
PARK CITY REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
September 29, 2021

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission of Park City, Utah will hold its Regular
Planning Commission Meeting at the City Council Chambers, 445 Marsac Avenue, Park City, Utah 84060 for
the purposes and at the times as described below on Wednesday, September 29, 2021.

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30 PM.
Notice of Electronic Meeting and How to Comment Virtually
The Chair issued a written determination that because of the public health emergency, conducting a
meeting with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of those who may
attend in person. This determination is based on the ongoing risks and infection rates statewide and in
Summit County. For these reasons, this meeting will be an electronic meeting without an anchor location.
Planning Commission members will connect electronically. Public comments will be accepted virtually. 
To comment virtually, use eComment or raise your hand on Zoom. Written comments submitted before
or during the meeting will be entered into the public record but will not be read aloud. For more
information on attending virtually and to listen live, please go to www.parkcity.org.

1.ROLL CALL

2.MINUTES APPROVAL

3.PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

4.STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

5.CONTINUATIONS

6.CONSENT AGENDA

7.WORK SESSION

7.A. Park City Mountain Resort Base Parking Lots - MPD Modification Work Session- 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. The Commission Will Discuss Off-Site Parking and
Transportation, Draft Findings of Fact, Draft Conditions of Approval and Other Issues
Raised in the Staff Report. PL-20-04475.
*Public Input will be taken via e-comments and Zoom*
(A) Work Session, No Action Will Be Taken
PEG Staff Report
Exhibit A: Applicant's Open Space Calculations
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1077921/PEG_Staff_Report_FINAL.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1076760/Exhibit_A_Applicant_s_Open_Space_Calculations.pdf


Park City Page 2

Exhibit B: Draft FOF 09292021 CLEAN
Exhibit B: Draft FOF 09292021 REDLINED
Exhibit C: Draft Conditions of Approval CLEAN
Exhibit D: Public Comment
Exhibit E: MPD Process Summary
Exhibit F: Project Background Information

8.REGULAR AGENDA

9.ADJOURN 

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the
meeting should notify the Planning Department at 435-615-5060 or planning@parkcity.org at least 24 hours
prior to the meeting. 

*Parking validations will be provided for meeting attendees that park in the China Bridge parking
structure.
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1077927/Exhibit_B_Draft_FOF_09292021_CLEAN.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1077928/Exhibit_B_Draft_FOF_09292021_Redlined.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1076753/Draft_Conditions_of_Approval_09152021_Friday_clean.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1077557/Exhibit_D_Public_Comment.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1076756/Exhibit_E_MPD_Process_Summary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1076757/Exhibit_F_Project_Background_Information.pdf


Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: Park City Mountain Base Area 

Development 
Project #: PL-20-04475 
Authors: Alexandra Ananth – Senior Planner 
Date: September 29, 2021 
Type of Item: MPD Modification 
 
 
Summary Recommendation  
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a Work Session to focus on 1) 
Off-Site Parking and Transportation; and 2) Draft Findings of Fact. The Commission 
may also review Draft Conditions of Approval, in accordance with the City’s Master 
Planned Development provisions and applicable LMC, General Plan, and 
Transportation Master Plan criteria.  
 
Although this date was originally anticipated as a public hearing, due to issues raised at 
the September 15, 2021 Work Session, staff recommends the Commission use this 
meeting’s time to continue discussion of substantive issues, with public input to follow 
as time permits. No action on the proposed Park City Base Area Lot Redevelopment 
Master Plan Study is expected until the Commission has completed its review of the 
entire project. The next Planning Commission meeting for this project is scheduled 
for October 20, 2021, starting at 5:30 PM.  
 
Project Description 
Applicant: PEG Development c/o Robert Schmidt 
Location:  PCMR Base Parking Lots including Parcels SA-402E, SA-402-A-

1-A, SA-402-A-2, SA-253-B, SA-253-B-2-A, and SA-253-C 
Zoning District: Recreation Commercial (RC) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Park City Mountain Ski Resort, Resort Support, Hotel, Single 

Family and Multi-Unit Residential, Open Space 
Reason for Review: MPD amendments require Planning Commission review and 

approval and a finding of compliance with the Park City General 
Plan and the Land Management Code  

 
Acronyms 
Average Vehicle Occupancy (AVO) 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Comfortable Carrying Capacity (CCC) 
Condition of Approval (COA) 
Conditional Use Permits (CUP) 
Development Agreement (DA) 

Finding of Fact (FOF) 
Land Management Code (LMC)  
Level of Service (LOS) 
Master Planned Development (MPD) 
Park City Mountain Resort (PCMR)  
Park City Mountain (PCM) 
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https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-6_Master_Planned_Developments
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-6_Master_Planned_Developments
https://www.parkcity.org/departments/planning/general-plan
https://www.parkcity.org/departments/transportation-planning/adopted-transportation-plans
https://www.parkcity.org/departments/planning/park-city-mountain-base-area-development-project
https://www.parkcity.org/departments/planning/park-city-mountain-base-area-development-project


Parking Management Plan (PMP) Recreation Commercial (RC) 
Recreational Open Space (ROS) Return on Community (ROC)  
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) 
Transportation Network Companies 
(TNCs)    
Transportation Demand Management 
Plan (TDM) 

Trip Reduction Plan (TRP) 
Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT) 
VR CPC Holdings, Inc. (VRCPC) 

 
Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in 
LMC § 15-15-1. 
 
Background Information 
The Planning Commission held public meetings (and took public input during all but the 
August 18, 2021 meeting) on this application on: 

1. August 26, 2020 
2. September 23, 2020 
3. October 28, 2020 
4. November 18, 2020 
5. December 16, 2020 
6. January 20, 2021 
7. March 24, 2021  
8. April 21, 2021 
9. May 19, 2021  
10. June 16, 2021 
11. July 21, 2021 
12. August 18, 2021 
13. September 15, 2021 

 
A summary of the MPD process and additional project background information can be 
found in Exhibit E and Exhibit F. 
 
Analysis 
This Staff Report is a summary of staff’s understanding of where the Commission 
stands or has remaining concerns after the September 15, 2021 Work Session that 
must be addressed prior to a vote on this project. Due to the short amount of time 
between the September 15th and 29th meetings, neither staff nor the applicant have 
been able to prepare responses to all issues raised. Some issues will be addressed at 
the meeting on September 29th and remaining issues will be addressed in October. 
Issues that staff believes the applicant intends to address on the 29th include 1) 
responses to off-site parking issues raised by Commissioner Kenworthy; 2) softening 
the northeast façade of Building D in response to concerns raised by Commissioner 
Thimm; 3) concerns with skier drop off raised by multiple Commissioners; and 4) the 
northwest corner of Building B as noted by Commissioners Suesser and Hall. 
 
At the September 15, 2021 meeting, Commissioner Suesser noted that additional 
information is outstanding that the Commission needs to make their decisions including 
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https://www.parkcity.org/departments/planning/park-city-mountain-base-area-development-project
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-15-1_Definitions
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_ec1adcd0692addd50543a6c2ecef0b92.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_e430d503e439cf6825838776126ba826.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_1def2b67303f2eba7483c2486fe0266a.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_3d37ce162c428e08cbc863c420ea649c.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_be362a31ccfbf71c2f1b277bfd3197db.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_926e36796fc3d795def87b127f547231.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_684b2ff5c0ef78e198f62f2ae2db8175.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_5e1d14d6adadbefa6f63abcf123584ee.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_04e2f1f3965854b3a25fbaa71dde88f0.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_17ef8967dde8ac684937dc052e08b9a4.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_bf50c7aba1f997db538f8e0bfd5fc2d0.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_62895eb1955db9d02336d83f1981705c.pdf&view=1


sufficient parking data and analysis that relies solely on the Canyons ski area, which 
she does not believe is a good comparable. Commissioner Suesser noted that the hotel 
use will provide more traffic than condos and is a change in use not contemplated in the 
1998 DA. She noted that the hotel should provide a free shuttle to and from the airport 
and this should be a condition of approval for the project. Staff expects the applicant 
to respond to this suggestion, and the Planning Commission should indicate 
whether there is consensus on the need for and proposed mitigation of the 
impacts raised by Commissioner Suesser. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy stated Vail should share their parking data for the Resort 
parking lots and number of employees on peak shifts. He noted that SR 224 park and 
ride lots do not have the capacity to park the cars coming to the Resort from that 
direction. He also noted that he believes the applicant should monetarily contribute for 
their reliance on park and ride facilities, particularly on the future Quinn’s park and ride 
facility. The applicant is actively discussing mitigation costs with the City. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy also requested more information on Support Commercial 
Uses. This was echoed by Commissioner Van Dine. Although this information was 
supplied in the September 15, 2021 Staff Report (p. 3-4), the applicant will further  
expand on the information for the October meeting. Commissioner Kenworthy also 
requested staff further detail what issues can be addressed at the CUP level and what 
issues must be addressed now for the MPD. This will also be provided for the October 
meeting. 
 
The applicant noted that increasing the average vehicle occupancy (AVO) through paid 
parking will decrease demand for parking by 15%, increase transit use, and help meet 
the modal split goals set out in the Findings and Conditions. The modal split goal 
models 422 cars that will need to park at off-site lots on a peak ski day. Some of these 
vehicles will be rerouted from parking in the Kimball/SR-224 area to the expected 
Quinn’s Junction park and ride, where the applicant believes there will be sufficient 
parking capacity on peak ski days. The applicant stated that they are willing to have 
conversations about their share of responsibility for off-site parking. 
 
As a reminder, the City recommended a modal split goal of 20% during peak ski-related 
traffic hours based on existing and modeled vehicle congestion (i.e., Level of Service) at 
the intersection of SR-224/Empire Avenue/Deer Valley Drive. This is the reduction in 
vehicles necessary to improve the congestion and functionality of this intersection, 
which is a bottleneck for the City during peak ski traffic hours. Without a modal split at 
the Park City Mountain base, this intersection will fail, as additional vehicles exacerbate 
this failing condition. 
 
Commissioner Thimm, who was not able to attend the September 15th meeting but was 
able to listen to the audio, stated he did not find concerns with the applicant’s proposed 
Density, square footage, intensity of use in comparison to the 1998 approval, setbacks, 
and the applicant working with the City regarding traffic and parking. He stated it is 
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important that shared parking be enforceable and not change in the future depending on 
who owns or managed the parking. His concerns include:  

1. Garage heights being functional for vehicles with roof boxes. Submitted plans 
indicate that garage elevations are 10 feet in height floor to floor. Most 
large cars are no more than 78 inches or 6.5 ft. A roof box typically adds 
approximately two feet to the height of a car when open, or 8.5 ft. in total. 
Therefore, most large cars with roof boxes will fit on all proposed garage 
levels, as will ADA compliant vans which are typically 98 inches or just 
over 8 ft. The applicant is proposing that one level of the garage on Parcel 
E serve as the primary trailhead parking area and will accommodate taller 
vehicles including Sprinter-like vans.  

2. The height and façade of Building D should be softened as it is a prominent entry 
to the Resort. The applicant is reviewing if changes will be proposed to 
soften and/or reduce the height of this façade/building. Any changes will be 
presented on September 29th. 

3. The path around Building C needs to be robust and function in all seasons. 
Submitted plans indicate a 12-foot multi-use path on the south and east 
sides of Parcel C. A pedestrian plaza and ski beach are proposed for the 
north and west sides of Parcel C. 

 
In response to Commissioner Thimm’s comment on shared parking arrangements staff 
notes Page 8 of the TDM states that the applicant cannot guarantee that shared parking 
agreements can be reached. This must be changed. 
 
Commissioner Suesser, who was also not able to attend the September 15th meeting 
but listened to the audio, noted she has specific comments on the Findings of Fact. 
Where staff understands there to be no disagreement among Commissioners, 
Commissioner Suesser’s requests were incorporated, and where disagreement may 
exist, staff notes those below: 

• FOF #4 - add “inter alia,” delete “Setbacks.” Done. 
• FOF#5  - specify density allocated for each parcel. Done. 
• FOF #7  - note the 1998 DA does not allow for the transfer of density from one 

parcel to another. Done. 
• FOF #11c  - add “subject to compliance with the express conditions and 

requirements in the DA.” Done. 
• FOF #12  - assign responsibilities to Resort Operator or applicant as appropriate 

and keep limitation on ticket sales. See below. 
• FOF #29  - delete or reference General Plan more accurately. Deleted. 
• FOF #18  - change language to track LMC. Done. 
• FOFs Zoning - note a hotel was not an allowed use under 1998 DA. Done. 
• FOF Density – insert numbers and fill in blanks. The applicant has not yet 

submitted a final table of Unit Equivalents. This is expected for the October 
meeting. 

• FOF #29 - delete. Commissioner Suesser does not agree with the transfer of 
Density among parcels. It does not appear that this opinion was shared 
among the majority of Commissioners therefore staff did not make this 
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change. If staff’s assumption is incorrect, please advise at the next meeting 
and staff will remove this finding or draft a denial finding for the proposed 
transfer of Density to Parcel C. 

• FOF #33 - delete. Commissioner Suesser does not believe that any Setback 
reductions should be granted nor has the applicant shown they are necessary. It 
does not appear that this opinion was shared among the majority of 
Commissioners. If staff’s assumption is incorrect, please advise at the next 
meeting and staff will remove this finding or draft a denial finding for the 
proposed Setback reductions on Parcel B only. 

• Commissioner Suesser stated that she thought that it was the Commissions 
consensus that the northwest corner of Parcel B should not be granted given the 
number of pedestrians in that area. Commissioner Hall later echoed this 
sentiment. The applicant is expected to address this concern on the 29th. 
After the discussion the Commission should confirm if there is a 
consensus for changes to this corner so that staff can prepare appropriate 
approval or denial Findings. 

• FOF #38 - is Resort Core defined? If not delete. Deleted. Commissioner Suesser 
does not believe sufficient back up has been shown for this calculation. How 
does helipad factor in? The applicant resubmitted their Open Space 
calculations (Exhibit A). This calculation includes the 1998 Exhibit A Open 
Space area on the mountain, excludes all of Parcel A, and includes the 
paseo on Parcel B. The applicant should clarify if the ski beach and pool 
deck on Parcel C are open to the public and included in the Open Space 
calculation. Amenities open to the public may be included, but amenities 
that are private to hotel guests only cannot be included as Open Space. It 
is still not clear where the helipad will be located and if this will count 
against calculated Open Space. 

• FOF #40 - do not reference Vision 2020, delete. Done.  
• Many commissioners are not satisfied with the applicant’s parking analysis and 

have concerns that the project is not adequately parked, including all base area 
employees. Commissioner Suesser also noted that the High School parking area 
cannot be counted on without a long-term lease and considering the High School 
is looking to expand. She also stated that she felt that all base area employees 
should park at Richardson Flats if they cannot be accommodated at Munchkin 
Lane, and be shuttled by the Resort. The applicant is expected to address this 
issue on the 29th.  Staff recommends that the discussion focus on the 
applicant’s ability to meet or not meet the following LMC criteria: 

1. The number of Off-Street Parking Spaces in each Master Planned 
Development shall not be less than the requirements of the Land 
Management Code, except that the Planning Commission may increase or 
decrease the required number of Off-Street Parking Spaces based upon a 
Parking analysis submitted by the Applicant at the time of Master Planned 
Development submittal. The Parking analysis shall contain, at a minimum, 
the following information: 

a) The proposed number of vehicles required by the occupants of the 
project based upon the proposed Use and occupancy. 
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b) A Parking comparison of projects of similar size with similar 
occupancy type to verify the demand for occupancy Parking. 

c) Parking needs for non-dwelling Uses, including traffic attracted to 
Commercial Uses from Off-Site. 

d) An analysis of time periods of Use for each of the Uses in the 
project and opportunities for shared parking by different Uses. This 
shall be considered only when there is Guarantee by Use covenant 
and deed restriction. 

e) A plan to discourage the Use of motorized vehicles and encourage 
other forms of transportation. 

f) Provisions for overflow Parking during peak periods. 
g) An evaluation of potential adverse impacts of the proposed Parking 

reduction and Density increase, if any, upon the surrounding 
neighborhood and conditions of approval to mitigate such impacts. 

• Towards the end of the meeting Commissioner Suesser requested the applicant 
diagram or provide images for how drop off will work, for images of the loading 
dock on Parcel B, and for further details on snow storage. Commissioner 
Johnson echoed Commissioner Suesser’s concerns with ski school drop off and 
Setback reductions. Commissioner Kenworthy echoed concerns on snow 
storage. These issues should be addressed on the 29th or in October. 

