exist. Ms. Deforge cautioned everyone involved not to lose sight.of
that fact and not to lose sight of the fact that these recommendations only make sense if
the underlying assumptions and numbers are actually correct. She pointed out that the
developer is pushing to not provide a lot of the necessary plans until laterin,the project,
and in some cases not until the certificate of occupancy stage. She cautioned against
that because they need the information now to make sure that whatds constructed has a
high likelihood of working. Once construction is started or even delaying to the CUP
stage, a lot of things are already fixed, and the footprints are set. Ms. Deforge stated
that if the Planning Commission does not address all the concerns.that are raised now
and have concrete conditions of approval, the options willlbe narrowed significantly to
the point where problems that arise later cannot be fixed. “She thought that was
especially true if the conditions of approval are based on recommendations for which
they still do not have the underlying data. Ms. Deforge strongly encouraged the Staff
and the Planning Commission to require all the'data and:to get it verified and confirmed
now before they get too far down the path on recommendations that may or may not
apply based on the real data and the underlying assumptions. If they wait until the
project is built, their hands will be tied.

Ms. Deforge focused on eight specific.concerns that were raised relative to transit and
circulation. The first one noteddby:AECOM and Staff is that “The applicant’s transit
center is limited by their own design-and remains an add-on to the site rather than
integrated into the design from,the beginning as a transit first site plan would be”. Ms.
Deforge thought that was played out in the plans, the comments, and the concerns.
The traffic, circulation,'and traffic issues are an afterthought, and because of that there
are inevitably going te be.flaws and inadequacies in these plans. Itis important to
remember that theseissues are of the developer’s own making because they did not
plan for transit'and transportation properly at the outset, despite knowing this would be
the single greatest issues with this site. Ms. Deforge assumed the developer will want
the Plapning Commission to sympathize with them over these issues because there are
limitations/to this site and they are doing the best they can, but those limitations are not
as.a result of the site itself. The limitations are because the building footprints are
placedwhere the developer wants them to be, and they are not willing to move or
change them. Ms. Deforge stated that if this was reversed and they focused on
pedestrian, parking, traffic circulation, and transit issues at the outset, they would not be
having these issues. She remarked that the developer cannot be given a free pass by
thinking they did the best they could based on where the buildings were already placed.

Ms. Deforge stated that the second issue is how the transit center is “limited in terms of
providing adequate space for bus turning area and pedestrian circulation. Pragmatic
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turning problems and circulation conflicts are likely with little to no room for future
expansion”. Ms. Deforge noted that this was self-created, and she thought it was
evident that the site is extremely constrained to the point where shelters, bike racks,
and foundation walls impede, almost entirely in some places, on the very narrow
sidewalks. There needs to be at least 8’ sidewalks free of obstructions. In addition, the
turning radiuses are not sufficient. Ms. Deforge remarked that suddenly the, footprint for
a transit center is already too small and there is no way to get it all in there. If.there is
ever a need for future expansion, there will be no space to expand the transit.center
because it does not fit within the current allotted footprint. Ms. Deforge ‘pointed out that
this site is adjacent to Parcel B where the majority of the day skier parking is located.
Traffic will be going into Building B and pedestrian traffic will be ceming out at peak
hours, at the same time all the buses are coming through several lanes, plus the vehicle
drop-offs and the shuttle traffic will put everyone onto those two or three crosswalks.
She could not imagine how that will function. She recalled talking about 1200
pedestrians per hour, but she did not believe that included the peak. Looking at an
average over the entire day will actually depress‘the actual numbers because there is
not much traffic between the two peak hours. 'Ms. Deforge thought they should be
looking at the pedestrian and traffic numbers in the.peak hours and not an average over
the entire day.

Ms. Deforge stated that RRAD agreed,with.the comment about the general-purpose
vehicle drop-off area and shuttle drop-offrareas not being sufficient for all the reasons
pointed out, especially by Commissioner Suesser. To get the shuttle drop-off
sufficiently large enough andithe right capacity will require a redesign. The only way to
fit the transit center and'shuttle drop-off within this space is to move Building B back;
otherwise, there is not.enough room. Ms. Deforge cautioned the Planning Commission
that if they requiresthe developer to move back the building they should expect the
developer to come back.and say if they need to push back the footprint they need to go
higher as a trade-off. She emphasized that it is not allowed by the LMC because it is
not a trade-off./Ms. Deforge agreed with the comments that the shuttle capacity and the
drop-off‘€apacity shown on the plans is half of what is currently available, and it is
already at.capacity.

Ms. Deforge agreed with the concern in the Report is that pedestrian and bike
infrastructure is inadequate for current and future volumes. The Report also notes that
“the proposed TDM lacks detail with respect to achieving the necessary 20% vehicles
reductions and modified modal split goals needed to reduce congestion at the base
area”. She thought this was a perfect example of where the underlying data and
underlying assumptions do not lead to the conclusions that the developer has based
their plans on, including an assumed AVO of 2.7, much less 3.1. Itis based on an
assumption that there will be a Town Lift upgrade that is nowhere on the horizon.
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Without that the AVO shifts dramatically, and the parking shortfalls increase even more.