 
After public comment was heard, the Commission requested staff clarify what 
exemptions or reductions/increases the applicant is seeking from the LMC, and what 
changes the applicant is seeking from the 1998 DA. 

The applicant is requesting the following reductions/increased from the LMC: 

1. A reduction in the required perimeter Setback from the MPD requirement of 
twenty-five feet (25') to the Recreation Commercial zone required Setback of 
twenty feet (20’) for portions of Parcel B only including the Shadow Ridge Road, 
Empire Avenue and Lowell Avenue facades.  

2. Reductions to the LMC required number of Off-Street Parking stalls provided for 
the Commercial and Residential Uses of the project totaling 502 parking stalls 
due to proposed shared parking among existing and proposed uses.  

3. An increase in allowed Building Height from the RC zone height of 35 feet for all 
parcels;  

 
The applicant is no longer proposing exceptions to the Recreation Commercial twenty 
feet Setback below grade on Lowell Avenue for the garage on Parcel B. The applicant is 
now proposing to expand the lowest level of parking to pick up the lost stalls. Plans 
must be updated for inclusion in the final 2021 Concept Master Plan. FOFs have 
been adjusted accordingly. 
 
The applicant is also no longer requesting Resort Support Commercial and Accessory 
Uses more than the 10% allowance for Parcels C and E. The excess Resort Support 
Commercial square footage has been added to the proposed amount of Commercial 
Unit Equivalents which have been adjusted accordingly. Prior to the October meeting 
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an updated final Development Area Spreadsheet must be submitted for inclusion 
in the final 2021 Concept Master Plan to be posted on the City’s webpage. FOFs 
will be adjusted accordingly. 
 
The applicant is requesting the following amendments to the1998 DA: 

1. To replace expired Exhibit D with a new Master Plan including applied for 
Setback exceptions for Parcel B, Building Height Exceptions for all parcels, and 
parking exceptions for LMC required Residential and Commercial parking in the 
amount of 502 stalls. 

2. A Transfer of Density to Parcel C. 
3. To allow for a hotel Use. 
4. Changes to the Employee Housing Obligations consistent with the approved 

2021 Housing Mitigation Plan. 
5. To not provide 600 underground parking stalls for the exclusive use of the 

Resort.  
6. Updated Exhibits including the Phasing Plan and Traffic and Parking Mitigation 

Plan. 
 
These issues should be further discussed on the 29th. If there is not consensus 
on proposed reductions/increases and proposed amendments, please advise 
staff at the next meeting and staff will remove and/or adjust Findings or draft  
denial Findings as directed. 
 
The Commission requested that the applicant and staff clarify which obligations in the 
DA will remain with the Resort Operator and which will be assigned to the applicant. 

Staff recommends further discussion of this topic at the October meeting.  As proposed 
by the applicant and reflected in the draft findings, the following obligations would 
remain with VR CPC Holding Inc., (Vail Resorts as the Park City Mountain Resort 
Operator) if the proposed amendment to the 1998 DA is approved: 

1. No development within the Shadow Lake Lease Area, the Thaynes Mining 
Reservation Area, of the Development Exclusion Area. 

2. Ski Operation Improvements consistent with the 1998 Mountain Upgrade Plan, 
the 2015 Amendment to said Plan, and any future amendments to said Plan. 

3. Parking for any expansion to lift capacity regardless of whether it is contemplated 
in the 1998 Mountain Upgrade Plan as amended. 

4. The formation of a Master Owners Association for the upper base area including 
Parcel A. 

5. The continuation of employee transportation services as noted in the 1997 
Planning Commission Approval including but not limited to shuttles from the 
Munchkin Lane parking site, the Resorts Employee busing program 

6. Any conditions of the 2021 approval that apply to the Resort Operator. 
7. The limitation on ticket sales is replaced with proposed COA 34-40 and would 

become the obligation of the applicant. 
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The following obligations would be assigned to the applicant (or its assignees) if the 
proposed amendment to the 1998 DA is approved: 

1. The rights to own and develop the land referred to as Parcels B, C, D and E 
subject to approval of an amendment to the 1998 DA to replace expired Exhibit D 
with a new master plan known as the 2021 Park City Base Area Lot 
Redevelopment Master Plan Study, and subject to CUP approvals for each 
parcel. 

2. Any approval to subdivide the parcels.  
3. Execution of a lease for the proposed new Transit Station and construction of 

said Transit Station. 
4. A financial security for construction of each parcel. 
5. The formation of a Master Owners Association for the new base area project. 
6. Upgrade of Utilities necessary for the 2021 Master Plan. 
7. The construction of Employee and Affordable units as outlined in the 2021 

approved Housing Mitigation Plan as part of Phase 1 of the project. 
8. Compliance with the TDM, PMP and Addendum as well as the Construction 

Phasing and Mitigation Plan. 
9. Development impact fees 
10. Parking for the Resort and new development as outlined in the 2021 Master Plan 

including 1,200 day skier parking stalls and 521 stalls for the new development. 
11. Proposed COA #34-40 which are intended to replace the 1998 DA’s limitation on 

ticket sales for the Resort Operator. 
12. Any conditions of a 2021 approval that apply to the applicant. 

 
Alternatively, the Commission could consider directing staff to explore additional terms 
or only a limited approval of the assignment of specific items, and maintain  VR CPC 
Holding Inc as responsible for the overall development agreement.   

Draft Findings of Fact and Draft Conditions of Approval 
 
Staff has revised the Draft Findings of Fact (Exhibit B) based on discussion at the 
September 15th meeting. Also attached are Draft Conditions of Approval (Exhibit C) 
which staff has not had time to update since the last meeting. These Exhibits are still 
preliminary and should be used for discussion purposes and staff will continue to revise 
these documents as discussions progress. 
 
Notice 
On May 13, 2020, notice of the May 27, 2020, Work Session was mailed to property 
owners within 300 feet.  Legal notice was also published on the Utah Public Notice 
Website and in the Park Record on May 13, 2020.  A second mailing was sent to 
property owners within 300 feet of the base area on January 6, 2021. A third notice will 
be mailed to property owners for the next public hearing and prior to a vote on this 
project. 
 
Notice for this public meeting was published on the Utah Public Notice Website and in 
the Park Record on August 14, 2021.  
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Public Input 
Public comments received since the last Staff Report are attached (Exhibit D).  Public 
input received after the publication of this Staff Report will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and attached to subsequent Staff Reports.  
 
A summary of the MPD process and additional project background information can be 
found in Exhibit E and Exhibit F. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A –  Applicant’s Open Space Calculations 
Exhibit B –  Draft Findings of Fact (Revised since September 15, 2021) 
Exhibit C –  Draft Conditions of Approval (Not revised since September 15, 2021)  
Exhibit D –  Public Comments 
Exhibit E –  Summary of the MPD Process 
Exhibit F –  Additional Project Information 
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PARCEL PROPERTY
TOTAL SF BLDG/PKG STREET/ROAD DRIVEWAY EVA TOTAL SF TOTAL SF %

EXHIBIT A - - - - - - 496,584 -
A - - - - - 148,975 - -

B 137,491 84,925 3,161 3,827 0 91,913 45,578 0.33
C 150,718 40,719 11,345 15,243 0 67,307 83,411 0.55
D 87,583 35,331 0 2,198 8,400 45,929 41,654 0.48
E 78,792 35,627 0 4,126 0 39,753 39,039 0.50

 
SUBTOTAL 393,877 706,266

TOTAL AREA (BUILT + OPEN SPACE) 1,100,143

% OPEN SPACE 64.20%

BUILT AREA OPEN SPACE 

OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS
2016 0616
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Draft Findings of Fact: PEG’s Park City Base Area Lot Redevelopment 
Master Plan Study  

The Planning Commission’s consideration of the following Findings of Fact is 
requested by the Planning Department. 
 
Background Information 
1. On June 25, 1997, the Planning Commission approved the Park City Mountain 

Resort (PCMR) Large Scale Master Plan, with Findings and Conditions.  
2. On August 14, 1997, the City Council approved height and setback exceptions 

beyond what was allowed in the Recreation Commercial zoning district, with 
Findings and Conditions. 

3. These two approvals (1997 Approvals) resulted in the June 1998 Development 
Agreement (1998 Development Agreement) for the Park City Mountain Resort 
Base Area, subject to the 1998 PCMR Concept Master Plan. 

4. The City granted development rights and height variations contained in the 1997 
PCMR Concept Master Plan in exchange for, inter alia,  development restrictions 
on both the Open Space designations within the 1997 Master Planned Area and 
within the Park City Alpine Terrain. 

5. The 1998 Development Agreement allowed for a permitted density of up to 
491.78 Unit Equivalents and subject to the volumetrics of the PCMR Concept 
Master Plan, which represented maximums that could be achieved on any Parcel 
A-E. Specifically, the maximums on each parcel are as follows: Parcel B: 
323,519 sf; Parcel C: 192,963 sf; Parcel D: 102,338 sf; Parcel A: 350,810 sf; 
Parcel E: 187,157 sf. See also the footnotes to the 1998 Parcel Square Footage 
Allowance Table on page 14 of the 1998 Development Agreement 

6. Because of the general nature of the MPD, final site planning details were 
required in the form of Conditional Use Permits for each Parcel. 

7. Only Parcel A has been developed to date, with the equivalent of approximately 
334,000 square feet of the total 1,156,787 square feet. After the development of 
Parcel A, 353 UEs remain. Under the 1997 Large Scale Master Plan this equated 
to a total of 805,700 allowable square feet on Parcels B-E, not including Resort 
Accessory Uses, mechanical, maintenance or storage space below grade, public 
convention and meeting space below grade, or parking. (page 15 1998 
Development Agreement). However, the 1998 Development Agreement does not 
allow for the transfer of Density from one parcel to another.   

8. In 2007, certain terrain of the Park City Mountain Resort was annexed into Park 
City. 

9. In 2015 the Planning Commission approved an Amendment to the MPD and 
Mountain Upgrade Plan, as well as a Conditional Use Permit for the Interconnect 
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Gondola (aka the Quicksilver Gondola) and expansion of the Snow Hut (aka 
Miners Camp) on-mountain restaurant (collectively “the 2015 Amendment”).  

10. The 2015 Amendment includes the additional ski terrain lands annexed into the 
City in 2007. 

11. The 2015 Amendment also clarifies that:  
a. The 1998 Development Agreement and Mountain Upgrade Plan remains in 

full force and effect;  
b. The 1997 PCMR Concept Master Plan component of the DA has lapsed;  
c. The Developer’s rights under the DA are fully vested, subject to compliance 

with the express conditions and requirements in the Development Agreement; 
and 

d. Exhibit E of the 1998 Development Agreement is amended to add the March 
25, 2015 Conditions of Planning Commission Approval. 

12. The Developer under the 1998 Development Agreement, VR CPC Holdings, is 
assigning some of its rights and obligations to PEG Properties, LLC (the 
applicant) including those rights and obligations pertaining to development of 
Lots B, C, D and E, as well as the requirements relating to all Employee Housing 
commitments associated with the development of these Parcels. Assign to 
Resort Operator or applicant, see Staff Report. 

13. VR CPC Holdings will retain all obligations pertaining to the Ski Operations and 
the City retains the right to enforce all requirements of the 1998 Development 
Agreement as they relate to the Resort Operator. 

 

General Information 
14. On February 13, 2020, PEG Development submitted an application to Amend the 

1998 Development Agreement by replacing Exhibit D, which is the expired 
PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study, with a proposed new site plan (the “2021 
Concept Master Plan”). 

15. This application was supplemented with additional information on April 20, 2020. 
16. Following several administrative hearings, on July 8, 2020, the Planning 

Commission made a formal determination that the applicant’s proposed new site 
plan was a “substantive modification” to the 1998 Development Agreement 
justifying a review of the entire master plan and Development Agreement by the 
Planning Commission. 

17. The public hearing process was officially opened on August 26, 2020, with the 
Planning Commission holding public meetings on: 
a. August 26, 2020 
b. September 23, 2020 
c. October 18, 2020 
d. November 18, 2020 
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e. December 16, 2020 
f. January 20, 2021 
g. March 24, 2021 
h. April 21, 2021 
i. May 19, 2021 
j. June 16, 2021 
k. July 21, 2021 
l. August 18, 2021 
m. September 15, 2021 
n. September 29, 2021 

 
18. The applicant is seeking the following exceptions or reductions/increases from 

the requirements of the Land Management Code including: 
a. In accordance with LMC 15-6-5(C)(1), a reduction from the required perimeter 

Setback from twenty-five feet (25') to the Recreation Commercial zone 
required Setback of twenty feet (20’) for portions of Parcel B specifically on 
the Shadow Ridge Road, Empire Avenue and Lowell Avenue facades.  

b. In accordance with LMC 15-6-5(E)(1), a reduction from the LMC required 
number of Off-Street Parking stalls provided for the Commercial and 
Residential Uses of the project totaling 502 LMC required parking stalls due 
to shared parking which is Condition of Approval #X.  

c. In accordance with LMC LMC 15-6-5(F), an increase in allowed Building 
Height from the Recreation Commercial maximum Zone Height of 35 feet 
(35’) for all parcels;  

19. The applicant is seeking the following amendments to the 1998 Development 
Agreement: 

a. To replace expired Exhibit D with a new Master Plan including perimeter 
Setback reductions for Parcel B, Building Height increases for all parcels, and 
parking reductions from LMC required Commercial and Residential required 
parking in the amount of 502 stalls. 

b. A Transfer of Density to Parcel C. 
c. To allow for a hotel Use. 
d. Changes to the Employee Housing Obligations consistent with the approved 

2021 Housing Mitigation Plan. 
e. To not provide 600 additional underground parking stalls for the exclusive use 

of the Resort.  
f. Updated Exhibits including the Phasing Plan and Traffic and Parking 

Mitigation Plan. 

 
Zoning 
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20. The Base Area Parcels B, C, D and E are all located in the Recreation 
Commercial zoning district and the applicant is not proposing any changes to the 
zoning. 

21. The Recreation Commercial zone allows for the development of hotel and resort 
related housing in close proximity to major recreation facilities and encourages 
the clustering of development to preserve Open Space and minimize the impacts 
of development on hillsides and sensitive view areas. 

22. A hotel was not a proposed use in the 1998 Development Agreement. 
23. All of the proposed Uses in the 2021 Concept Master Plan are Allowed or 

Conditional Uses within the Recreation Commercial zoning district.   
24. The applicant has applied for a Master Planned Development approval, including 

amending the 1998 Development Agreement and a new Concept Master Plan. 
25. Further development of the Parcels will require additional site-specific approvals 

in the form of platting and Conditional Use Permits for each Parcel prior to the 
issuance of Building Permits. 

Density 
26. Density for MPDs is based on the Unit Equivalent Formula defined in LMC 15-6-

8. 
27. The 1998 Development Agreement utilizes the Unit Equivalent Formula and 

limits density on a square footage basis per parcel in the Parcel Square Footage 
Allowance Table set forth in Section 3.2.1 of the 1998 Development Agreement. 
Building square footage does not include Resort Accessory Uses, mechanical, 
maintenance or storage space that may be located below grade or parking as 
shown in the 1997 PCMR Concept Master Plan. 

28. Utilizing the same square footage calculation results in the following Maximum 
Parcel Allowed Square Footage [insert applicants final table when received]. 

29. The 1998 Development Agreement does not allow for the transfer of Density 
from one parcel to another.  However, this proposal is to amend the 1998 
Development Agreement to allow for additional Density on Parcel C, which is 
adjacent to the mountain, where additional height is appropriate as it is central to 
the Resort Core and is located further away from neighboring single family and 
multi-family uses. Although the Planning Commission approves the transfer of 
Density to Parcel C as consistent with LMC 15-6-1 and 15-6-5, the Total Square 
Footage and Unit Equivalents are less than what was approved under the 1998 
Development Agreement [a reduction of approximately 150,000 square feet and 
90 UEs. update when received] 

30. The 2021 Concept Master Plan identifies up to [146] residential units resulting in 
[203] Residential Unit Equivalents, and up to [63,000] square feet of Commercial 
space resulting in [60] Commercial Unit Equivalents, totaling [insert] Unit 
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Equivalents and up to [insert] total square feet, which is within the maximum 
permitted density allowed under the 1998 Development Agreement. [update] 

 
Setbacks 
31. LMC 15-6-5(C) requires the minimum Setback around the exterior boundary of a 

Master Planned Development shall be twenty-five feet (25’) for Parcels greater 
than 2 acres.  

32. Section 15-6-5 of the Land Management Code allows the Planning Commission 
to decrease the required perimeter Setback to the zone-required Setback “…if it 
is necessary to provide desired architectural interest and variation.”   