Ms. Deforge stated that another concern RRAD has with many of these issues.is that
they are trying to push them to the future rather than address them now in hopes that
when the problems arise there will be some basis to fix it. One of the recommendations
is to reserve the ability to restrict ticket sales at the Resort if there is inadequate ‘parking.
Ms. Deforge remarked that this was a parking issue and not a trafficlissue »and there is
no basis to do that at this point. Unless Vail is a party to the Development.Agreement,
which she believed the Planning Commission should require as a condition, the City
cannot enforce that restriction. She pointed out that the developer.agreeing to it does
not bind Vail. Ms. Deforge noted that the same restriction'was included in the
Development Agreement with Powdr Corp. and the City has never enforced it despite
parking capacity issues and related problems during.the winter. Ms. Deforge stated that
regardless of whether that condition is included and whether or not Vail agrees to it, she
did not think it was reasonable to think the Citywould.actually pull that trigger. She
thought it was an illusory future potential mitigating feature. Ms. Deforge believed that
recommendations to discourage traffic on residential streets through signage was also
an illusory fix. Current signs prohibiting'traffic through 14" and 15" Streets are
consistently ignored by hotel shuttles fram the Marriott, the Sheraton, and others using
those streets on a daily basis to access the/Resort and avoid traffic jams on Empire.
Threats of a $250 fine on the signs.do not stop the practice because the City does not
have the manpower to enforce it. The/City has also not been able to meaningfully
enforce the frequent violations,of residential parking restrictions. Ms. Deforge stated
that merely posting more signs will not fix anything.

Ms. Deforge stated that the plans show street capacity and a number of lanes that does
not match reality. These streets are already at capacity in the winter and are barely
passable by two cars. The plans show three and four lanes where there are two or
three currently.. In addition, there will be at least 8’ sidewalks, if not the 15’ required by
the Development Agreement, snow storage, and barriers. It looks great on the plans,
but itdoes not match the reality on the ground. Ms. Deforge urged the Planning
Commission to look carefully at the issues and identify the inconsistencies because it
will notilook like what the developer has proposed.

Ms. Deforge stated that some of the comparisons the proposal is based on are not
realistic. For example, a lot is based on what is happening at the Canyons. She
pointed out that the Canyons Resort is not comparable to what goes on at Park City. It
is not located in a community. It is a destination resort with little non-skier visitation. No
one walks to the Canyons Resort. Everyone arrives by car, parks in one lower lot with
gondola access, and stays on the site at the Canyons Resort base area. The Canyons
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does not have the same type of vehicular and pedestrian traffic or the same parking
issues as Park City. Ms. Deforge remarked that the data they were relying on is
outdated and minimal. She believed this goes to the issue of not just assuming that the
assumptions made by the developer to support the plans are correct. They need to
confirm and verify, and it needs to be done now. They cannot just push this(issue down
the road in hopes of having some leverage and a means to fix the problems,that will
come up because those fixes are illusory.

Steve Dougherty stated that he represents two companies owned by the Davis Family.
The Davis Family were the original developers of the Resort base where‘the current bus
stop transit center is located. Mr. Dougherty stated that these two. entities own most all
of the commercial in the Lodge at Mountain Village and Village Lofts Condominium
projects and rent them out to retailers. The Davis Family asked him to speak to the
Planning Commission this evening. Mr. Dougherty stated that it was his fault that the
letter from him dated March 4" and sent today did notigo tarthe Commissioners sooner.
He requested that the letter be put into the record:

Mr. Dougherty stated that the letter is three pages.long and he only intended to capture
three main points this evening. The firstis that Village Ventures and Resort Center Ltd.,
his clients, are supportive of the plans presented by PEG Development for the transit
center and the traffic flows around‘there. Their businesses are dependent on the
pedestrian traffic and the transit center traffic that come to this part of the Resort. Mr.
Dougherty thought it was important te.note that it was not just people coming from the
Resort Center, but also people staying at the Resort base who go into town need the
transit. He commented‘on the discussions regarding relocation of the transit to another
location and noted that it would be injurious. Mr. Dougherty stated that the original
Development Agreement.contained an easement for the current transit center, which is
sitting on the Lodge at:Mountain Village property that was leased from the Greater Park
City Company‘many, many years ago. He pointed out that it was a negotiated
easement that is captured in the Development Agreement. He clarified that it is not just
a grant.of'an easement to the City for the bus stop, but rather it was a bargained for
easementwhere the development, including his clients’ retail units, got a major bus stop
at.their front door. To move it to another location and abandon the current bus stop
altogether is inconsistent with that agreement. Mr. Dougherty clarified that his clients
were not opposed to another bus stop someplace else, but they would like to maintain a
bus stop in the current location so people can get access.

Mr. Dougherty encouraged the Planning Commission to read the letter he submitted
and to contact him if they have questions.
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Sean Railton stated that he and his wife own commercial property within the Shadow
Ridge. Mr. Railton thought the Development Agreement should be voided because Vail
is not going to own their own parking, which he believes is ridiculous. It is plausible
deniability of any issues that come up in the future and hinders the constraints.on their
ticket sales should they not be able to contain the parking.

Mr. Railton commented on the design. He referred Laynee Jones’ comment that'it was
hard to move the footprint. He noted that it is a lot easier to move the footprint when it
is on paper. Mr. Railton stated that if they want a 215t Century solution, the bulk of the
car parking should be on C, D and E allowing the shuttles and buses to the transit
center as unabated as possible. They should keep the cars down below.

Mr. Railton asked Mr. Schmidt if he has spoken with anyoneto get a right-of-way to do
a sidewalk around Shadow Ridge. If Mr. Schmidt did speak with someone and it is an
issue, he wanted to know who he spoke with so he could speak with them because the
bulk of the owners want a sidewalk. Mr. Railton"understood there were water utilities,
but water can be moved. He pointed out that the entire street will need to be redone

anyway.

Mr. Railton stated that their legal address is actually 1445 Lowell Avenue and they have
skier access coming out of the west side oftheir building. It is very important to have
access in getting people across becauseras proposed it will go from a two-lane street to
a three-lane street making it harder for‘people to get across. Mr. Railton remarked that
in November, December, and:January the sun comes right down Lowell Avenue at 9:00
a.m. Approximately 55/rooms get rented resulting in up to 400 people coming out of
Shadow Ridge each day. If they need to come out the front, people will be walking up
the new three-lane'road en.Shadow Ridge. Mr. Railton urged everyone involved to
figure out how to provide sidewalks. He appreciated all their efforts working on this
project.

Sherie Harding stated that resort traffic through neighborhoods is a problem, and under
the current proposal it will become significantly worse. She noted that currently the
developer is proposing that Silver King Drive accommodate all traffic to and from Parcel
C and E.underground parking. Ms. Harding stated that this is an enormous and
unprecedented increased traffic load, and the problem has not yet been adequately
addressed.

Ms. Harding asked the Planning Commission to consider the following solution for the
north side of the development to unequivocally deter resort traffic from the
neighborhoods of Snowflower, Three Kings, Silver Star, Pay Day, Thaynes, et all.
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Install a walled off frontage road or a tunnel along the north side of Building E, and with
a tunnel there can be a sidewalk above it. Thus, day skiers cannot enter or exit C and E
parking lots to and from Silver King Drive, with further available access to Three Kings
Drive and all those neighborhoods. The western extension of Silver King Drive.then
clearly remains a local neighborhood street as it is today. Local traffic then is carried on
the frontage road or in the tunnel and is directed to the designated resort-exit. Ms.
Harding believed this is a more powerful solution than a raised median on Silver King
Drive, a right-turn only sign, or a residents’ only sign. This option dees notijust rely on
the courtesy of the driver. Please save our neighborhoods.

Ms. Harding implored the Planning Commission to reconsider the,Lowell Avenue
realignment as it is in the 1998 Development Agreement. [The more she sees, the more
she realizes it solves many problems. It also shortens transititime. Ms. Harding
appreciated their consideration and attention.

Ted Barnes, an attorney with Clyde, Snow, and"Sessions, stated that he was
representing the HOA at the Lodge at Mountain Village, which is a large mixed-use
condominium development at the Resort Center.wMr. Barnes echoed a number of the
issues raised by Ms. Deforge and Mr. Dougherty. However, his clients are supportive of
the concept of development and updating these areas if these number of problems can
be solved. Mr. Barnes stated that'he would‘address a number of issues in a written
letter, but tonight he would focus endtransportation and circulation issues.

Mr. Barnes stated that the impact and planning for a large development like this must
recognize and address«the impacts on the surrounding and existing developments.
Here they have hundreds of millions of dollars in existing development effort. It is
disturbing to hear.those developments dismissed as old or being bypassed. He thought
it was not only inconsiderate but also a violation of the planning objectives of the City to
dismiss these“important developments. Mr. Barnes applauded he City’s objectives of
reducing traffic.and encouraging use of mass transit. However, in order to achieve
those goals, the transit and circulation must be the primary focus of the development
and not just an afterthought. He appreciated the modifications that were suggested,
particularly the focus of maintaining the transit stop in its current location, but it was still
a band=aid approach. He felt the developer tried to do everything except adjust the
footprint of Building B, which would facilitate addressing these issues. Mr. Barnes
stated that his clients are concerned that the traffic plans will tend to discourage rather
than encourage the use of transit. Mr. Barnes believed the primary transit hub should
remain in its current location. It is central and it supports the existing development as
well as the proposed development. He stated that ease of access is important. He
noted t hat the traffic is not just 1200 skiers. Itis 1200 skiers with skis and equipment,
which takes up more space. In the case of his clients, a lot of the traffic they are trying
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to encourage to use mass transit are the residents who will use the numerous units in
their building. It is not realistic to expect those people to show up and go to a transit
facility on the north end of the project and drag their skis and baggage a quarter mile
uphill. In his opinion, it makes no sense to shift the primary hub a quarter mile.to the
north and focus both ski and lodging traffic at the base of the First Time Lift and hope
that sometime in the future Vail might make a better access that would stilkbypasshis
client’s development. Mr. Barnes stated that convenience is the key to encouraging the
use of mass transit. If they plan to achieve a 20% reduction in cars;they need to
encourage transit use by the residents who come from the airport with baggage, as well
as the skiers who come with their skis. The guests should be within walking distance of
their lodging in order to improve mass transit use. Mr. Barnes clarified that the
convenience is not just the number of transit stops, but alse the location of those stops.
Expecting people to walk long distances with skis and luggage will discourage the use
of mass transit rather than encourage it. Renters inithe condo area are the logical
target for mass transit.

Mr. Barnes commented on the need to talk about the easement issues that Mr.
Dougherty mentioned. He thought the title of thesmain bus drop-off should remain the
main bus drop-off. If it needs to be enhanced, that should be the burden of the
developer. Mr. Barnes stated that the easement on the north side that was referred to
as the NAC access is not just NAC access.<It is the Lodge property for arrivals and
departures and that appears tosberignored. Mr. Barnes noted that there is significant
travel off of Lowell Avenue to accessithe Lodge drop-off, which sees a lot of traffic
during the high seasons, andithat needs to be addressed.

Mr. Barnes agreed that additional issues such as road alignment, dumpster and waste
access, parking lot'access,.and other issues still need to be addressed.

Mr. Barnes respectiully disagreed with the consultants when they suggest that the hub
of activity needs to be at the north end of the development. He stated that the hub of
activity.should complement and not compete with the current development. They
should not undermine the people who have supported this community and these
developments for decades. To bypass the existing development by moving the transit
location,or not allowing traffic through the existing development is to harm it. If they
want a shorter transit time it should not come at the expense of a longer walking time for
those with baggage and skis. Mr. Barnes stated that they can shorten the transit time
by eliminating the north stop, although they were not suggesting that, but the main
transit facility needs to be adequately sized and left in its current location.