33. The zone-required Setback is twenty feet (20’) for the Recreation Commercial 
(RC) District. 

34. The limited areas of 20-foot setback requested for Parcel B provide both vertical 
and horizontal architectural articulation. 

35. The applicant currently requests and the Planning Commission hereby approves 
reductions in the perimeter setbacks to twenty feet (20’) for the north (floors 2,3 
and 4 only), east and west façades of Parcel B only, specifically finding that the 
twenty-feet (20’) Setbacks for Parcel B are consistent with the Recreation 
Commerical zone and are necessary to provide desired architectural interest and 
variation because the reduced setbacks:  
a. Are necessary to transition the scale of the proposed building from the Resort 

to the surrounding neighborhood and to decrease the perceived scale of the 
proposed building on Parcel B; 

b. Are necessary for vertical and horizontal architectural articulation providing 
increased architectural interest and variation both desired and required by the 
Planning Commission, both at the ground level and at the above-ground level 
stories for the proposed Parcel B building, that would not be achieved if the 
applicant was required to meet the twenty-five feet (25’) Setback 
requirements; 

c. Are necessary to include architectural elements that are similar to those 
allowed to extend into the front Setback pursuant to the Recreation 
Commercial District (i.e. decks, porches, bay windows, roof overhangs, eaves 
and cornices; and 

d. Are necessary to implement additional horizontal façade variations while 
remaining compatible with the setbacks for neighboring streetscape and 
residential development.  The resulting architecture and variation is desired to 
mitigate the transition to the residential areas of the zone. The 2021 Master 
Plan provides for adequate space for a minimum of twelve feet (12’) multi-use 
trails, landscaping and snow storage area, even in the areas where 
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architectural elements extend beyond the twenty-five feet (25’) Setback 
requirements. 

36. The 2021 Master Plan provides no perimeter Setbacks less than twenty feet 
(20’).  Any potential canopy over the transit station on Lowell Avenue will be 
reviewed in accordance with right of way regulations and the LMC, if applicable, 
at the time of CUP. 

37. The 2021 Master Plan provides that all parking structures above Existing Grade 
meet the twenty-five feet (25’) MPD Setback requirements. Therefore, no setback 
reductions are allowed for any façade of the parking structure on Parcel B. 

 
Open Space 
38. LMC 15-6-5(D) requires a minimum of 60% Open Space as defined in LMC 

Chapter 15-15. The application meets this minimum requirement, providing 64% 
Open Space consisting of pedestrian plazas, sidewalks and multi-use trails, 
landscape buffers, ski runs, and landscaped areas open to the public.  Streets, 
driveways, parking areas and private open space areas are not included in the 
applicant’s Open Space calculations. Helipad? 

 
Off Street Parking 
General 
39. LMC 15-6-5(E) stated that “The number of Off-Street Parking Spaces in an MPD 

shall not be less than the requirements of the LMC, except that the Planning 
Commission may decrease the required number of Off Street Parking Spaces 
based upon a parking analysis submitted by the Applicant at the time of MPD 
submittal.” 

40.  
41. The applicant is proposing a modal shift from vehicles to transit and more 

sustainable transportation options that address and mitigate the amount of traffic 
going to and from the Resort base area in order to reduce congestions and 
improve levels of service at proximate intersections.  

42. Related to parking, the applicant submitted the following (collectively, the 
“Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans”):  
a. A Resort Parking Study by Hales Engineering dated February 11, 2021.  
b. A Draft TDM and PMP dated May 7, 2021 and Addendum dated July 9, 2021. 
c. Existing and Proposed Parking Condition Analysis from SE Group dated 

September 23, 2020. 
43. The applicant is proposing 1,721 parking stalls for the base area. Of these, 1,200 

spaces are dedicated to day skier parking, and the remainder (521 stalls) are 
primarily for residential (hotel and condo) and resort commercial patronage. 
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44. Utilizing mixed-use parking reductions, Hales Engineering in the Parking Study & 
TDM/PMP Plans estimates the peak shared parking demand will be 1,583 stalls, 
less than the 1,721 parking stalls proposed. 

45. The City’s professional planning staff and separately retained parking and transit 
consultant AECOM reviewed and analyzed the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans 
including a parking sensitivity test and concluded that for the entire site there is 
still excess parking anticipated assuming shared parking arrangements are in 
place between all uses including the day skier parking and TDM/PMP strategies 
are implemented. 

Day Skier Parking 
46. The 2021 Concept Master Plan proposes the replacement of the existing 1,200 

day skier surface parking stalls with 1,200 structured day skier stalls, thus there 
is no material loss in day skier parking. 

47. The applicant is also removing all employee parking from the base area which 
will effectively increase the parking supply at the base area for Resort guests. 

48. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans outline an actively managed parking 
system with real time, dynamic parking signs that guide patrons to open parking 
spaces within Parcels B and E, creating a more efficient search for parking 
availability. 

49. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans provide for the implementation of paid 
parking for day skiers concurrently with the development of the base area 
project. The Parking Study estimates that paid parking will increase the Average 
Vehicle Occupancy (AVO), and that the Resort will move from a parking deficit to 
a parking surplus on a typical day if coupled with robust TDM measures and 
shared parking agreements (See SE Analysis). 

50. SE Group, on behalf of the applicant, submitted corroborating information that an 
increase in the AVO to a goal of 2.3-2.7, with peak days seeing 3.1, shows that 
the resort is expected to have sufficient parking on most days under the paid 
parking model outlined in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans. 

51. The Planning Commission finds that the implementation of the paid parking 
model set forth in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans will affect the AVO and 
that parking pricing can be adjusted to help achieve the target AVO’s set forth in 
the Parking Studies. 

52. The Conditions of Approval imposed with respect to parking will require the 
applicant to work with the City to modify parking mitigation efforts to achieve the 
target AVOs as necessary over a five-year period beginning with the occupancy 
of the garage on Parcel B.  As outlined in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans 
this includes at least two annual coordination meetings per year to discuss actual 
vehicle counts and parking demand, and the implementation of new or revised 
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parking and transportation strategies designed to achieve the target AVOs and 
intersection LOS goals.  

53. The Development Agreement with the applicant will provide the City with the 
enforcement mechanisms necessary to ensure compliance with the Conditions of 
Approval. 

54. The 1998 Development Agreement required 600 additional parking stalls for 
exclusive use of the Resort including parking for the Resort’s Accessory Uses 
and or Support Commercial to the Resort.  

55. The 1998 Mountain Upgrade Plan estimates the Comfortable Carrying Capacity 
(CCC, defined as the number of active and inactive skiers that can be 
accommodated at a ski area at any given time while guaranteeing a pleasant 
recreational experience and preserving the quality of the environment) of the 
Resort was 9,910 skiers, but noted that is it not uncommon for ski areas to 
experience peak days which visitation exceeds the CCC by as much as 25 
percent, or approximately 11,000 skiers in Park City’s case. 

56. The Mountain Upgrade Plan makes a number of upgrade recommendations 
increasing the CCC from 9,910 to 13,700 skiers per day, which could mean 
15,070 skiers on a peak ski day. 

57. Many of the upgrades discussed in the 1998 Mountain Upgrade Plan have 
occurred and SE Group estimates that the existing CCC for the Park City side of 
the Resort is 12,570 skiers with an AVO of 2.3 on average and ranging from 1.9 
to 3.1. SE Group estimates the CCC will increase to 13,440 with a future planned 
upgrade to Town Lift and Silver Star, new homes and nightly rentals, and a 5% 
increase in transit use. However, SE Group is also projecting an increase in the 
AVO to an average of 2.7 and ranging from 1.9 to 3.1 on peak ski days due to 
the implementation of paid parking. SE Group notes that with an AVO of 2.7 the 
Resort will see a surplus of parking stalls averaging 126 stalls on typical ski days 
due to the implementation of paid parking. 

58. Due to the fact that the Resort is no longer anticipating the Comfortable Carrying 
Capacity (CCC) assumed in the Mountain Upgrade Plan that was part of the 
1998 application and the anticipated modal shift to transit due to paid parking, the 
600 additional parking stalls are no longer required. Additionally, the creation of 
said parking stalls will lead to more cars accessing the site and additional 
congestion in the Resort Center, which the City and the applicant are seeking to 
minimize in accordance with the General Plan objectives for the Resort Center 
neighborhood and the Vision 2020 Strategic Pillar of Transportation Innovation.  

59. SE Group, on behalf of the applicant, submitted corroborating information that 
these 600 stalls are no longer necessary to meet the Resort’s anticipated parking 
demand with the implementation of paid day skier parking at the base area. 
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60. As provided in the 1998 Development Agreement, the City retains the authority to 
require the Resort to limit ticket sales if parking mitigation fails to adequately 
mitigate peak day parking demands. The intent is that off-site parking solutions 
include a coordinated and cooperative effort with the City and the Resort 
Operator to provide creative solutions for peak day and special event parking.  

Applicant’s alternative language for COA #62 above attempting to address parking issues with parking 
solutions: 

Upon the City’s reasonable determination that a “Parking Failure” has occurred on more than 
fifteen (15) days in a ski season during the first five (5) years following completion of the Resort 
Core pursuant to the 2021 Concept Master Plan by reasons attributable solely to the Resort and 
the applicant’s development of the Resort Core (as opposed to conditions arising from other 
City events, such as the Sundance Film Festival),  the City shall notify applicant of such Parking 
Failure and City and applicant shall thereafter work with the Resort Operator to determine the 
remedial actions that must be taken to prevent future Parking Failures, which remedial action 
may include the construction of additional off-site parking spaces.  The number of additional 
off-site parking spaces required to alleviate similar Parking Failures and which party shall be 
responsible for installing the same shall be collectively determined by the City, the Resort 
Operator and the applicant depending on the reasonably identified causes of the Parking 
Failure.  For purposes of this condition, a Parking Failure at the PCM Base would be found to 
occur only if all of the following conditions apply:  

• The Park City transit system has increased bus frequency to its full capacity such that not 
less than [INSERT] buses are arriving/departing the Transit Center during the peak hours 
of 8:00 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. and from 3:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. on the days of the purported 
Parking Failure;  

• The utilization rate for the Park City transit system buses serving the PCM Base during 
such peak hours averages 90%;  

• On-site and off-site park and ride lots then in existence and feeding the Park City transit 
system are fully utilized; and  

• Excessive on-street parking is occurring in local streets adjacent to the PCM Base 
notwithstanding the City’s consistent enforcement of the City’s parking regulations 
applicable to such local streets.  

Notwithstanding anything in this condition to the contrary, the combined responsibility of the 
Resort Operator and applicant for construction of off-site parking stalls shall not exceed  

[INSERT] stalls at a total cost of [INSERT] per stall.  
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The City has concerns with the applicant’s recommended finding above and instead 
recommends Transportation and Parking Mitigation Conditions of Approval #35-40 in the 
Draft Conditions of Approval Document.  The final fees associated with these Conditions will 
be negotiated by the City’s Executive Department during the Development Agreement 
process. 

61. The applicant is proposing a drop-off/pick-up area in front of the plaza between 
Buildings C and E, which will be staffed during peak periods to promote efficient 
loading and unloading. This area can accommodate approximately eight 
vehicles.  

62. In addition to the drop off area mentioned above, the applicant is providing a 
separate area for hotel shuttle drop off south of the new transit station. This area 
can accommodate up to six hotel shuttles at one time. 

63. The applicant has agreed that garage parking will include 15 minutes of free 
parking, and that 20 parking stalls will be reserved during peak hours with 30 
minutes of free parking to accommodate ski school and ski team pick up and 
drop off parking. 

[Staff suggests further discussion with the applicant and Vail directly regarding any 
additional appropriate FF and COAs regarding consequence of inadequate parking 
mitigation regarding day skiing versus residential/commercial uses.] 
 
Commercial and Residential Parking 
64. The 2021 Concept Master Plan proposes 521 parking stalls for the residential 

and commercial uses based on a shared parking analysis, which represents a 
502 parking stall exception (waiver of parking stalls) based on the Hales 
Engineering analysis included in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans. The 
parking stall exception is primarily for the Commercial Uses as skiers are the 
primary driver of parking at the Resort and Hales Engineering has conservatively 
estimated that 80% of Commercial users are already parked as skiers or guests, 
based on a study of the Canyons, which estimates that 95% of Commercial users 
are skiers or guests already parked at the Resort. 

65. The Conditions of Approval will require the site to offer shared parking 
agreements for existing and proposed uses to provide adequate parking at peak 
times and mitigate parking demand for non -day skier parking consistent with the 
Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans. 

66. The Conditions of Approval will require the proposed Hotel to provide valet 
parking at all times, which valet parking may include use of stacked parking in 
order to increase the Hotel’s parking supply. 

67. According to analysis submitted by Hales Engineering in the Parking Plan & 
TDM/PMP Plans, the proposed parking exceptions are conservatively in line with 
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what is experienced at the Canyons side of the Resort, where the applicant 
reports a 95% capture ratio for the commercial uses from day skiers already 
parked on site. 

68. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans assume one stall per affordable housing 
unit, one stall per hotel room, and one stall per condominium.  

69. The City’s independent third-party transportation consultant, AECOM, performed 
a sensitivity analysis which demonstrates that although Building C is under 
parked for a few hours in the afternoon (which can be accommodated with valet 
parking), there should be excess parking within the entire site overall including 
during peak hours.  Accordingly, a Condition of Approval requires the TDM to 
include valet parking and shared use agreements to mitigate peak use.   

70. The Conditions of Approval will require an updated parking analysis be submitted 
to the City based on actual parking demand for the uses in Building B after the 
first ski season of occupancy for this garage. 

71. The proposed number of parking stalls is consistent with the location of 
employee housing on site, the applicant’s proposed shared parking arrangement 
set forth in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans, the City’s desire to promote 
fewer overall vehicle trips and use of other transit options to access the site, 
including public transit, and with the City’s desire to help the applicant reach the 
identified modal split goal for a 20% reduction in vehicles accessing the site over 
a five year period, beginning with the occupancy of the parking structure on 
Parcel B. 

72. The Planning Commission, with recommendation from the Planning Department 
and AECOM, finds that the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans support a decrease 
in the required number of parking spaces consistent with LMC Section 15-6-5(E). 

 
Building Height 
73. The RC District allows for structures up to thirty-five feet (35’) in height from 

Existing Grade.  
74. Section 15-6-5(F) of the Land Management Code allows the Planning 

Commission to “…consider an increase in Building Height based upon a Site 
specific analysis.” 

75. The 1998 Development Agreement and 1997 Approvals, allowed for exceptions 
to Building Height, and the 2021 Master Plan is seeking exceptions to Building 
Height consistent with the 1997 approved plans. The 1997 Approvals allowed for 
the following approximate maximum building heights as measured under the 
current Land Management Code: 
a. Parcel B maximum Building Height of 78 feet. 
b. Parcel C maximum Building Height of 75 feet. 
c. Parcel D maximum Building Height of 60 feet. 
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d. Parcel E maximum Building Height of 83 feet. 
76.  These height exceptions expired with the site plan and the applicant has applied 

for new height exceptions with respect to the 2021 Concept Master Plan. 
77. The Planning Commission finds that the increase in Building Height as shown in 

the 2021 Concept Master Plan set dated ____________does not result in 
increased square footage or Building volume over what was approved in the 
1998 Development Agreement and 1997 PCMR Concept Master Plan.  

78. Height exceptions are appropriate given that in 1997 the City Council determined 
that clustering density at the base area was preferable to spreading density up 
the mountain, and that the clustering preserves open space, provides 
opportunities for view corridors, and increases the effectiveness of public 
transportation.  

79. The Planning Commission finds that buildings have been positioned to minimize 
visual impacts on adjacent Structures. Potential problems on neighboring 
Properties caused by shadows, loss of solar Access, and loss of air circulation 
have been mitigated through building placement and increased Setbacks. 

80. The Planning Commission finds there is adequate buffering in the form of 
Setbacks from adjacent Properties and Uses; In addition, Landscape buffering 
and detailed landscape plans will be required for the CUP application process. 

81. The Planning Commission finds there is adequate room for Landscaping for 
adjacent Properties and Uses. Landscaping details will be required at the CUP 
process to ensure adequate buffering for adjacent Properties and Uses. 

82. The Planning Commission finds that building Setbacks are increased, resulting in 
an overall average approximately 9-10 feet in excess of the zone setbacks after 
including setback reductions for portions of Building B, with additional Building 
Height in order to provide increased separation from adjacent properties.  

83. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed additional Building Height 
results in more than the minimum Open Space required, and results in Open 
Space that is publicly accessible; 

84. The Planning Commission finds that additional Building Height is designed in a 
manner that provides a transition in roof elements in compliance with Chapter 15-
5, Architectural Review, including the Façade Length and Variation requirements 
of §15-5-8.  

85. The Planning Commission finds that additional Building Height shall only apply to 
the specific plans reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission as 
represented in the 2021 Master Plan. This results in the following maximum 
Building Heights from Existing Grade for the following parcels: 
a. Parcel B maximum Building Height of [87] feet and [6] stories from Existing 

Grade. The nearest abutter is approximately [65] feet away from this Building 
Height. 
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b. Parcel C maximum Building Height of [103] feet and [7] stories from Existing 
Grade. The nearest abutter is approximately [70] feet away from this Building 
Height.  

c. Parcel D maximum Building Height of [71] feet and [5] stories from Existing 
Grade. The nearest abutter is approximately [40] feet away from this Building 
Height. 

d. Parcel E maximum Building Height of [84] feet and [6] stories from Existing 
Grade. The nearest abutter is approximately [50] feet away from this Building 
Height. 

 
Site Planning 
86. The 2021 Concept Master Plan sets forth a plan for development/redevelopment 

consistent with the Resort Center neighborhood, the City’s General Plan for the 
Resort Center neighborhood, the City’s adopted Transportation Plans, the 1998 
Development Agreement, and LMC 15-6. 

87. The units are clustered on the most developable and least visually sensitive 
portions of the RC zoned remaining parcels, and the buildings are separated by 
Open Space. 

88. No Significant Vegetation exists on the parcels as they are surface parking lots. 
89. The project is designed to minimize Grading and the need for large retaining 

Structures. 
90. Roads, utility lines, and Structures are designed to work with the Existing Grade 

and cuts and fills are minimized. 
91. Existing trails are maintained and incorporated into the Open Space elements of 

the project. Parking garage E is considered the primary trailhead parking area.  
92. Adequate internal vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation is provided and 

pedestrian and bicycle circulations are separated from vehicular circulations and 
provide safe travel within the boundaries of the project and safe travel to 
adjoining public sidewalks, trails, and Rights-of-Way.  

93. Snow storage Areas will be further detailed and evaluated at the CUP process in 
order to provide adequate areas for snow removal and storage. 

94. Areas for convenient trash and recycling, including adequate circulation area for 
pick-up vehicles, will be further detailed and evaluated at the CUP process. 

95. The project will include a recycling program that accommodates for materials 
generated by tenants, residents, users, operators, and/or owners and this will be 
further detailed and evaluated at the CUP process. 

96. The project includes transportation amenities including separate drop-off Areas 
for hotel shuttle service, general purpose vehicles, and an existing bus stop. 
Additional drop off can be accommodated in the garage structures. 
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97. Service and delivery Access and loading/unloading Areas are included in the 
project and separated from pedestrian Areas and will be further detailed and 
evaluated at the CUP process. 

 
Landscape and Lighting 
98. A preliminary Landscape Plan was submitted with the MPD application.  
99. Detailed landscape plans will be required for the CUP application process. 
100. The Planning Commission finds there is sufficient area in the form of Setbacks 

from adjacent Properties and Uses to provide for sufficient landscape buffering. 
101. Lighting must meet the requirements of Section 15-5-5(J). 
102. Detailed Lighting Plans will be required for the CUP application process. 
 
Sensitive Lands Compliance 
103. The project site is located outside of the City’s Sensitive Lands Overlay Zone. 
 
Employee/Affordable Housing 
Reference 4/29/21 Housing Authority Approval and Conditions 
 
Child Care 
104. The project site does not include a Child Care Center. 
 
Mine Hazards 
105. There are no known Physical Mine Hazards on the project site. 
 
Historic Mine Waste Mitigation 
106. The project site is located outside of the City’s Soils Ordinance Boundary. 
 
General Plan Review  
107. Park City’s General Plan for the Resort Center neighborhood anticipates that 

future development will create a more dense resort core and “combine the ski 
experience with the lodging experience,” and anticipates that such 
development/redevelopment would “redefine the character of the base area and 
influence the entire Resort Center neighborhood.” (General Plan p. 190) 

108. The majority of the Resort Center neighborhood is located in the Lower Park 
Avenue Redevelopment Area (RDA), and the applicant’s project is in the “resort 
core” of the Resort Center neighborhood. 

109. The General Plan for the Resort Center outlines 7 objectives for the 
neighborhood including: 
a. Increasing opportunities for public transit (including consideration of dedicated 

transit lanes); 
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b. Circulation modifications to improve the user experience of arriving and 
leaving the Resort Center;  

c. Implementing alternative parking locations with public transportation 
connections;  

d. The development of transportation demand management strategies to 
decrease vehicle traffic;  

e. Improving multimodal connections between the Resort and Main Street, Deer 
Valley and the Bonanza Park areas;  

f. Decreasing resort impacts on surrounding residential communities; and  
g. Discouraging resort through traffic on Three Kings Drive. 

110. The General Plan specifically recommends flexibility “regarding the execution of 
the existing PCMR MPD approval in order to facilitate: 1) public/private 
partnership opportunities for public transit visitors and locals, parking and 
affordable housing; 2) potential relocation/transfer of density; and 3) new uses 
including emerging recreation and resort visitor experiences.” (General Plan p. 
191) 

111. The 2021 Concept Master Plan increases opportunities for public transit and 
includes an improved Transit Station and bus only lanes through the Resort. 

112. PEG has proposed a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management plan 
and circulation modifications to reduce traffic congestion and improve 
intersection LOS through its modal split goals, which will improve the user 
experience of arriving and leaving the Resort Center.   

113. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans does not expand parking on site but 
encourages public transportation use through the implementation of paid parking 
at the base, improving the Transit Station and adding bus only lanes through the 
Resort. This should encourage use of the regional park and ride facilities that will 
be served with expanded public transportation connections reducing congestion 
in Park City.   

114. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans specifically incorporate recommended 
TDM strategies to decrease vehicle traffic including increasing the AVO through 
paid parking, improvements to the Transit Station, and an employee TDM.  

115. The 2021 Concept Master Plan improves multimodal connections with improved 
pedestrian and bicycle pathways, public plazas and an improved Transit Station. 

116. The 2021 Concept Master Plan decreases resort impacts on surrounding 
residential communities by improving traffic circulation and congestion, improving 
opportunities for public transit, and improved multimodal connections.  

117. The 2021 Concept Master Plan discourages resort through traffic on adjoining 
residential streets, including Three Kings Drive, through improved traffic and 
wayfinding signage and a median on Silver King Drive to prevent cars leaving the 
parcel E from making a left turn onto Three Kings Drive. 
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Sustainability 
118. The City has ambitious but achievable climate goals to be net zero carbon and to 

meet annual electricity needs through 100% renewable resources for the entire 
community by 2030, as embodied in Resolution 32-2018 (the “City’s 
Sustainability Goals”). 

119. The project will add to the City’s overall energy demand and carbon footprint, and 
the applicant submitted Sustainability Guidelines, dated December 1, 2020 (as 
amended), detailing the applicant’s plans for the project and the manner in which 
the project contributes to the City’s Sustainability Goals. The applicant’s 
Sustainability Guidelines will be reviewed in further detail at each CUP process. 

120. The Sustainability Guidelines target energy savings compared to the State of 
Utah’s currently adopted energy codes as of December 1, 2020 (i.e. IECC 2018) 
in excess of 20%, and include the applicant’s commitment to integrate energy 
modeling in the design process of all buildings and building types within the 
project in order to achieve that goal through the use of high-performance building 
envelopes and energy efficient mechanical, lighting, and window systems (core 
and shell). 

121. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for the creation of a construction waste 
management plan and the diversion of construction and demolition materials 
away from landfills and incinerators, including diversion of 100% of demolished 
asphalt, and diversion of a minimum of 50% of construction waste into not less 
than four material streams for recycling. 

122. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for the creation of a waste management 
plan to reduce landfill waste that is generated by building occupants (commercial 
tenants as well as residential) and all buildings will include accommodations for 
recycling. 

123. The Sustainability Guideline provide for a pEUI-25 average for the four (4) 
building parcels at full build-out. The targeted individual pEUI for the specific 
buildings are set forth in the Sustainability Guidelines. 

124. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for the installation of rooftop photovoltaic 
arrays, as well as the potential for other on-site renewable energy generation 
methods such as micro-anaerobic digester for food waste, intended to supply not 
less than 8% of the project’s energy demands (including 100% of the energy 
demand for the project’s structured parking facilities), and the design and 
preparation of additional roof areas that will be “PV ready” so that additional 
panels can be installed in the future. 

125. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for the applicant’s purchase of Renewable 
Energy Credits (“REC”) for each completed building in the project to offset 
delivered [energy] to the Project that is not supported by on-site renewable 
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energy systems, for a period equal to the lesser of: (a) five (5) years; or (b) the 
number of years from the date the final Certificate of Occupancy is issued for the 
applicable building and the estimated date that the City’s fully renewable power 
source will be on line (currently estimated to be 2030). 

126. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for rigorous energy commissioning for each 
building to support the energy efficient operation of such buildings and to 
compare performance back to modeled design targets. 

127. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for applicant’s use of management tools to 
log, track and verify building performance including delivered energy 
consumption, indoor and outdoor water usage and recording the REC purchases 
applicable to each building. 

128. Based on the above, and the items set forth in the Sustainability Guidelines, the 
Planning Commission finds that the applicant’s project and Sustainability 
Guidelines incorporates best planning practices for sustainable development, 
including water conservation measures and energy efficient design and 
construction, per the codes in effect at the time of the current Application as of 
February 2020 (i.e. IECC 2018). 

 

Section 15-6-6 Findings 

129. The 2021 Concept Master Plan complies with all requirements of the Land 
Management Code with the exception of the Setbacks for Building B, allowed 
Building Height, the number of Off-Street Parking stalls and the amount of Resort 
Support Commercial and Accessory Use allowed for Parcel C. 

130. The 2021 Concept Master Plan meets the minimum requirements of Section 15-
6-5 except as noted above. 

131. The 2021 Concept Master Plan provides the highest value of Open Space, as 
determined by the Planning Commission. 

132. The 2021 Concept Master Plan strengthens and enhances the resort character of 
Park City with additional Resort Support Commercial uses, lodging opportunities 
and public transit improvements. 

133. The 2021 Concept Master Plan compliments the natural features on the Site, 
which parcels are not characterized by significant features or vegetation. 

134. The 2021 Concept Master Plan is Compatible in Use, scale, and mass with 
adjacent Properties within the Resort Center Neighborhood, promotes 
neighborhood Compatibility, and protects surrounding residential neighborhoods 
and Uses. The 2021 Concept Master Plan is compatible with the density allowed 
by the development agreement and is in keeping with the Building Height 
approved on Parcel A, Marriott’s MountainSide Hotel. 
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135. The 2021 Concept Master Plan provides amenities to the community so that 
there is no net loss of community amenities including but not limited to a new 
transit station, employee and affordable housing, 1,200 day skier parking stalls, 
public plazas and new commercial and residential uses. 

136. The 2021 Concept Master Plan is consistent with the employee Affordable 
Housing requirements as evidenced by the Housing Authority’s 4/29/21 Approval 
of the applicant’s Housing Mitigation Plan. 

137. The project Parcels are not located within the Sensitive Land Overlay Zone, and 
the project has been designed to place Development on the most developable 
land and least visually obtrusive portions of the Site. 

138. The 2021 Concept Master Plan promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms of 
transportation through the use of paid parking, dedicated bus lanes, a new transit 
station, multi-use trails and trail connections.  

139. The 2021 Concept Master Plan was properly noticed and the Planning 
Commission held public hearings in accordance with this Chapter. 

140. The 2021 Concept Master Plan incorporates best planning practices for 
sustainable development, including water conservation measures and energy 
efficient design and construction, per the Residential and Commercial Energy 
and Green Building program and codes in effect at the time of the Application. 

141. No Physical Mine Hazards are located on the Parcels.  
142. The 2021 Concept Master Plan mitigates Historic Mine Waste and complies with 

the requirements of the Park City Soils Boundary Ordinance. 
143. No Historic Structures or Sites are located on the Parcels. 
144. The 2021 Concept Master Plan addresses and mitigates traffic and the applicant 

and submitted the Parking Study & TDM/ PMP Plans demonstrating the 
applicant’s commitment to work with the City in a combined effort to achieve a 
20% modal split within five years of the occupancy of Building B. 

 

Applications for CUPs shall include but are not limited to: 

1. Detailed landscape plan 
2. Details for snow storage areas 
3. Details for trash and recycling areas 
4. Details for service and delivery access 
5. Detailed Lighting plan 
6. Detailed sustainability plan  
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Draft Findings of Fact: PEG’s Park City Base Area Lot Redevelopment 
Master Plan Study  

The Planning Commission’s consideration of the following Findings of Fact is 
requested by the Planning Department. 
 
Background Information 
1. On June 25, 1997, the Planning Commission approved the Park City Mountain 

Resort (PCMR) Large Scale Master Plan, with Findings and Conditions.  
2. On August 14, 1997, the City Council approved height and setback exceptions 

beyond what was allowed in the Recreation Commercial zoning district, with 
Findings and Conditions. 

3. These two approvals (1997 Approvals) resulted in the June 1998 Development 
Agreement (1998 Development Agreement) for the Park City Mountain Resort 
Base Area, subject to the 1998 PCMR Concept Master Plan. 

4. The City granted development rights and height variations contained in the 1997 
PCMR Concept Master Plan and setback exceptions in exchange for, inter alia,  
development restrictions on both the Open Space designated designations within 
the 1997 Master Planned Area and within the Park City Alpine Terrain. 

5. The 1998 Development Agreement allowed for a permitted density of up to 
491.78 Unit Equivalents and subject to the volumetrics of the PCMR Concept 
Master Plan, which represented maximums that could be achieved on any Parcel 
A-E. Specifically, the maximums on each parcel are as follows: Parcel B: 
323,519 sf; Parcel C: 192,963 sf; Parcel D: 102,338 sf; Parcel A: 350,810 sf; 
Parcel E: 187,157 sf. See also the footnotes to the 1998 Parcel Square Footage 
Allowance Table on page 14 of the 1998 Development Agreement 

6. Because of the general nature of the MPD, final site planning details were 
required in the form of Conditional Use Permits for each Parcel. 

7. Only Parcel A has been developed to date, with the equivalent of approximately 
334,000 square feet of the total 1,156,787 square feet. After the development of 
Parcel A, 353 UEs remain. Under the 1997 Large Scale Master Plan this equated 
to a total of 805,700 allowable square feet on Parcels B-E, not including Resort 
Accessory Uses, mechanical, maintenance or storage space below grade, public 
convention and meeting space below grade, or parking. (page 15 1998 
Development Agreement). However, the 1998 Development Agreement does not 
allow for the transfer of Density from one parcel to another.   

8. In 2007, certain terrain of the Park City Mountain Resort was annexed into Park 
City. 

9. In 2015 the Planning Commission approved an Amendment to the MPD and 
Mountain Upgrade Plan, as well as a Conditional Use Permit for the Interconnect 
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Gondola (aka the Quicksilver Gondola) and expansion of the Snow Hut (aka 
Miners Camp) on-mountain restaurant (collectively “the 2015 Amendment”).  

10. The 2015 Amendment includes the additional ski terrain lands annexed into the 
City in 2007. 

11. The 2015 Amendment also clarifies that:  
a. The 1998 Development Agreement and Mountain Upgrade Plan remains in 

full force and effect;  
b. The 1997 PCMR Concept Master Plan component of the DA has lapsed;  
c. The Developer’s rights under the DA are fully vested, subject to compliance 

with the express conditions and requirements in the Development 
Agreement;; and 

d. Exhibit E of the 1998 Development Agreement is amended to add the March 
25, 2015 Conditions of Planning Commission Approval. 

12. The Developer under the 1998 Development Agreement, VR CPC Holdings, is 
proposing to assigning some of its rights and obligations to PEG Properties, LLC 
(the applicant) including those rights and obligations pertaining to development of 
Lots B, C, D and E, as well as the requirements relating to all Employee Housing 
commitments associated with the development of these Parcels. Assign to 
Resort Operator or applicant, see Staff Report. 

13. VR CPC Holdings will retain all obligations pertaining to the Ski Operations and 
the City retains the right to enforce all requirements of the 1998 Development 
Agreement as they relate to the Resort Operator. 

 

General Information 
14. On February 13, 2020, PEG Development submitted an application to Amend the 

1998 Development Agreement by replacing Exhibit D, which is the expired 
PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study, with a proposed new site plan (the “2021 
Concept Master Plan”). 

15. This application was supplemented with additional information on April 20, 2020. 
16. Following several administrative hearings, On on July 8, 2020, the Planning 

Commission made a formal determination that the applicant’s proposed new site 
plan was a “substantive modification” to the 1998 Development Agreement 
justifying a review of the entire master plan and Development Agreement by the 
Planning Commission. 

17. The public hearing process was officially opened on August 26, 2020, with the 
Planning Commission holding public meetings on: 
a. August 26, 2020 
b. September 23, 2020 
c. October 18, 2020 
d. November 18, 2020 
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e. December 16, 2020 
f. January 20, 2021 
g. March 24, 2021 
h. April 21, 2021 
i. May 19, 2021 
j. June 16, 2021 
k. July 21, 2021 
l. August 18, 2021 
m. September 15, 2021 
n. September 29, 2021 

 
18. The applicant is seeking the following exceptions or reductions/increases from 

the requirements of the Land Management Code including: 
a. In accordance with LMC 15-6-5(C)(1), A a reduction in from the required 

perimeter Setback from twenty-five feet (25') to the Recreation Commercial 
zone required Setback of twenty feet (20’) for portions of Parcel B only 
includingspecifically on the Shadow Ridge Road, Empire Avenue and Lowell 
Avenue facades.  

b. In accordance with LMC 15-6-5(E)(1), Exceptions a reduction to from the 
LMC required number of Off-Street parking Parking stalls provided for the 
Commercial and Residential Uses of the project totaling 502 LMC required 
parking stalls due to shared parking which is Condition of Approval #X.  

c. In accordance with LMC LMC 15-6-5(F), An an increase in allowed building 
Building height Height from the Recreation Commercial maximum zone Zone 
height Height of 35 feet (35’) for all parcels;  

d. A transfer of Density to Parcel C; and 
e. Resort Support Commercial and Accessory Use in excess of the 10% allowed 

for Parcel C and E to accommodate a four-star hotel and …..  
19. The applicant is seeking the following amendments to the 1998 Development 

Agreement: 
a. To replace expired Exhibit D with a new Master Plan including perimeter 

Setback reductions for Parcel B, Building Height increases for all parcels, and 
parking reductions from LMC required Commercial and Residential required 
parking in the amount of 502 stalls. 

b. A Transfer of Density to Parcel C. 
c. To allow for a hotel Use. 
d. Changes to the Employee Housing Obligations consistent with the approved 

2021 Housing Mitigation Plan. 
e. To not provide 600 additional underground parking stalls for the exclusive use 

of the Resort.  
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f. Updated Exhibits including the Phasing Plan and Traffic and Parking 
Mitigation Plan. 

 
Zoning 
19.20. The Base Area Parcels B, C, D and E are all located in the Recreation 

Commercial (RC) zoning district and the applicant is not proposing any changes 
to the zoning. 

21. The Recreation Commercial zone allows for the development of hotel and resort 
related housing in close proximity to major recreation facilities and encourages 
the clustering of development to preserve Open Space and minimize the impacts 
of development on hillsides and sensitive view areas. 

20.22. A hotel was not a proposed use in the 1998 Development Agreement. 
21.23. All of the proposed Uses in the 2021 Concept Master Plan are Allowed or 

Conditional Uses within the Recreation Commercial zoning district.   
22.24. The applicant has applied for a Master Planned Development approval, including 

amending the 1998 Development Agreement and a new Concept Master Plan. 
23.25. Further development of the Parcels will require additional site-specific approvals 

in the form of platting and Conditional Use Permits for each Parcel prior to the 
issuance of Building Permits. 

Density 
24.26. Density for MPDs is based on the Unit Equivalent Formula defined in LMC 15-6-

8. 
25.27. The 1998 Development Agreement utilizes the Unit Equivalent Formula and 

limits density on a square footage basis per parcel in the Parcel Square Footage 
Allowance Table set forth in Section 3.2.1 of the 1998 Development Agreement. 
Building square footage does not include Resort Accessory Uses, mechanical, 
maintenance or storage space that may be located below grade or parking as 
shown in the 1997 PCMR Concept Master Plan. 

26.28. Utilizing the same square footage calculation results in the following Maximum 
Parcel Allowed Square Footage [insert applicants final table when received]. 

27.29. The 1998 Development Agreement does not allow for the transfer of Density 
from one parcel to another.  However, this proposal is to amend the 1998 
Development Agreement to allow for additional Density on Parcel C, which is 
adjacent to the mountain, where additional height is appropriate as it is central to 
the Resort Core and is located further away from neighboring single family and 
multi-family uses. Although the Planning Commission approves the transfer of 
Density to Parcel C as consistent with LMC 15-6-1 and 15-6-5, the Total Square 
Footage and Unit Equivalents are less than what was approved under the 1998 
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Development Agreement [a reduction of approximately 150,000 square feet and 
90 UEs. update when received] 

28.30. The 2021 Concept Master Plan identifies up to [146] residential units resulting in 
[203] Residential Unit Equivalents, and up to [63,000] square feet of Commercial 
space resulting in [60] Commercial Unit Equivalents, totaling [insert] Unit 
Equivalents and up to [insert] total square feet, which is within the maximum 
permitted density allowed under the 1998 Development Agreement. [update] 

29. The Park City General Plan for the Resort Center notes that “Flexibility should be 
employed regarding the execution of the existing PCMR MPD approval…” in 
order to facilitate public transit, parking and affordable housing; potential 
relocation/transfer of density; and emerging recreation and resort visitor 
experiences (page 191). 

 
Setbacks 
30.31. LMC 15-6-5(C) requires the The minimum Setback around the exterior boundary 

of a Master Planned Development shall be twenty-five feet (25’) for Parcels 
greater than 2 acres.  

31.32. Section 15-6-5 of the Land Management Code allows the Planning Commission 
to decrease the required perimeter Setback to the zone-required Setback “…if it 
is necessary to provide desired architectural interest and variation.”   

32.33. The zone-required Setback is twenty feet (20’) for the Recreation Commercial 
(RC) District. 

33. The applicant withdrew setback exceptions originally requested for Parcels C, D 
and E, and currently requests limited reductions in the perimeter Setbacks to 
twenty feet (20’) for the north, east and west façades of Parcel B only, consistent 
with the twenty feet (20’) Setback for the Recreation Commercial (RC) District. 

34. The applicant is therefore seeking less Setback exceptions than the 1997 
approved plan. 

35. In connection with the applicant’s request, the applicant has presented, and the 
Planning Commission has considered multiple configurations and architectural 
approaches for Parcel B. 

36.34. The limited areas of 20-foot setback requested for Parcel B provide both vertical 
and horizontal architectural articulation while maintaining an overall average site 
perimeter setback of approximately 30 feet. 

37.35. The applicant currently requests and the Planning Commission hereby approves 
the limited reductions in the perimeter setbacks to twenty feet (20’) for the north 
(floors 2,3 and 4 only), east and west façades of Parcel B only, specifically 
finding that the twenty-feet (20’) Setbacks for Parcel B are consistent with the 
Recreation Commerical zone and are necessary to provide desired architectural 
interest and variation because the reduced setbacks:  
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a. Are necessary to transition the scale of the proposed building from the Resort 
to the surrounding neighborhood and to decrease the perceived scale of the 
proposed building on Parcel B; 

b. Are necessary for vertical and horizontal architectural articulation providing 
increased architectural interest and variation both desired and required by the 
Planning Commission, both at the ground level and at the above-ground level 
stories for the proposed Parcel B building, that would not be achieved if the 
applicant was required to meet the twenty-five feet (25’) Setback 
requirements; 

c. Are necessary to include architectural elements that are similar to those 
allowed to extend into the front Setback pursuant to the Recreation 
Commercial District (i.e. decks, porches, bay windows, roof overhangs, eaves 
and cornices; and 

d. Are necessary to implement additional horizontal façade variations while 
remaining compatible with the setbacks for neighboring streetscape and 
residential development.  The resulting architecture and variation is desired to 
mitigate the transition to the residential areas of the zone. The 2021 Master 
Plan provides for adequate space for a minimum of twelve feet (12’) multi-use 
trails, landscaping and snow storage area, even in the areas where 
architectural elements extend beyond the twenty-five feet (25’) Setback 
requirements. 

38.36. The 2021 Master Plan provides no perimeter Setbacks less than twenty feet 
(20’).  Any potential canopy over the transit station on Lowell Avenue will be 
reviewed in accordance with right of way regulations and the LMC, if applicable, 
at the time of CUP. 

39.37. The 2021 Master Plan provides that all parking structures above Existing Grade 
meet the twenty-five feet (25’) MPD Setback requirements. Therefore, no setback 
reductions are allowed for any façade of the parking structure on Parcel B. 

 
Open Space 
40.38. LMC 15-6-5(D) MPDs requires a minimum of 60% Open Space as defined in 

LMC Chapter 15-15. and tThe application meets this minimum requirement, 
providing 6364% of Open Space in a type and mix appropriate to the Resort 
Core and consisting of pedestrian plazas, sidewalks and multi-use trails, 
landscape buffers, ski runs, and landscaped and natural areas open to the 
public.  Streets, driveways, parking areas and private open space areas are not 
included in the applicant’s Open Space calculations. Helipad? 

 
Off Street Parking 
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General 
41.39. LMC 15-6-5(E) stated that “The number of Off-Street Parking Spaces in an MPD 

shall not be less than the requirements of the LMC, except that the Planning 
Commission may decrease the required number of Off Street Parking Spaces 
based upon a parking analysis submitted by the Applicant at the time of MPD 
submittal.” 

42.40. As noted in the Park City Vision 2020 project, traffic and congestion are some of 
the City’s biggest challenges, and envisioning bold, multi-modal transportations 
options is one of Park City’s biggest opportunities.  The City Council has 
embraced a transit first philosophy and strives to make Park City a car optional 
community.  

43.41. More specifically for the resort center, this includesThe applicant is proposing a 
modal shift from vehicles to transit and more sustainable transportation options 
that address and mitigate the amount of traffic going to and from the Resort base 
area in order to reduce congestions and improve levels of service at proximate 
intersections.  

44.42. Related to parking, the applicant submitted the following (collectively, the 
“Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans”):  
a. A Resort Parking Study by Hales Engineering dated February 11, 2021.  
b. A Draft TDM and PMP dated May 7, 2021 and Addendum dated July 9, 2021. 
c. Existing and Proposed Parking Condition Analysis from SE Group dated 

September 23, 2020. 
45.43. The applicant is proposing 1,721 parking stalls for the base area. Of these, 1,200 

spaces are dedicated to day skier parking, and the remainder (521 stalls) are 
primarily for residential (hotel and condo) and resort commercial patronage. 

46.44. Utilizing mixed-use parking reductions, Hales Engineering in the Parking Study & 
TDM/PMP Plans estimates the peak shared parking demand will be 1,583 stalls, 
less than the 1,721 parking stalls proposed. 

47.45. The City’s professional planning staff and separately retained parking and transit 
consultant AECOM reviewed and analyzed the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans 
including a parking sensitivity test and concluded that for the entire site there is 
still excess parking anticipated assuming shared parking arrangements are in 
place between all uses including the day skier parking and TDM/PMP strategies 
are implemented. 

Day Skier Parking 
48.46. The 2021 Concept Master Plan proposes the replacement of the existing 1,200 

day skier surface parking stalls with 1,200 structured day skier stalls, thus there 
is no material loss in day skier parking. 

49.47. The applicant is also removing all employee parking from the base area which 
will effectively increase the parking supply at the base area for Resort guests. 
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50.48. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans outline an actively managed parking 
system with real time, dynamic parking signs that guide patrons to open parking 
spaces within Parcels B and E, creating a more efficient search for parking 
availability. 

51.49. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans provide for the implementation of paid 
parking for day skiers concurrently with the development of the base area 
project. The Parking Study estimates that paid parking will increase the Average 
Vehicle Occupancy (AVO), and that the Resort will move from a parking deficit to 
a parking surplus on a typical day if coupled with robust TDM measures and 
shared parking agreements (See SE Analysis). 

52.50. SE Group, on behalf of the applicant, submitted corroborating information that an 
increase in the AVO to a goal of 2.3-2.7, with peak days seeing 3.1, shows that 
the resort is expected to have sufficient parking on most days under the paid 
parking model outlined in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans. 

53.51. The Planning Commission finds that the implementation of the paid parking 
model set forth in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans will affect the AVO and 
that parking pricing can be adjusted to help achieve the target AVO’s set forth in 
the Parking Studies. 

54.52. The Conditions of Approval imposed with respect to parking will require the 
applicant to work with the City to modify parking mitigation efforts to achieve the 
target AVOs as necessary over a five-year period beginning with the occupancy 
of the garage on Parcel B.  As outlined in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans 
this includes at least two annual coordination meetings per year to discuss actual 
vehicle counts and parking demand, and the implementation of new or revised 
parking and transportation strategies designed to achieve the target AVOs and 
intersection LOS goals.  

55.53. The Development Agreement with the applicant will provide the City with the 
enforcement mechanisms necessary to ensure compliance with the Conditions of 
Approval. 

56.54. The 1998 Development Agreement required 600 additional parking stalls for 
exclusive use of the Resort including parking for the Resort’s Accessory Uses 
and or Support Commercial to the Resort.  

57.55. The 1998 Mountain Upgrade Plan estimates the Comfortable Carrying Capacity 
(CCC, defined as the number of active and inactive skiers that can be 
accommodated at a ski area at any given time while guaranteeing a pleasant 
recreational experience and preserving the quality of the environment) of the 
Resort was 9,910 skiers, but noted that is it not uncommon for ski areas to 
experience peak days which visitation exceeds the CCC by as much as 25 
percent, or approximately 11,000 skiers in Park City’s case. 

43



 

58.56. The Mountain Upgrade Plan makes a number of upgrade recommendations 
increasing the CCC from 9,910 to 13,700 skiers per day, which could mean 
15,070 skiers on a peak ski day. 

59.57. Many of the upgrades discussed in the 1998 Mountain Upgrade Plan have 
occurred and SE Group estimates that the existing CCC for the Park City side of 
the Resort is 12,570 skiers with an AVO of 2.3 on average and ranging from 1.9 
to 3.1. SE Group estimates the CCC will increase to 13,440 with a future planned 
upgrade to Town Lift and Silver Star, new homes and nightly rentals, and a 5% 
increase in transit use. However, SE Group is also projecting an increase in the 
AVO to an average of 2.7 and ranging from 1.9 to 3.1 on peak ski days due to 
the implementation of paid parking. SE Group notes that with an AVO of 2.7 the 
Resort will see a surplus of parking stalls averaging 126 stalls on typical ski days 
due to the implementation of paid parking. 

60.58. Due to the fact that the Resort is no longer anticipating the Comfortable Carrying 
Capacity (CCC) assumed in the Mountain Upgrade Plan that was part of the 
1998 application and the anticipated modal shift to transit due to paid parking, the 
600 additional parking stalls are no longer required. Additionally, the creation of 
said parking stalls will lead to more cars accessing the site and additional 
congestion in the Resort Center, which the City and the applicant are seeking to 
minimize in accordance with the General Plan objectives for the Resort Center 
neighborhood and the Vision 2020 Strategic Pillar of Transportation Innovation.  

61.59. SE Group, on behalf of the applicant, submitted corroborating information that 
these 600 stalls are no longer necessary to meet the Resort’s anticipated parking 
demand with the implementation of paid day skier parking at the base area. 

62.60. As provided in the 1998 Development Agreement, the City retains the authority to 
require the Resort to limit ticket sales if parking mitigation fails to adequately 
mitigate peak day parking demands. The intent is that off-site parking solutions 
include a coordinated and cooperative effort with the City and the Resort 
Operator to provide creative solutions for peak day and special event parking.  