Stephen McComb stated that he owns the Baha Cantina. Regarding the shared
parking, Mr. McComb pointed out that there is a parking problem now and he did not
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see any shared parking currently being implemented. He was unsure how they would
have shared parking in the future. In terms of transit, Mr. McComb wanted to know
where people will park to get on the bus. Where are the parking lots for the people
coming in from out of town. He wanted to know where people will access the buses.
Mr. McComb is amazed that they are planning to put a quarter of a billion square feet in
the canyon between the 800 sf at Deer Valley, the 1 million square feet from PEG,and
the other developments that are happening, yet they have no dedicated'bus lane now to
get into town. Mr. McComb stated that if the buses will be sharing those lanes of traffic
coming into town, it will not work. He wanted to see the big plan with the reundabouts
that are supposed to be built at Kearns and Bonanza and the Deer Valley Bypass and
Park. Mr. McComb stated that he was struggling to have employees.“He has no
employee parking, and the Resort will not allow his employees to park on the lot for
most of the ski season. He was unsure how he will survive ifithe transit center gets
moved down and if the parking is not enhanced. Mr. McComb thought it was ludicrous
to just replace the existing parking. They need more parking for employees, for the
hotel, and for other businesses and amenities,/and they need to find a way to get
people in and out.

Lisa Paul stated that she has been an.ewnerfor 37 years in Park City. She is not
against development, but she wants,development that enhances. Ms. Paul agreed with
the Mr. McComb about adding mare hotels.and housing without first solving the current
difficulties getting in and out of town: Mss Paul asked if AECOM looked at what would
be best for Park City for the future ofusing the buses and the bus depots without any
buildings on the site. She assumed they would enhance the current bus drop-off site,
which would cut into the B lot. She definitely thought they should look at having a future
bus stop at the bottom near D or C because it may be needed in the future. Ms. Paul
stated that once they:figure.out what works best for Park City in terms of transportation
without anything propesed on those lots, a developer could then build around what
works best for'Park City. She was interested in knowing when AECOM had looked at it
without any development.

Ms. Paul ecommented on what the developer has proposed. Even with signals allowing
the buses to come through the bus lane on a green light, the cars will still jam up the
intersection just like they do everywhere else in Park City. She wanted to know how
thatissue would be resolved. Ms. Paul asked if the four stoplights will be timed to avoid
traffic backing up on Empire. She stated that if they eliminate the Empire bus stops
which are heavily used, they need to have something by the D or C lots for people to
get on the bus. They also need a sidewalk and a pedestrian way between the D
Building and Silver King because people will not walk down to walk back uphill. Ms.
Paul thought the driveways exiting onto Empire will create a traffic backup, especially
the one from the D Building right by the 15" light. She recalled previous discussions
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where a lot of traffic would go down 14" and 15" street and noted that it is very difficult
right now for two cars to pass each other. Regarding signage to keep people from
parking in residential areas, Ms. Paul stated that the signs do very little. Even withithe
pandemic and limited skiers, people still drop into their neighborhoods and still. park in
their lots and on the street. The only time she saw a reduction in that was Sundance
2020 when the City put policemen on the corners of the different neighborheods.

Ms. Paul appreciated what everyone was doing and especially what’has worked. These
were her opinions and she would like something that works well, and that Park City can
be proud of in the future. She reiterated her suggestion to make a plan without any
buildings that works best for the City for an enhanced bus depat to.support the existing
business there, because if PEG does not go through with this development, the City
needs a transportation plan that works for any development and does not hurt the
existing businesses.

Jennifer Adler spoke on the topic of traffic going'through'residential neighborhoods,
primarily from the perspective of Thaynes Canyon. ‘She has lived in Thaynes for 10
years and many of her neighbors have lived there.for 20 years or longer. Every year
the cut-through traffic to get to the Resort gets worse. Ms. Adler stated that it is getting
sketchy on Three Kings Drive. As everyone know, there are no sidewalks, people drive
too fast, and there is a lot of pedestrian traffic. People treat it as a residential street,
and it should be treated as a residential street. She believed that fundamentally the
problem is that more and more cars aré coming into Park City. The resort as proposed
is too dense. Ms. Adler applauded the efforts of trying to get people out of their cars,
but she thought they shouldialso look at making the development less dense with fewer
parking spots so less cars will be trying to get into a very difficult to navigate area. Ms.
Adler did not know'of.anyone in her neighborhood who supports the placement of a
parking garage on Pareel E with the entrance and exit where it stands today. It is an
invitation forpeeple to go into one of the main entry points into their neighborhood. Itis
the only entry point on that side of Thaynes Canyon. Ms. Adler did not believe a raised
mediansstrip and signs telling people not to go into a residential neighborhood will be
enough. It does not stop people from heading up Thaynes Canyon Drive off SR224,
which is'what they do in the morning to get to the Resort because they do not want to
deal with Empire Avenue to get to the Resort. Ms. Adler stated that many mornings on
a busy weekend, on a powder day, and now during Covid when more people are home,
it is hard to turn left out of their street to get where they need to go because there is a
constant line of cars driving to the Resort in the morning.

Ms. Adler wanted to see a less dense development and a parking garage not placed on
Parcel E. If a garage is placed on Parcel E, she would like everyone to get serious
about how to mitigate the traffic going through a residential neighborhood. She believed
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Three Kings Drive needs to be designed as a residential street. They can put in speed
bumps and sidewalks and narrow the street. They need to make sure the street is not
built to encourage people to zoom through at the risk of people walking their dogs,
walking to Silver Star or walking to the Resort. Ms. Adler remarked that the proposalas
it stands does not address the concerns of many people in the neighborhood.