Applicant’s alternative language for COA #62 above attempting to address parking issues with parking 
solutions: 

Upon the City’s reasonable determination that a “Parking Failure” has occurred on more than 
fifteen (15) days in a ski season during the first five (5) years following completion of the Resort 
Core pursuant to the 2021 Concept Master Plan by reasons attributable solely to the Resort and 
the applicant’s development of the Resort Core (as opposed to conditions arising from other 
City events, such as the Sundance Film Festival),  the City shall notify applicant of such Parking 
Failure and City and applicant shall thereafter work with the Resort Operator to determine the 
remedial actions that must be taken to prevent future Parking Failures, which remedial action 
may include the construction of additional off-site parking spaces.  The number of additional 
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off-site parking spaces required to alleviate similar Parking Failures and which party shall be 
responsible for installing the same shall be collectively determined by the City, the Resort 
Operator and the applicant depending on the reasonably identified causes of the Parking 
Failure.  For purposes of this condition, a Parking Failure at the PCM Base would be found to 
occur only if all of the following conditions apply:  

• The Park City transit system has increased bus frequency to its full capacity such that not 
less than [INSERT] buses are arriving/departing the Transit Center during the peak hours 
of 8:00 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. and from 3:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. on the days of the purported 
Parking Failure;  

• The utilization rate for the Park City transit system buses serving the PCM Base during 
such peak hours averages 90%;  

• On-site and off-site park and ride lots then in existence and feeding the Park City transit 
system are fully utilized; and  

• Excessive on-street parking is occurring in local streets adjacent to the PCM Base 
notwithstanding the City’s consistent enforcement of the City’s parking regulations 
applicable to such local streets.  

Notwithstanding anything in this condition to the contrary, the combined responsibility of the 
Resort Operator and applicant for construction of off-site parking stalls shall not exceed  

[INSERT] stalls at a total cost of [INSERT] per stall.  

The City has concerns with the applicant’s recommended finding above and instead 
recommends Transportation and Parking Mitigation Conditions of Approval #35-40 in the 
Draft Conditions of Approval Document.  The final fees associated with these Conditions will 
be negotiated by the City’s Executive Department during the Development Agreement 
process. 

63.61. The applicant is proposing a drop-off/pick-up area in front of the plaza between 
Buildings C and E, which will be staffed during peak periods to promote efficient 
loading and unloading. This area can accommodate approximately eight 
vehicles.  

64.62. In addition to the drop off area mentioned above, the applicant is providing a 
separate area for hotel shuttle drop off south of the new transit station. This area 
can accommodate up to six hotel shuttles at one time. 

65.63. The applicant has agreed that garage parking will include 15 minutes of free 
parking, and that 20 parking stalls will be reserved during peak hours with 30 
minutes of free parking to accommodate ski school and ski team pick up and 
drop off parking. 
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[Staff suggests further discussion with the applicant and Vail directly regarding any 
additional appropriate FF and COAs regarding consequence of inadequate parking 
mitigation regarding day skiing versus residential/commercial uses.] 
 
Commercial and Residential Parking 
66.64. The 2021 Concept Master Plan proposes 521 parking stalls for the residential 

and commercial uses based on a shared parking analysis, which represents a 
502 parking stall exception (waiver of parking stalls) based on the Hales 
Engineering analysis included in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans. The 
parking stall exception is primarily for the Commercial Uses as skiers are the 
primary driver of parking at the Resort and Hales Engineering has conservatively 
estimated that 80% of Commercial users are already parked as skiers or guests, 
based on a study of the Canyons, which estimates that 95% of Commercial users 
are skiers or guests already parked at the Resort. 

67.65. The Conditions of Approval will require the site to offer shared parking 
agreements for existing and proposed uses to provide adequate parking at peak 
times and mitigate parking demand for non -day skier parking consistent with the 
Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans. 

68.66. The Conditions of Approval will require the proposed Hotel to provide valet 
parking at all times, which valet parking may include use of stacked parking in 
order to increase the Hotel’s parking supply. 

69.67. According to analysis submitted by Hales Engineering in the Parking Plan & 
TDM/PMP Plans, the proposed parking exceptions are conservatively in line with 
what is experienced at the Canyons side of the Resort, where the applicant 
reports a 95% capture ratio for the commercial uses from day skiers already 
parked on site. 

70.68. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans assume one stall per affordable housing 
unit, one stall per hotel room, and one stall per condominium.  

71.69. The City’s independent third-party transportation consultant, AECOM, performed 
a sensitivity analysis which demonstrates that although Building C is under 
parked for a few hours in the afternoon (which can be accommodated with valet 
parking), there should be excess parking within the entire site overall including 
during peak hours.  Accordingly, a Condition of Approval requires the TDM to 
include valet parking and shared use agreements to mitigate peak use.   

72.70. The Conditions of Approval will require an updated parking analysis be submitted 
to the City based on actual parking demand for the uses in Building B after the 
first ski season of occupancy for this garage. 

73.71. The proposed number of parking stalls is consistent with the location of 
employee housing on site, the applicant’s proposed shared parking arrangement 
set forth in the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans, the City’s desire to promote 
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fewer overall vehicle trips and use of other transit options to access the site, 
including public transit, and with the City’s desire to help the applicant reach the 
identified modal split goal for a 20% reduction in vehicles accessing the site over 
a five year period, beginning with the occupancy of the parking structure on 
Parcel B. 

74.72. The Planning Commission, with recommendation from the Planning Department 
and AECOM, finds that the Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans support a decrease 
in the required number of parking spaces consistent with LMC Section 15-6-5(E). 

 
Building Height 
75.73. The RC District allows for structures up to thirty-five feet (35’) in height from 

Existing Grade.  
76.74. Section 15-6-5(F) of the Land Management Code allows the Planning 

Commission to “…consider an increase in Building Height based upon a Site 
specific analysis.” 

77.75. The 1998 Development Agreement and 1997 Approvals, allowed for exceptions 
to Building Height, and the 2021 Master Plan is seeking exceptions to Building 
Height consistent with the 1997 approved plans. The 1997 Approvals allowed for 
the following approximate maximum building heights as measured under the 
current Land Management Code: 
a. Parcel B maximum Building Height of 78 feet. 
b. Parcel C maximum Building Height of 75 feet. 
c. Parcel D maximum Building Height of 60 feet. 
d. Parcel E maximum Building Height of 83 feet. 

78.76.  These height exceptions expired with the site plan and the applicant has applied 
for new height exceptions with respect to the 2021 Concept Master Plan. 

79.77. The Planning Commission finds that the increase in Building Height as shown in 
the 2021 Concept Master Plan set dated ____________does not result in 
increased square footage or Building volume over what was approved in the 
1998 Development Agreement and 1997 PCMR Concept Master Plan.  

80.78. Height exceptions are appropriate given that in 1997 the City Council determined 
that clustering density at the base area was preferable to spreading density up 
the mountain, and that the clustering preserves open space, provides 
opportunities for view corridors, and increases the effectiveness of public 
transportation.  

81.79. The Planning Commission finds that buildings have been positioned to minimize 
visual impacts on adjacent Structures. Potential problems on neighboring 
Properties caused by shadows, loss of solar Access, and loss of air circulation 
have been mitigated through building placement and increased Setbacks. 
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82.80. The Planning Commission finds there is adequate buffering in the form of 
Setbacks from adjacent Properties and Uses; In addition, Landscape buffering 
and detailed landscape plans will be required for the CUP application process. 

83.81. The Planning Commission finds there is adequate room for Landscaping for 
adjacent Properties and Uses. Landscaping details will be required at the CUP 
process to ensure adequate buffering for adjacent Properties and Uses. 

84.82. The Planning Commission finds that building Setbacks are increased, resulting in 
an overall average approximately 9-10 feet in excess of the zone setbacks after 
including setback reductions for portions of Building B, with additional Building 
Height in order to provide increased separation from adjacent properties.  

85.83. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed additional Building Height 
results in more than the minimum Open Space required, and results in Open 
Space that is publicly accessible; 

86.84. The Planning Commission finds that additional Building Height is designed in a 
manner that provides a transition in roof elements in compliance with Chapter 15-
5, Architectural Review, including the Façade Length and Variation requirements 
of §15-5-8.  

87.85. The Planning Commission finds that additional Building Height shall only apply to 
the specific plans reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission as 
represented in the 2021 Master Plan. This results in the following maximum 
Building Heights from Existing Grade for the following parcels: 
a. Parcel B maximum Building Height of [87] feet and [6] stories from Existing 

Grade. The nearest abutter is approximately [65] feet away from this Building 
Height. 

b. Parcel C maximum Building Height of [103] feet and [7] stories from Existing 
Grade. The nearest abutter is approximately [70] feet away from this Building 
Height.  

c. Parcel D maximum Building Height of [71] feet and [5] stories from Existing 
Grade. The nearest abutter is approximately [40] feet away from this Building 
Height. 

d. Parcel E maximum Building Height of [84] feet and [6] stories from Existing 
Grade. The nearest abutter is approximately [50] feet away from this Building 
Height. 

 
Site Planning 
88.86. The 2021 Concept Master Plan sets forth a plan for development/redevelopment 

consistent with the Resort Center neighborhood, the City’s General Plan for the 
Resort Center neighborhood, the City’s adopted Transportation Plans, the 1998 
Development Agreement, and LMC 15-6. 
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89.87. The units are clustered on the most developable and least visually sensitive 
portions of the RC zoned remaining parcels, and the buildings are separated by 
Open Space. 

90.88. No Significant Vegetation exists on the parcels as they are surface parking lots. 
91.89. The project is designed to minimize Grading and the need for large retaining 

Structures. 
92.90. Roads, utility lines, and Structures are designed to work with the Existing Grade 

and cuts and fills are minimized. 
93.91. Existing trails are maintained and incorporated into the Open Space elements of 

the project. Parking garage E is considered the primary trailhead parking area.  
94.92. Adequate internal vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation is provided and 

pedestrian and bicycle circulations are separated from vehicular circulations and 
provide safe travel within the boundaries of the project and safe travel to 
adjoining public sidewalks, trails, and Rights-of-Way.  

95.93. Snow storage Areas will be further detailed and evaluated at the CUP process in 
order to provide adequate areas for snow removal and storage. 

96.94. Areas for convenient trash and recycling, including adequate circulation area for 
pick-up vehicles, will be further detailed and evaluated at the CUP process. 

97.95. The project will include a recycling program that accommodates for materials 
generated by tenants, residents, users, operators, and/or owners and this will be 
further detailed and evaluated at the CUP process. 

98.96. The project includes transportation amenities including separate drop-off Areas 
for hotel shuttle service, general purpose vehicles, and an existing bus stop. 
Additional drop off can be accommodated in the garage structures. 

99.97. Service and delivery Access and loading/unloading Areas are included in the 
project and separated from pedestrian Areas and will be further detailed and 
evaluated at the CUP process. 

 
Landscape and Lighting 
100.98. A preliminary Landscape Plan was submitted with the MPD application.  
101.99. Detailed landscape plans will be required for the CUP application process. 
102.100. The Planning Commission finds there is sufficient area in the form of 

Setbacks from adjacent Properties and Uses to provide for sufficient landscape 
buffering. 

103.101. Lighting must meet the requirements of Section 15-5-5(J). 
104.102. Detailed Lighting Plans will be required for the CUP application process. 
 
Sensitive Lands Compliance 
105.103. The project site is located outside of the City’s Sensitive Lands Overlay 

Zone. 
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Employee/Affordable Housing 
Reference 4/29/21 Housing Authority Approval and Conditions 
 
Child Care 
106.104. The project site does not include a Child Care Center. 
 
Mine Hazards 
107.105. There are no known Physical Mine Hazards on the project site. 
 
Historic Mine Waste Mitigation 
108.106. The project site is located outside of the City’s Soils Ordinance Boundary. 
 
General Plan Review  
109.107. Park City’s General Plan for the Resort Center neighborhood anticipates 

that future development will create a more dense resort core and “combine the 
ski experience with the lodging experience,” and anticipates that such 
development/redevelopment would “redefine the character of the base area and 
influence the entire Resort Center neighborhood.” (General Plan p. 190) 

110.108. The majority of the Resort Center neighborhood is located in the Lower 
Park Avenue Redevelopment Area (RDA), and the applicant’s project is in the 
“resort core” of the Resort Center neighborhood. 

111.109. The General Plan for the Resort Center outlines 7 objectives for the 
neighborhood including: 
a. Increasing opportunities for public transit (including consideration of dedicated 

transit lanes); 
b. Circulation modifications to improve the user experience of arriving and 

leaving the Resort Center;  
c. Implementing alternative parking locations with public transportation 

connections;  
d. The development of transportation demand management strategies to 

decrease vehicle traffic;  
e. Improving multimodal connections between the Resort and Main Street, Deer 

Valley and the Bonanza Park areas;  
f. Decreasing resort impacts on surrounding residential communities; and  
g. Discouraging resort through traffic on Three Kings Drive. 

112.110. The General Plan specifically recommends flexibility “regarding the 
execution of the existing PCMR MPD approval in order to facilitate: 1) 
public/private partnership opportunities for public transit visitors and locals, 
parking and affordable housing; 2) potential relocation/transfer of density; and 3) 
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new uses including emerging recreation and resort visitor experiences.” (General 
Plan p. 191) 

113.111. The 2021 Concept Master Plan increases opportunities for public transit 
and includes an improved Transit Station and bus only lanes through the Resort. 

114.112. PEG has proposed a comprehensive Transportation Demand 
Management plan and circulation modifications to reduce traffic congestion and 
improve intersection LOS through its modal split goals, which will improve the 
user experience of arriving and leaving the Resort Center.   

115.113. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans does not expand parking on site but 
encourages public transportation use through the implementation of paid parking 
at the base, improving the Transit Station and adding bus only lanes through the 
Resort. This should encourage use of the regional park and ride facilities that will 
be served with expanded public transportation connections reducing congestion 
in Park City.   

116.114. The Parking Study & TDM/PMP Plans specifically incorporate 
recommended TDM strategies to decrease vehicle traffic including increasing the 
AVO through paid parking, improvements to the Transit Station, and an 
employee TDM.  

117.115. The 2021 Concept Master Plan improves multimodal connections with 
improved pedestrian and bicycle pathways, public plazas and an improved 
Transit Station. 

118.116. The 2021 Concept Master Plan decreases resort impacts on surrounding 
residential communities by improving traffic circulation and congestion, improving 
opportunities for public transit, and improved multimodal connections.  

119.117. The 2021 Concept Master Plan discourages resort through traffic on 
adjoining residential streets, including Three Kings Drive, through improved traffic 
and wayfinding signage and a median on Silver King Drive to prevent cars 
leaving the parcel E from making a left turn onto Three Kings Drive. 

 
Sustainability 
120.118. The City has ambitious but achievable climate goals to be net zero carbon 

and to meet annual electricity needs through 100% renewable resources for the 
entire community by 2030, as embodied in Resolution 32-2018 (the “City’s 
Sustainability Goals”). 

121.119. The project will add to the City’s overall energy demand and carbon 
footprint, and the applicant submitted Sustainability Guidelines, dated December 
1, 2020 (as amended), detailing the applicant’s plans for the project and the 
manner in which the project contributes to the City’s Sustainability Goals. The 
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applicant’s Sustainability Guidelines will be reviewed in further detail at each 
CUP process. 

122.120. The Sustainability Guidelines target energy savings compared to the State 
of Utah’s currently adopted energy codes as of December 1, 2020 (i.e. IECC 
2018) in excess of 20%, and include the applicant’s commitment to integrate 
energy modeling in the design process of all buildings and building types within 
the project in order to achieve that goal through the use of high-performance 
building envelopes and energy efficient mechanical, lighting, and window 
systems (core and shell). 

123.121. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for the creation of a construction 
waste management plan and the diversion of construction and demolition 
materials away from landfills and incinerators, including diversion of 100% of 
demolished asphalt, and diversion of a minimum of 50% of construction waste 
into not less than four material streams for recycling. 

124.122. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for the creation of a waste 
management plan to reduce landfill waste that is generated by building 
occupants (commercial tenants as well as residential) and all buildings will 
include accommodations for recycling. 

125.123. The Sustainability Guideline provide for a pEUI-25 average for the four (4) 
building parcels at full build-out. The targeted individual pEUI for the specific 
buildings are set forth in the Sustainability Guidelines. 

126.124. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for the installation of rooftop 
photovoltaic arrays, as well as the potential for other on-site renewable energy 
generation methods such as micro-anaerobic digester for food waste, intended to 
supply not less than 8% of the project’s energy demands (including 100% of the 
energy demand for the project’s structured parking facilities), and the design and 
preparation of additional roof areas that will be “PV ready” so that additional 
panels can be installed in the future. 

127.125. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for the applicant’s purchase of 
Renewable Energy Credits (“REC”) for each completed building in the project to 
offset delivered [energy] to the Project that is not supported by on-site renewable 
energy systems, for a period equal to the lesser of: (a) five (5) years; or (b) the 
number of years from the date the final Certificate of Occupancy is issued for the 
applicable building and the estimated date that the City’s fully renewable power 
source will be on line (currently estimated to be 2030). 

128.126. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for rigorous energy commissioning 
for each building to support the energy efficient operation of such buildings and 
to compare performance back to modeled design targets. 