Rob Slettom, President of Identity Properties in Park City, stated that he has heen
actively managing properties in the Resort Center area for over 40 years. ‘He/was very
involved in the Resort Center, the Lodge, and the ice rink area in the mid te late 1980s.
Mr. Slettom agreed with a number of issues that were raised by.the representatives of
the Davis Family and the Lodge units. Mr. Slettom stated that one.of the agreements
with the City was to have a transit center there. The City also wanted to add other
amenities, which is why the ice rink came about. Mr. Slettomistated that he was not
involved recently with the renovation of the ice rink, but he knows that the owners have
spent millions of dollars in the last couple years to putin,a new rink, fire pits, and
heating and improving that area. There is also'the Legacy Lodge that Powdr Corp. put
in around the time of the Olympics, as well as many;shops. There is a lot of activity and
while there is traffic it still flows. Mr. Slettom thought PEG’s proposal in Scenario 2B
greatly enhances the current transit center. "He believed PEG has worked hard with the
City and with AECOM. Mr. Slettom_ was taken aback by Laynee Jones’ comment about
the activities being down at the lower partiand not up where they have seen millions of
dollars invested.

Mr. Slettom commented on the buses and looking into the future with the possibility of
articulated buses. He stated,that basically those buses have been proven to fail in
winter driving conditions. They are driven by the rear axels of the back bus rear section.
In slippery conditions.and.on hills they tend to push the front of the bus sideways. Mr.
Slettom stated that from.what he has seen in the past year, PEG Development is
working hardqatitrying to solve some of the issues.

Nancy kazenby remarked that the time and effort everyone put in this evening was quite
impressive. She commended PEG Development for the changes made to the project
so.far. The project has come a long way from where they started a year ago to where
they are,today. It is commendable and due to the hard work of the Commissioners, the
Planning Department, and the residents of Park City. The more voices they bring to the
table’and the more opinions they hear the more successful this project will be. She was
very appreciative of the efforts. It has been a long year and based on all the comments
this evening, they still have a long way to go on many issues. Ms. Lazenby felt they
were moving in a positive direction.
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Ms. Lazenby stated that in looking at the presentation this evening, there is now a
pedestrian access through Parcel B from 14" Street, which she thought was fantastic.
It drops the pedestrians at the corner of Shadow Ridge and Lowell. Ms. Lazenby stated
that if there is a way to realign that drop-off so it lines up with the pedestrian crossing.on
Lowell between where the shuttles are dropping off and where the buses are dropping
off so it could line up and the pedestrians could just cross Lowell and comesinto the
Resort, rather than kitty-cornering them to the corner of Lowell and Shadow Ridge, and
then having to walk up through the bus staging area, and then cross over.“She thought
it would be better if pedestrians could come out of the condominiums on Parcel B and
line up better with the pedestrian crossing on Lowell. Anotheridea is to have two
crossings where pedestrians can go to the corner of Lowell and Shadow Ridge, or they
can go to the pedestrian crossing between the shuttle and the buses.

Ms. Lazenby thought the public comments from the.community this evening were very
impressive, and she was impressed with the efforts by,everyone.

Doug Lee appreciated the efforts from PEG Development and the Staff in trying to work
through these issues. Mr. Lee stated that most of.his comments were about parking,
which he understood would be continued to the next meeting.

Mr. Lee stated that this is a massive and overwhelmingly complicated project. He
referred to page 401 of the Staff report, which is page 4 of the Hales Engineering
Report, the Levels of Service onthe'Roads Around the Resort. He recalled from a
previous meeting that 13 of the 19 intersections are projected to be graded D, E, or F,
unless there is a modesshift:, As Ms. Deforge said, there is no empirical evidence, no
analysis, no assumptions that show how each of the mode shift suggestions is
calculated to produce the.desired effect of reduction in traffic. Without that, the project
does not work. ‘Mr. Lee,stated that everyone has been focused on a lot of the important
specific issues;but.without the calculations for mode shift the project does not work. He
hoped the developer-and the consultants will be more specific about their numbers and
how they‘generated those numbers as this process goes forward.

Mr. Lee commented on circulation. He noted that Mr. Schmidt showed a slide entitled
“TrafficsDocked in Summer”. It showed the width of the intersection at the four maintain
intersections around the project. He stated that Empire Avenue and Shadow Ridge are
very'narrow roads at approximately 22’ feet wide. He noted that the PEG documents
show three lanes of traffic on significant segments on each of those roads. Additionally,
Silver King is approximately 40’ wide, yet the PEG plans show four lanes of traffic on
Silver King. Mr. Lee hoped that as this project progresses, they can get more specific
detail and PEG can explain how they will be able to fit in the number of lanes they are
showing on their plan.
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Tana Toly stated that she is a fifth generation Parkite and also the 5" generation of her
family to live on Empire. Ms. Toly noted that four generations of her family still liveyon
the street and they own six properties on Empire. Ms. Toly stated that they also own
Red Banjo, Park City’s oldest business on Main Street. She is also Vice-President of
the HPCA. Ms. Toly echoed all the concerns expressed by Rob Slettomgas well as
Steve McComb’s comments about the roundabouts and intersection changes that have
not been addressed.

Ms. Toly commented on the stoplights. She stated that they already have a very
congested neighborhood. People take their kids to school every'morning because there
are no bus stops on Empire or on Lowell. At this point in the proposal, taking their kids
to school would mean going through seven stoplights just'to reach McPolin. Ms. Toly
did not understand how these stoplights will work on. Empire.

Ms. Toly emphasized that the City needs to address 8" Street in these plans. She lives
at the very top of 8" Street and it has been a nightmare all year. She wanted to know
how they can keep people from using that street.

Ms. Toly stated that they need to figure:out how to connect Main Street to this area.
Main Street is the main economic/driver, and they need to figure out how the flow
between this development anddMain Street can happen, and how they can get people
between these areas.

Belinda Simile, President ofithe Marsac Mill Manor and Silver Millhouse Condominiums
Association, agreed with PEG that the transit center is in the right spot. It is
conveniently located;and.it.is central to the existing development and also the new
development. Itis uphill. and closest to the exiting lifts. They have no heard anything
from Vail aboeutidoing any additional lift work in the near future; therefore, they need to
base the convenience factor on what the existing amenities are right now. Ms. Simile
was disappointed to hear Laynee Jones “dis” the existing base by saying the bus stop
should be.where the activity is, because there is a lot of activity at the existing base.
There isthe ice rink, outdoor concerts in the summer, local music, a lot of shops, and a
small market. Owners in their Association own a lot of those businesses. Some of the
owners own residences that they use personally and use the transit center, and they
alsorent their units. Ms. Simile agreed that the new pedestrian plaza will be nice and
fantastic, but they should not move the transit center just to take advantage of the new
shiny pedestrian plaza. She thought it made sense to have the buses stop near the
plaza. Ms. Simile believed PEG had done a good job with their Scenario 2B plan to
enhance the existing transit center, and some of those enhancements are well-thought
out; however, the transportation consultant has some ideas and the plan made need to
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be tweaked. She thought PEG appeared to be willing to work with the City and with the
residents and she was encouraged that if some things need to be tweaked that the
applicant will work to get those things done to achieve a workable plan. Ms. Simile
emphasized their belief that the guest experience would be impaired if the transit center
is moved. The transit center is currently in a great location and it just needs/to be
enhanced. Ms. Simile thanked the Planning Commission for their time and.effort.

Ed Parigian thought the project had come a long way and he thanked Mr. Schmidt and
PEG for taking their input and trying to incorporate it into the plan. Mr. Parigian agreed
with Ms. Deforge that the plan was designed to fit within a failed transpartation model.
Now that some things have been changed, it appeared they were\trying to shoehorn
everything. Mr. Parigian applauded the idea of making Lowell Avenue between Manor
and Shadow Ridge non-through traffic. He also agreed that the transit center should be
on the high end because he sees visitors struggle at 7,000 feet to walk up the small
grade and it is not fair to ask them to make that climb'in_this high altitude.

Mr. Parigian though Building B needed to be tweaked. He agreed with Chair Phillips
that the shelters might not be necessary. If it was.designed from the start, it could be
something like the Old Town Transit Centerwith one big shelter rather than scattered
individual pod shelters.

Mr. Parigian stated that his biggest.concern is what to do with 14" and 15" Street. He
lives at 13" and Norfolk and there is'barely enough room for two vehicles. He pointed
out that 14" is a very steep hill.and while 15™ is a little less steep it is still a hill. Mr.
Parigian stated that rerouting, the traffic by making Lowell Avenue a one-way north and
putting the parking further to the south forces everyone to come down Empire Avenue
to exit. Itis evident that traffic will back up and everyone agrees that it will not flow
smoothly. Mr. Parigian.noticed that the report showed 200 vehicles per hour going up
and down 14%% He assumed that was a projected number because currently there are
not that many cars going up and down 14", He believed people will be backing up on
Empires€ut down 14" or 15" and either end up on Park Avenue or go through
Woodside/if Park Avenue is backed up. Mr. Parigian noted that he has raised this issue
at.every public hearing, but so far no one from the Planning Commission has discussed
it. \He requested that the Commissioners seriously discuss how to keep visitor traffic out
of that area of lower Old Town. He reiterated his previous suggestion of making 14"
and 15" one-way streets going west. Mr. Parigian urged the Planning Commission to
give it some thought and talk about the ramifications of not only Empire but also down
lower on Woodside, 14", 15", and Park Avenue.
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Deb Rentfrow loved Lisa Paul’s idea of AECOM looking at how transit could be
designed if there was nothing proposed on these parcels, and then encourage the
developer to develop a project on the remaining space that would work for everyone.

Ms. Rentfrow was concerned that the sidewalks were not wide enough. She referred to
a slide that PEG presented showing that the 5’ sidewalks would be increased to 8’
sidewalks. The 12’ sidewalks would remain as they are. She recalled something about
a 2’ barrier between the multi-use pathway and the roadway. Ms. Rentfrow.echoed
Commissioner Suesser’s concerns with the sidewalks not being everywhere. She noted
that Manor Way has a sidewalk on the north side of Manor Way. Howewver, comparing
the traffic diagram on page 332 with the pedestrian diagram on page 336 shows that the
stop sign from Manor Way onto Empire will be removed and the.only stop sign is on
Empire going northbound. Ms. Rentfrow stated that there'is no sidewalk on Empire
either north or south, and the crosswalk from Empire is north of the Manor Way
intersection. Therefore, the cars coming out of the parking«garage on Manor Way will
exit the garage without having to stop to get ontorEmpire: She pointed out that the
crosswalk is right there right after that intersection, which is a very dangerous situation.
Ms. Rentfrow echoed Mr. Railton’s comments about sidewalks around Shadow Ridge.
Ms. Rentfrow stated that PEG’s diagram on page 336 shows that a sidewalk fully
connects between Empire and Woodside on 14™, and that is incorrect. The sidewalk
does not go to the top of Empire. /It stopsatleast 15 yards from the intersection of
Empire and 14", and there is no sidéwalk at all between Woodside and Park. She
noted that the Staff and AECOM'’s reecommendation is for sidewalks on at least one side
of the street all the way to Park Avenue.