129.127. The Sustainability Guidelines provide for applicant’s use of management 
tools to log, track and verify building performance including delivered energy 
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consumption, indoor and outdoor water usage and recording the REC purchases 
applicable to each building. 

130.128. Based on the above, and the items set forth in the Sustainability 
Guidelines, the Planning Commission finds that the applicant’s project and 
Sustainability Guidelines incorporates best planning practices for sustainable 
development, including water conservation measures and energy efficient design 
and construction, per the codes in effect at the time of the current Application as 
of February 2020 (i.e. IECC 2018). 

 

Section 15-6-6 Findings 

131.129. The 2021 Concept Master Plan complies with all requirements of the Land 
Management Code with the exception of the Setbacks for Building B, allowed 
Building Height, the number of Off-Street Parking stalls and the amount of Resort 
Support Commercial and Accessory Use allowed for Parcel C. 

132.130. The 2021 Concept Master Plan meets the minimum requirements of 
Section 15-6-5 except as noted above. 

133.131. The 2021 Concept Master Plan provides the highest value of Open Space, 
as determined by the Planning Commission. 

134.132. The 2021 Concept Master Plan strengthens and enhances the resort 
character of Park City with additional Resort Support Commercial uses, lodging 
opportunities and public transit improvements. 

135.133. The 2021 Concept Master Plan compliments the natural features on the 
Site, which parcels are not characterized by significant features or vegetation. 

136.134. The 2021 Concept Master Plan is Compatible in Use, scale, and mass 
with adjacent Properties within the Resort Center Neighborhood, promotes 
neighborhood Compatibility, and protects surrounding residential neighborhoods 
and Uses. The 2021 Concept Master Plan is compatible with the density allowed 
by the development agreement and is in keeping with the Building Height 
approved on Parcel A, Marriott’s MountainSide Hotel. 

137.135. The 2021 Concept Master Plan provides amenities to the community so 
that there is no net loss of community amenities including but not limited to a new 
transit station, employee and affordable housing, 1,200 day skier parking stalls, 
public plazas and new commercial and residential uses. 

138.136. The 2021 Concept Master Plan is consistent with the employee Affordable 
Housing requirements as evidenced by the Housing Authority’s 4/29/21 Approval 
of the applicant’s Housing Mitigation Plan. 

139.137. The project Parcels are not located within the Sensitive Land Overlay 
Zone, and the project has been designed to place Development on the most 
developable land and least visually obtrusive portions of the Site. 
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140.138. The 2021 Concept Master Plan promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms 
of transportation through the use of paid parking, dedicated bus lanes, a new 
transit station, multi-use trails and trail connections.  

141.139. The 2021 Concept Master Plan was properly noticed and the Planning 
Commission held public hearings in accordance with this Chapter. 

142.140. The 2021 Concept Master Plan incorporates best planning practices for 
sustainable development, including water conservation measures and energy 
efficient design and construction, per the Residential and Commercial Energy 
and Green Building program and codes in effect at the time of the Application. 

143.141. No Physical Mine Hazards are located on the Parcels.  
144.142. The 2021 Concept Master Plan mitigates Historic Mine Waste and 

complies with the requirements of the Park City Soils Boundary Ordinance. 
145.143. No Historic Structures or Sites are located on the Parcels. 
146.144. The 2021 Concept Master Plan addresses and mitigates traffic and the 

applicant and submitted the Parking Study & TDM/ PMP Plans demonstrating the 
applicant’s commitment to work with the City in a combined effort to achieve a 
20% modal split within five years of the occupancy of Building B. 

 

Applications for CUPs shall include but are not limited to: 

1. Detailed landscape plan 
2. Details for snow storage areas 
3. Details for trash and recycling areas 
4. Details for service and delivery access 
5. Detailed Lighting plan 
6. Detailed sustainability plan  
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Draft Conditions of Approval: PEG’s Park City Base Area Lot 

Redevelopment Master Plan Study  

The Planning Commission’s consideration of the following Conditions of 

Approval is requested by the Planning Department. 

 

General 

1. The applicant shall be responsible for compliance with these Conditions of 

Approval unless the Condition is specifically delegated to . 

2. This approval includes and incorporates the 2021 Concept Master Plan dated 

[insert final plan set date]. The concept Master Plan details maximum volumetrics 

including general horizontal and vertical articulation, maximum square footage of 

each building, maximum building heights, minimum setbacks, required parking, 

general programming and site planning, all transportation improvements, utility 

design, proposed grading, and construction phasing and mitigation.  

3. This 2021 Concept Master Plan is conceptual in nature and each parcel is 

subject to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) review by the Planning Commission, 

and must substantially conform to but not exceed the Concept Master Plan 

maximum volumetrics and comply with LMC Section 15-5, Architectural Review.  

4. The building heights, square footages and unit equivalents identified in the 2021 

Concept Master Plan are intended to be maximums that the Planning 

Commission shall consider during CUP review for each development parcel, but 

approval of the 2021 Concept Master Plan does not guarantee that such 

maximum densities or square footages can be achieved for any given parcel in 

accordance with the CUP review process.  

5. The overall project on parcels B-E shall not exceed: (a) the permitted density of 

[263] Unit Equivalents, [203 Residential UEs and 60 Commercial UEs, excluding 

employee and affordable units which do not count towards the total allowed 

UEs]; or (b) 2,223 maximum parking stalls. Any additional Density permitted 

under the 1998 DA shall now be considered null and void. [update] 

6. If the Planning Commission approves less than the maximum permitted square 

footages or Density outlined in the 2021 Concept Master Plan for any given 

parcel pursuant to the CUP approval process, that square footage or Density 

shall not be allowed to be transferred to another parcel. 

7. Final Site Planning is required for each parcel at the CUP process which shall 

include landscaping, lighting, streetscape details and finalization of all design 

details for the parcel. Final site planning shall orient delivery, service and trash 

access away from existing residential uses whenever possible. 

8. Ownership, maintenance issues and any amendments to the Bus Drop Off 

Easement must be resolved and executed prior to the issuance of a CUP for 

Parcel B.  
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9. The Transit Station shall include:  

a. ADA compliant access, including a min. sidewalk width of 12 ft. on all 3 sides 

of the Station  

b. at least 6 bus bays of sufficient size in order to meet the expanded transit 

ridership and bus lengths (including at least one articulated bus bay)  

c. Indoor and outdoor sheltered waiting area(s)  

d. Equipment storage facilities (ski lockers) conveniently located nearby  

e. Real time transit information displays that include where and when buses will 

be arriving and departing from  

f. Transit and pedestrian wayfinding signage  

g. Pedestrian and safety oriented lighting  

h. Accommodations for a bike share station and bike parking in close proximity 

to the Transit Station  

i. Public restrooms  

j. Transit employee break room 

10. The applicant agrees to coordinate with the City regarding bus charging 

infrastructure during the design phase of the Transit Station and shall install bus 

charging infrastructure at the applicant’s sole expense if requested by the City. 

11. Snow storage areas must be accommodated for and  will be reviewed in further 

detail at CUP. The applicant shall be responsible for snow removal at both drop 

off locations and the transit station. 

12. The applicant must receive approvals to subdivide the parcels consistent with the 

2021 Concept Master Plan parcel designations for parcels B-E prior to or 

concurrent with CUP applications or third-party sales, whichever shall occur first. 

13. The applicant shall develop parcel B including the Transit Station first, so that all 

required transportation infrastructure and affordable and employee units are part 

of the first phase of development.  

14. The proposed employee and affordable housing units shall be consistent with the 

Housing Authority’s April 29, 2021, approved Housing Mitigation Plan for the site. 

This is the applicant’s affordable housing obligation for the entire project 

including Parcels A-E and shall be completed as part of the first phase of 

development. 

15. The applicant has submitted a draft Phasing Plan. Concurrent with the review of 

each CUP, a detailed phasing plan for each given parcel shall be required, as 

well as, for informational purposes, an update on the anticipated schedule for the 

entire project. These plans shall include at a minimum, but shall not be limited to 

the following: 

a. Detailed timeline and phasing of development for each parcel, as well as 

anticipated timing and phasing for all remaining development parcels. 
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b. A parking plan to ensure adequate skier parking is available during each 

construction phase. 

c. Schedule for construction and completion of all public improvements including 

utilities, plazas, multi-use paths and pedestrian infrastructure, streets, transit 

improvements, landscaping, and lighting. 

d. Timing of occupancy for any employee and affordable units. 

e. Occupancy permits for all employee and affordable units must be received 

prior to receiving occupancy for the last ten market rate units for parcel B. 

16. The applicant has submitted a draft Construction Mitigation Plan. Concurrent with 

the review of each CUP, a comprehensive construction mitigation plan shall be 

required for the applicable parcel. These plans shall include at a minimum, but 

shall not be limited to the following: 

a. Days and hours of construction in compliance with Municipal Code 11-14-4. 

b. Site logistics including construction administration, parking and transportation 

for construction vehicles and all employees. 

c. Routing plans for construction traffic so that adjacent streets are not unduly 

affected. 

d. Details for material stockpiling and staging on site. 

e. Maintenance of pedestrian access and pathways, trails and trailhead parking 

during construction. 

f. Recycling of construction waste in accordance with the applicants 

Sustainability Guidelines, including the minimizing of off-site soil/material 

transport. 

g. Proposed construction signage including a visibly posted site supervisor 

phone number that is staffed 24 hr./day. This number shall also be on file with 

the Building and Police Departments. 

h. The applicant shall be responsible for construction worker shuttles from 

Richardson Flats or other off-site parking locations. 

i. A financial security will be required to ensure compliance with the agreed to 

Construction Mitigation Plan, consistent with existing practices of the City. 

17. A Master Owners Association (MOA) will be formed for this MPD prior to or 

concurrent with any subdivision or condominium plat approval. The association 

or applicable project associations shall be responsible for maintenance of all 

landscaping, streetscape and plaza programming and improvements, multi-use 

and pedestrian paths and other public amenities that are a part of this MPD. The 

MOA shall coordinate recycling, snow removal and maintenance with the existing 

associations in the upper base area. Unless otherwise approved in #20, a 

parking management plan, represented to be between the MOA and the Resort 

Operator, will be required for and condition of approval of each CUP. 
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18. The developer shall upgrade utilities for the project as deemed reasonably 

necessary by the City Engineer. These upgrades shall be consistent with the 

application of such standards throughout the City. 

19. Concurrent with the review of the CUP for each parcel, the applicant shall satisfy 

fire protection requirements as specified by the Chief Building Official and the 

Park City Fire Service District. 

 

Transportation and Parking - General 

20. As part of the application for each CUP, the Parking Plan & TDM/PMP Studies 

shall be updated and modified as necessary by the applicant to evaluate transit 

use and demonstrate parking needs for the applicable parcel consistent with the 

Land Management Code in effect at the time of the CUP application along with 

the MPD approval. These plans shall include at a minimum, but shall not be 

limited to the following:  

a. A detailed plan for traffic operations and control during  ski season including 

peak hour or event mitigation and incentives for guests to take public 

transportation or carpool. 

b. A detailed plan for parking operations including the specifics of the pay for 

parking system.  

c. An evaluation of how Parking is being managed by the applicant so as to 

promote achievement of the 20% modal split and intersection LOS goals 

noted in Hales Engineering’s 2/9/21 analysis. 

d. A detailed plan for achieving and reporting to the City the applicant’s progress 

towards the modal split and intersection LOS goals, which are expected to be 

achieved within five (5) years of the occupancy of parcel B’s parking garage. 

The Plan shall include key performance indicators that are agreed to by and  

reviewed with the City annually. The applicant shall be obligated to provide 

additional mitigation if the modal split and intersection LOS goals are not 

achieved within the anticipated time frame.  

e. A contingency plan for satellite, large vehicle, overflow, employee parking and 

shuttle service. Shuttle service and parking supply must meet demand and 

capacities required. These numbers must be tracked and reported to the City 

annually. 

f. Demonstrate that commitments have been secured for peak day/time off-site 

parking that equates to up to 422 stalls. 

g. The applicant shall install a bus shelter with supportive amenities, including 

security lighting at Richardson Flats prior to the Occupancy of Building B’s 

parking garage, consistent with the standards reasonably required by the City 

Engineer at the time of permit.  
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h. The applicant shall submit a comprehensive signage plan for parking and 

traffic on and off-site, including signage on I-80, US-40, SR-224 and SR-248 

with the ability to message real-time traffic and parking information. 

i. The TDM shall include transportation and parking plans specific to Resort 

area employees. The Resort shall continue to be obligated to maintain its 

employee shuttles and transportation assistance programs including but not 

limited to PC-SLC connect bus passes, carpooling, and UTA van and shuttle 

groups as required by the 1997 Planning Commission Approval. The annual 

TDM report shall be submitted to the City for evaluation and shall include how 

employees are traveling and the ongoing efforts the applicant is taking to 

mitigate single occupancy vehicle and employee car trips. 

j. The applicant shall be responsible for shuttling Resort employees from 

Richardson Flats to the Resort on Fridays, Saturdays, Sundays and peak 

holidays, and shall run such shuttle service to coincide with major shift 

changes. If the applicant needs to utilize Richardson Flats on other days of 

the week, the applicant shall be responsible for providing adequate shuttle 

service to meet the demand. 

k. A plan to supplement City and County bus services on peak holidays from off-

site satellite parking lots including but not limited to the Quinn’s Junction Park 

and Ride facility. 

l. The applicant shall submit an annual post-ski-season parking analysis to the 

City for at least five (5) years after the occupancy of the garage on parcel E is 

obtained.  

21. The applicant shall utilize tools and applications that allow for real time parking 

and traffic information so that guests and day skiers can make transportation 

decisions prior to leaving their residence or prior to leaving the Resort. 

22. The hotel and PCMR shall include information on their website about the 

availability of transportation from the airport and within Park City to encourage 

guests to not rent a car. 

23. The hotel shall provide valet parking at all times, which may include use of 

stacked parking in order to increase the hotel’s parking supply. 

24. The applicant shall operate an advanced reservation shuttle system/service to 

move occupants of the residential units around Park City, unless the City 

releases such obligation at such time as micro-transit services are generally 

available in the City and have sufficient capacity to service the base area. 

25. The Multi-Use Trail shall be at least 12-feet in width and include a landscaped 

separation from the street. The applicant shall complete the sidewalk 

infrastructure in the immediate neighborhood as shown in the 2021 Concept 

Master Plan’s Pedestrian and Bike Path Plan, subject to right-of-way restrictions 

and the granting of necessary easements from property owners. 
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26. Crosswalks shall be at least as wide as the approaching trail or sidewalk. 

27. The applicant shall be responsible for signage and Police detail during special 

events to deter cut thru traffic onto Thaynes Canyon Drive and Three Kings 

Drive.  

28. Both the general occupancy vehicle (plaza) and shuttle drop off areas shall be 

staffed during peak pick up and drop off hours to ensure efficient vehicle loading 

and unloading. 

29. The applicant has agreed to provide 15 minutes of free parking in both garages 

in order to allow for drop-off and pick-up, including for TNCs. 

30. Twenty stalls shall be reserved for 30 minute free ski school drop-off and pick-up 

parking. If it is determined that this is insufficient to meet drop-off demand the 

applicant shall work with the City to increase this number accordingly. 

31. All parking stalls shall meet the requirement of LMC 15-3-4(C). 

32. Upgrades to the Resort skiing facilities is a conditional use permit and requires 

administrative review and approval prior to any applications to Summit County for 

any necessary permits. 

33. If the Comfortable Carrying Capacity (CCC) increases due to mountain upgrades 

the Resort shall be obligated to provide parking off-site to meet the anticipated 

parking demand requirements. 

 

Transportation and Parking - Mitigation 

34. Parking fee for new uses. The applicant shall pay to the City an in-lieu parking 

fee for 20% of the Off-Street Parking stalls the applicant is seeking an exception 

for (20% of 502 = 101 stalls total at $X per stall = $X). The purpose of this in-lieu 

fee is to ensure that there is sufficient parking available on site for the new 

residential and commercial uses.  

35. Parking fee for modal-split. The applicant shall pay to the City an additional in-

lieu fee of $X as a guarantee for meeting the 20% modal split goal.  

36. If the applicant and Resort fail to provide sufficient parking for the new residential 

and commercial uses, and/or fail to meet the modal split goal within five (5) years 

of occupancy of the parcel B parking garage, the City shall use these fees to 

expand or construct additional off-site parking and/or to fund additional transit 

capacity to the Resort.  

37. If the applicant provides sufficient parking for the new residential and commercial 

uses and meets their modal split goals for three consecutive years following the 

completion of the project, the City shall return the in-lieu fees to the applicant.   

38. The applicant shall fund the installation of the traffic signals shown in the 2021 

Concept Master Plan. Traffic signals shall be required to meet City Engineering 

and communications standards and shall include transit signal preemption 
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software and hardware including fiber connections to prioritize bus and 

emergency response operations and shall be programable for varying traffic 

conditions and seasons.  

39. In order to complete these actions, the City shall require an annual contribution of 

$X per year from the applicant to cover software fees and staffing for 

maintenance and programming of such traffic signals. This fee for maintenance 

and operations shall be paid annually to the City until both 1) the final occupancy 

permit for the final parcel is issued by the City; and 2) the 20% modal split goal 

has been met for three consecutive years. This remains to be negotiated but is 

based on a Memorandum by Julia Collins dated 11/12/20 and includes for 

inflation. 

40. The applicant shall contribute $X dollars annually to the City in order to fund the 

upkeep and maintenance of both the Quinn’s Junction and Richardson Flats 

parking lots which the applicant is heavily relying on for off-site guest and 

employee parking. The City and the applicant may agree to reduce this fee in 

exchange for use, at no charge to the City, of the applicant’s on-site parking 

stalls for certain times of the year when community events may benefit from 

access to the on-site stalls. 

 

Other Conditions 

41. In 1998 a Mountain Upgrade Plan was attached to the Development Agreement 

as Exhibit L. This plan was amended in 2015 with the development of the 

Interconnect Gondola. The obligations of the Mountain Upgrade Plan as 

amended are still in effect. Any expansion of skier capacity will be greatly limited 

due to a lack of additional parking and the City’s desire to reduce traffic and 

congestion at the base area, unless it can be demonstrated that the 20% modal 

split goal has been achieved. 

42. A loading dock is currently proposed to be located in the hotel building on parcel 

C, with access off of Lowell Avenue. If during the CUP process the applicant is 

able to secure a better location that minimizes pedestrian and vehicle 

interactions the Planning Commission shall consider the new location during the 

CUP process. 

43. A Master Sign Plan will be required prior to any Sign Permit issuance and will be 

reviewed for compliance with the Park City Sign Code. Such sign plan shall 

include general wayfinding signage as well as more specific wayfinding signage 

for the Transit Station on site.  

44. Trails: Numerous trails exist on the 2007 annexation property. These trails are 

available for public use subject to reasonable restrictions due to construction, 

maintenance, and environmental factors including wildlife and erosion. The 
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existing and any newly required trails shall be added to the Park City Master 

Trails and as necessary dedicated to the City prior to the Development 

Agreement being signed by the City. 

45. The applicant submitted a Pedestrian and Bike Path Plan dated 2/26/21 and 

5/12/21. This plan includes a bike drop off area at the plaza as well as additional 

bike parking locations. The applicant is providing at least 52 sheltered bike stalls 

spread throughout the parcels. Summer bike parking will increase to at least 100 

seasonal bike stalls and a Summit County E-bike docking station will be located 

on site.  

46. The hotel shall include an employee break room with shower facilities to facilitate 

bike commuting. This facility shall be available to all employees of the base area. 

47. All garages shall allow for bike parking and the garage on Parcel E will have one 

level (at least 100 parking stalls) with 10-foot clearance to allow for taller 

vehicles. This shall be considered the primary trailhead parking area.  

48. The Plaza area shall include a kiosk with summer and winter Trail Maps and …... 

Check with HD and Mountain Trails. 

 

Sustainability 

49. The applicant shall comply with the City’s EV requirements, as outlined in LMC 

Section 15-3-11, Electric Vehicle Charging Stations. 

50. The applicant shall comply with the City’s Outdoor Lighting Code and Dark Sky 

Ordinance. 

51. The applicant shall submit a construction waste management plan to the City’s 

Planning and Sustainability Department for approval/denial pursuant to the 

standards in this paragraph prior to commencement of any demolition or 

construction at the project, which plan shall identify the manner in which the 

applicant shall log, report, and achieve a minimum diversion rate of 100% for 

demolished asphalt, and a minimum diversion rate of 50% of construction waste 

into not less than four material streams for recycling. From and after 

commencement of demolition or construction and throughout any demolition or 

construction process, the applicant shall submit quarterly reports to the City’s 

Planning and Sustainability Departments demonstrating the applicant’s 

compliance with the construction waste management plan. 

52. Prior to issuance of a building permit for a particular building, the applicant shall 

submit a detailed energy model report and standard outputs to the City’s 

Planning and Sustainability Departments for approval/denial pursuant to the 

standards set forth in this Condition for such building showing how the building is 

expected to meet the intended delivered [energy] targets and pEUI goals. The 

applicant may, at its election, submit detailed energy model reports and standard 
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outputs for “building types” that may be utilized to satisfy this condition for one or 

more buildings in the project that are of the type modeled in the general model 

submitted. The energy models shall provide for a pEUI-25 average for the four 

(4) building parcels at full build-out, as stated in the Sustainability Guidelines. 

53. Included with applications for building permits, the applicant shall submit building 

plans demonstrating at least a 20% energy savings for each building and/or 

building type compared to the State’s currently adopted energy code (i.e. IECC 

2018) and the use of high-performance building envelopes and mechanical, 

lighting, and/or window systems designed to accomplish such savings, in order to 

achieve the target pEUI-25 average for the four (4) building parcels at full build-

out. 

54. Building system commissioning shall be undertaken by a 3rd party 

commissioning agent to establish the energy efficiency of all building systems 

and to ensure said systems are operating as intended (energy modeled) to 

achieve the target pEUI-25 average for the four (4) building parcels at full build-

out. 

55. For the first five years after receiving a certificate of occupancy, and again at 10 

years, for each building, the applicant shall submit or cause to be submitted 

energy performance information for such building to the City’s Planning and 

Sustainability Departments demonstrating actual building performance measured 

against the building performance goals for that building.  Performance indicators 

shall include energy consumption, verification of on-site renewable energy 

generation, water consumption, waste management, and the targeted individual 

pEUI for the specific building. The applicant will meet with the City’s Planning 

Commission within 90 days of these annual submissions to discuss any non-

compliance with these Conditions of Approval, as well as a menu of operational 

actions that can be immediately taken to correct such noted deficiencies. 

Verification pathways include Energy Star Portfolio Manager or a similarly 

appropriate energy management programs. 

56. The applicant shall purchase Renewable Energy Credits (“REC”) for each 

completed building in the project. The RECs shall be used to offset delivered 

[energy] to the project that is not supported by on-site renewable energy systems 

for a period equal to the lesser of: (a) five (5) years; or (b) the number of years 

from the date the final certificate of occupancy is issued for the applicable 

building and the estimated date that the City’s fully renewable power source will 

be on line (currently estimated to be 2030). The number of RECs purchased for 

each completed building shall be equal to the difference between the anticipated 

delivered energy demand for a given building minus the anticipated on-site 

energy production attributable to such building. REC accounting shall be 
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submitted to the City on an annual basis for the applicable REC offset period for 

the applicable building to demonstrate compliance with this Condition. 

57. The applicant shall install and commission at least a 678KW photovoltaic array 

for the entire project, which array shall be constructed on a phased basis in 

connection with the completion of the building[s] upon which the array is located. 

The applicant shall also design the applicable building electrical systems so as to 

accommodate additional on-site photovoltaic arrays if deemed appropriate by the 

applicant. 

58. All mechanical systems including but not limited to building HVACs, elevators, 

lighting and residential appliances (where such energy ratings are available) shall 

be Energy Star (or similarly rated) and must demonstrate above-standard energy 

performance, and be right sized for appropriate end-use. 

59. All plumbing fixtures installed in the residential elements of the project shall be 

WaterSense (or similarly rated) to meet the EPA criteria as low-flow fixtures and 

reduce the water consumption of the project. 

60. The applicant shall employ best management practices for stormwater filtration in 

the project to increase the quality and decrease the quantity of stormwater runoff 

from the project. 

61. The applicant will utilize Waterwise landscaping as defined in the LMC, and 

irrigation techniques to decrease water consumption within the project. 

62. Each building shall include adequate areas for trash and recycling and all 

buildings shall have a mandatory recycling program for residents and commercial 

tenants. Recycling facilities shall include but are not limited to glass, paper, 

plastic, cans, cardboard or other household or commercially generated 

recyclable and scrap materials.  
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Development Agreement 

 

63. The City and the applicant will execute an Amendment to the Development 

Agreement in accordance with LMC Section 15-6-4, which includes language 

necessary to implement the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions 

of Approval of this MPD. 

64. The Amended Development Agreement, shall address future responsibility 

between applicant and VR CPC Holdings with respect to the continuing rights 

and obligations arising under the 1998 Development Agreement, which 

provisions shall provide for: 

a. The City’s authority to require the Resort Operator to limit lift ticket sales if 

parking mitigation fails to adequately mitigate peak day parking demands; 

b. Coordination of parking solutions between the applicant, Resort Operator and 

the City with respect to peak day and special event parking, including the 

provision of additional shuttles if necessary. 

c. The Resort Operator’s obligation to notify the City within seven (7) days of the 

termination of the Resort Operator’s agreement with the Park City School 

District for overflow parking to discuss a contingency plan which may include 

use and expansion of an offsite parking facility. 
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Exhibit E: Master Planned Development Process 
 
The regulatory process and requirements for Master Planned Developments are 
outlined in LMC § 15-6, Master Planned Developments.  
 
The purpose of the MPD Chapter is to describe the process and criteria for review of 
Master Planned Developments (MPDs) in Park City. The Master Planned Development 
provisions set forth Use, Density, height, parking, design theme and general Site 
planning criteria for larger and/or more complex projects where the MPD process can 
provide design flexibility necessary for well-planned, mixed use developments that are 
Compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The goal of this section is to result in 
projects which: 
 

A. complement the natural features of the Site; 
B. ensure neighborhood Compatibility; 
C. strengthen the resort character of Park City; 
D. result in a net positive contribution of amenities to the community; 
E. provide a variety of housing types and configurations;  
F. provide the highest value of open space for any given Site; 
G. efficiently and cost effectively extend and provide infrastructure; 
H. provide opportunities for the appropriate redevelopment and reuse of existing 

structures/sites and maintain Compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood; 
I. protect residential uses and residential neighborhoods from the impacts of non-

residential Uses using best practice methods and diligent code enforcement; and 
J. encourage mixed Use, walkable and sustainable development and 

redevelopment that provide innovative and energy efficient design, including 
innovative alternatives to reduce impacts of the automobile on the community. 

K. Encourage opportunities for economic diversification and economic development 
within the community. 
 

The Planning Commission is the primary review body for MPD’s. The Planning 
Commission shall approve, approve with modifications, or deny a requested MPD with 
written findings of fact, conclusions of law, and in the case of approval, conditions of 
approval. All MPD applications shall be reviewed for consistency with the goals and 
objectives of the Park City General Plan. 
 
To approve an MPD, the Planning Commission is required to make the Findings 
outlined in LMC § 15-6-6(A-O) as follows: 
 

A. The MPD, as conditioned, complies with all the requirements of the Land 
Management Code; 

B. The MPD, as conditioned, meets the minimum requirements of Section 15-6-5 
herein; 

C. The MPD, as conditioned, provides the highest value of Open Space, as 
determined by the Planning Commission; 
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D. The MPD, as conditioned, strengthens and enhances the resort character of Park 
City; 

E. The MPD, as conditioned, compliments the natural features on the Site and 
preserves significant features or vegetation to the extent possible; 

F. The MPD, as conditioned, is Compatible in Use, scale, and mass with adjacent 
Properties, and promotes neighborhood Compatibility, and Historic Compatibility, 
where appropriate, and protects residential neighborhoods and Uses; 

G. The MPD, as conditioned, provides amenities to the community so that there is 
no net loss of community amenities; 

H. The MPD, as conditioned, is consistent with the employee Affordable Housing 
requirements as adopted by the City Council at the time the Application was filed. 

I. The MPD, as conditioned, meets the Sensitive Lands requirements of the Land 
Management Code. The project has been designed to place Development on the 
most developable land and least visually obtrusive portions of the Site; 

J. The MPD, as conditioned, promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms of 
transportation through design and by providing trail connections; and 

K. The MPD has been noticed and public hearing held in accordance with this 
Code. 

L. The MPD, as conditioned, incorporates best planning practices for sustainable 
development, including water conservation measures and energy efficient design 
and construction, per the Residential and Commercial Energy and Green 
Building program and codes adopted by the Park City Building Department in 
effect at the time of the Application. 

M. The MPD, as conditioned, addresses and mitigates Physical Mine Hazards 
according to accepted City regulations and policies. 

N. The MPD, as conditioned, addresses and mitigates Historic Mine Waste and 
complies with the requirements of the Park City Soils Boundary Ordinance.  

O. The MPD, as conditioned, addresses Historic Structures and Sites 
on the Property, according to accepted City regulations and policies, and any 
applicable Historic Preservation Plan. 

 
Appeals of Planning Commission action shall be conducted in accordance with LMC § 
15-1-18. 
 
Once the Planning Commission has approved an MPD, the approval is put in the form 
of a Development Agreement (DA). The DA must be ratified by the Planning 
Commission, signed by the Mayor and the Applicant, and recorded with County.  Minor 
administrative modifications are allowed. Construction is required to commence within 
two (2) years.  
 
After an MPD is approved the developer must subdivide individual parcels, and seek 
Conditional Use permits if required by the Planning Commission at the time of the MPD 
approval. 
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Exhibit F: Additional Background Information 
 
On July 8, 2020, the Planning Commission determined the applicant’s site plan was a 
“Substantive Modification” to the 1998 Master Planned Development, as defined in LMC 
§ 15-6-4(K)(2), and would therefore justify review of the entire Master Plan and 
Development Agreement (DA). 
 
Although unit Density is vested under 1998 DA, the applicant’s site plan has been newly 
applied for and is being reviewed under the current MPD Code. Exceptions to Setbacks 
and Building Height have also been newly applied for and will be evaluated under the 
current MPD Code. Without limiting the Planning Commission’s review of the full MPD, 
staff understands current expectations of the Commission are to focus primarily on the 
following:  
 

Topic How Reviewed Relevant Code 
Unit Density 1998 DA including allocation 

between parcels and maximum 
gross square footage allowance; net 
reduction of UE’s proposed along 
with a shifting of density among 
parcels; shifted density = 
Substantive Amendment/ Blended 
Review  

1998 DA; 2019 First Amendment 
to the DA 

New Site Plan Substantive Amendment to Exhibit D 
of the 1998 DA 

15-6-5(G) 
  

Perimeter Setback 
Reductions 

Newly applied for 15-6-5(C)  
15-2.16-3(C), (E), and (G) 

Building Height 
Exceptions 

Newly applied for 15-6-5(F) 
15-2.16-4 

Parking Substantive Amendment to Exhibit K 
of the 1998 DA; Reduction newly 
applied for 

15-6-5(E) 
and comparison to mitigation in 
1998 DA 

Traffic and 
Transportation 
Mitigation 

Substantive Amendment to Exhibit J 
of the 1998 DA  

Traffic and Transportation Master 
Plan and comparison to mitigation 
in 1998 DA 

Affordable Housing Blended proposal per 2015 COA; 
Newly applied for Housing Authority 
review 

Current LMC/Housing Resolution 
for parcels B-E based on 
employee generation; propose 
incorporating 23 bed deficiency 
but not apply new Housing 
Resolution; pending review of 
Housing Authority  
  

Phasing Plan Substantive Amendment to Exhibit H 
of the 1998 DA 

15-6-4(G)(7) requires a Phasing 
Plan 
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Project History 
PEG Development has submitted an application requesting to amend the 1998 Park 
City Mountain Resort (PCMR) Development Agreement (DA), and specifically, to 
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.  
 
The redevelopment of the Park City Mountain base area provides an exciting 
opportunity to greatly improve the existing base area with improved transit access 
circulation and amenities, purposeful and active open spaces, attractive mountain 
architecture, skier services and amenities, conference space and housing opportunities, 
in keeping with Park City’s General Plan and the MPD Requirements of LMC Chapter 
15-6.  
 
Proposal 
On February 13, 2020, PEG Development submitted an application to the City Planning 
Department to amend the 1998 PCMR Development Agreement (1998 DA) by replacing 
expired Exhibit D, the PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study or Concept Master Plan, 
with a new Master Plan.   
 
Approval of the proposed amendment to the DA will result in either a new or amended 
DA, replacing the 1998 DA. Should this project be approved, subdivision and conditional 
use permit (CUP) approvals will be required for each parcel prior to the issuance of any 
building permits.  
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