Ms. Rentfrow remarked that the connectivity between new and old is very inadequate.
There will be 249 hotel reoms and 89 condos located on Parcels C, D and E, which
means a lot of people-are expected to access the mountain via the First Time, Three
Kings, and Eagle antiquated and limited mountain access lifts. However, the developer
has provided ne pedestrian pathway on the slopes side to make it easy or convenient to
get uphill'te either Pay Day or Crescent. She thought it was impractical for people to
pay $10,000 fora vacation in Park City to stay mountainside and have to schlepp all
their gear up in opposing skier traffic to get to a high-speed lift to actually access the
mountain. Ms. Rentfrow commented on the importance of adding a pathway that
connects the new area to the existing area.

Ms. Rentfrow echoed the sentiments that AECOM “dissed” the existing base area. She
does not want the existing base area businesses to suffer as a result of new commercial
and retail spaces. She used Main Street as an example where Patagonia and other
chain stores came in and took over the storefronts that were previously local owners
and small-town businesses.
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Ms. Rentfrow stated that the location of the loading dock and private car drop-off is a
safety issue. The only taller parking will be provided in the garage on Parcel E. Atthat
point the drop-off is beyond that garage entrance and cyclists will need to unload, lock
up their bike, drive and circle around to park at Parcel E, and then walk back to their
bike and carry their bike up the stairs to get to the Mountain. She believed:that would
drive cyclists away.

Ms. Rentfrow stated that Transit First is the City’s goal. If they are looking.at this from
the standpoint of long-term, AECOM and the Staff were already questioning whether it
is possible to have seven buses in this transit center and whetherthere can actually be
eight shuttles in the shuttle drop-off. If they are moving towards Transit First, which
means less cars, they need to have expansion capabilities and at this point there are no
expansion capabilities for buses, shuttles, or the private car drop-off on north Lowell.
Ms. Rentfrow noted that this evening PEG presented that they will be able to
accommodate six more for additional overflow oneither side of the Shadow Ridge
garage entrance. Ms. Rentfrow stated the way.the resort is designed, coming up either
Lowell or Empire the entrance to Shadow Ridge ‘and all their check-in services is on the
north side of Shadow Ridge. Based on'PEG’s exhibits, it is directly opposite the garage
entrance for Parcel B on Shadow Ridge. She pointed out that once people check-in
and get back in their car they cannot turn-right or left on Lowell, and the parking garage
is back on Empire. She provided examples of how people can get to Empire to reach
the parking garage, all of which are very unsafe maneuvers. Regarding the suggestion
by AECOM and Staff on the transit center, Ms. Rentfrow stated that as they push the
developer to enhance the transit center and improve the maneuverability and increase
the snow storage, the best option is to cut into Parcel B. She agreed with Ms. Deforge
that the developerwill ask for additional height as a trade-off and that is not acceptable
reason for a height exeeption in the Land Management Code. The developer needs to
reconfigure their designs in order to accommodate the appropriate transit center.

Ms. Rentfrow pointed out that the model shows the dwell time for the private car drop-
off as'2 to/3-1/2 minutes to load or unload. She did not believe that was a realistic time.
Ms. Rentfrow agreed with others that it was not a good idea to remove the two critical
bus stops on Empire because they are highly used. Ms. Rentfrow noted that on various
items PEG stated that their proposal was the only option or the best they could do. She
reminded the Planning Commission about the roundabouts that were initially proposed
in the plan, and at that time the developer said it was the only way to do it, and now the
roundabouts are gone. Ms. Rentfrow stated that even though the current design might
seem like the only way, she suggested that if PEG continues to listen to AECOM and
work with the City that something better could be developed.
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Deborah Hickey thought transportation and traffic was being squeezed in and not set
forth as suggested this evening. She agreed that they should develop the right patterns
first and make the development surround it. She represents and lives at the SilverKing.
She has a vantage point through her windows, and she has seen the worst types of
traffic violations all winter. She has seen people making three-point turns in/front of
Silver King trying to turn around and get out of the traffic, as well as manyrillegal
maneuvers. She pointed out that illegal things will happen when people get so
frustrated with traffic problems. Ms. Hickey was unsure how the developer.can put
three lanes of traffic on the existing road without widening the road. "She wanted to
know why the existing 5’ sidewalk coming up Lowell on the Silver King side also crosses
over the property that their 66 owners currently own. Ms. Hickey'stated that the
diagram was not a correct representation of where the sidewalk could be. She noted
that a small triangular piece of parking lot that has been rented for years by both resort
owners and that belongs to the Silver King. They also have no crossing access. Ms.
Hickey stressed the importance of having sidewalks and, pedestrian access. She
thought the bus stop belongs at the top but thesdeveloped needs to concede something
to make the buildings smaller to achieve the right size access for safety and make this
community something special. If they get it wrong,.they will deter people from ever
returning to ski in Park City. If the skier'experience is negatively impacted, it will be a
disservice to the entire community. .Ms: Hickey remarked that currently there are
surface parking lots, and the developer is'asking to put everyone inside of a parking
facility. She believed that is way mare time consuming and will create more backups.
At this point that plan did not seem feasible. Ms. Hickey stated all the neighboring
neighborhoods and everyoneawho spoke is concerned about their little piece in front of
their property, and sheds too. They all need access to the mountain they invested in.
Having a great development should not override all of what has existed for 30 or 40
years and for everyone whorhas invested their life and livelihood in Park City. Ms.
Hickey remarked that:it.is important to get it right so this will continue to be a world
destination.

Chair Phillips'closed the public hearing.

Chair Phillips thought the comment by Laynee Jones may have been misunderstood. It
is important to realize that AECOM was looking at this through a different lens and more
than one lens, which is what the City hired them to do. Chair Phillips assumed Ms.
Jones would add that caveat to her comments. He believed everything AECOM has
provided is invaluable and he urged the applicant to continue working with AECOM and
the Staff on making progress. Chair Phillips had faith that they would continue to make
progress as they have thus far.
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Commissioner Thimm thought a lot of refinement still needed to be done with the plan
with regard to circulation, lane widths, sidewalks, etc. He appreciated the level of detalil
that has gone into this by both the applicant, AECOM, and the Planning Staff. That
detail provides a basis for the Commissioners to make their comments.

Commissioner Thimm stated that he has been master planning transit-oriented
development for over 20 years and something he keeps telling property owners,
planning commission, and city councils for all of those years is to put density where the
transit center is located. Commissioner Thimm stated that they already have the
density, and the transit center belongs where the density is currently and not at the
north end where the north side is low density. Commissioner Thimm emphasized that
the transit center belongs where it is. He believed the Resort Center was located where
it is due to the topography of the Mountain and that will not change. Commissioner
Thimm stated that the best way up the Mountain asoutlined by public comment is right
where it is and that is the target. He would like the applicant to have the opportunity to
address each point of the AECOM recommendations.other than their comments on
moving the transit station. Commissioner Thimm thought it was important to look at the
amenities that are wanted and necessary for thatistation. Regarding the question of
whether bus shelters are needed should be studied further. Another question is
whether the Resort Center is the best place for bus charging or whether it should occur
somewhere else. Commissioner. Thimm believed they have taken large strides and he
looked forward to the next steps.

Commissioner Kenworthy agreed with Commissioner Thimm. They need to confirm
that the current location’is the best place for the transit center and move forward. He
understood the public comments about starting from scratch, and he had actually asked
that of AECOM and Snow.Engineering a few months ago. However, he did not get all
the answers hewanted.for providing a blank canvas and coming in with a transit plan
first. Commissiener Kenworthy stated that now they are months beyond that, and he
can see that they need to make this the foundation for the transit center and move on
from eveniconsidering moving the transit center. He encouraged Mr. Schmidt to come
back with.the necessary tweaks to move forward. Commissioner Kenworthy liked the
idea of a cantilever over the street level so the turning radius can be bigger on both the
drop-off.and the bus lanes. Commissioner Kenworthy heard a lot of good ideas this
evening and he would like to move forward on some of those ideas.

Commissioner Hall concurred with Commissioners Thimm and Kenworthy regarding the
appropriate location for the transit center. She thought there were a lot of good
suggestions and she looks forward to another meeting in the near future regarding
transportation while this is all fresh on their minds. Transportation is an important issue
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and she asked if the Planning Commission could see it alone as an agenda item to
dedicate more time earlier in the evening.

Commissioner Suesser agreed with the other Commissioners that the current location. is
the appropriate place for the transit center. However, whether or not it is configured
properly in the current plan is another issue. Commissioner Suesser referred to a
comment about the alignment of the pedestrian accessway through Building B to align it
with the entrance to the Resort rather than the corner of Shadow Ridge. She.agreed
completely but was unsure if it was possible. Commissioner Suesser was still
concerned about the configuration of the shuttle area and the general public drop-off
zone in front of the new plaza. She agreed with all of AECOM’s comments listed in the
Staff report about widening the trail and the sidewalks, as well as'the need for more
sidewalks. She was also concerned about the traffic flow'coming off of Silver King onto
Lowell. Commissioner Suesser asked if there was a way to send at least one bus down
Shadow Ridge and on Empire to avoid eliminating theibus stops on Empire. Those are
heavily used bus stops, and they want to keep.these passengers as they encourage
others to use the bus.

Commissioner Van Dine agreed with all the previous comments, including the location
of the transit center. She looked forward to having this come back again fairly soon to
keep it fresh.

Commissioner Thimm suggested finding a constructive way to bring Vail to the table.

He noted that a big part of the.solution is TDM, and he did not believe they could have a
proper TDM plan without bringing Vail to the table and having a collaborative analysis of
how they can do Transportation Demand Management and actually reduce the number
of cars.

Chair Phillipsragreed. He noted that earlier in these discussions he had asked that Valil
come to the table. He also heard Mayor Beerman mention it in a recent interview.
Chair Phillips‘thought it would be nice to have Vail join in the efforts. He believed they
were ‘making good progress. As AECOM mentioned, this is the first rendition, and the
applicant has proven to be receptive and open to comments. This is a step in the right
direction, but a lot of work still needs to be done on configuring it properly. Chair
Phillips noted that there was consensus among the Commissioners that the current
location is the right location for the transit center.

Mr. Schmidt appreciated all the comments this evening. However, he noted that a lot of
the details are design details that are typically not part of the MPD level. He asked if
they could address some of the issues via conditions of approval and move from the
Master Plan into a conditional use phase on these aspects.
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Chair Phillips thought it would be good at the next meeting to have a discussion on how
they will proceed so the public, the applicant, and everyone else has an idea moving
forward. He suggested having that discussion at the next meeting and to answer some
of Mr. Schmidt’s questions as the applicant. Chair Phillips was unprepared to provide
an answer this evening. He assumed that once they agree on a high levelthat some of
the issues can be addressed. Mr. Schmidt thought it would be wise to address itat a
future meeting. He preferred to have that conversation sooner rather thaniater to clarify
some of the process. Spending time on details now might be fruitless witheut designing
the whole project cohesively. He believed a lot of the questions will be @answered once
they get into the design process. Chair Phillips reiterated his request to have that
discussion at the next meeting.

Chair Phillips thought it would be good for everyone;to have a big picture of future
meetings and how they can plan together to reach an‘end. ¢He understood that the

‘roadmap” would come from Planner Ananth and:that.it could change, but it would be
nice to have an estimated end date.

The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 11:05 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:






