
PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
January 20, 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, January 20, 2021.

NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC MEETING & HOW TO COMMENT VIRTUALLY: 
This meeting will be an electronic meeting without an anchor location as permitted by Utah Code Open
and Public Meetings Act section 52-4-207(4) as amended June 18, 2020, and Park City Resolution
18-2020, adopted March 19, 2020. The written determination of a substantial health and safety risk,
required by Utah Code section 52-4-207(4) is attached as Exhibit A. Planning Commission members will
connect electronically. Public comments will be accepted virtually as described below. 

To comment virtually, raise your hand on Zoom. Written comments submitted before or during the
meeting will be entered into the public record, but not read aloud. For more information on participating
virtually and to listen live, please go to www.parkcity.org/public-meetings. 

Exhibit A: Determination of Substantial Health and Safety Risk

The Board Chair has determined that conducting a meeting with an anchor location presents a
substantial risk to the health and safety of those who may be present at the anchor location. Utah Code
section 52-4-207(4) requires this determination and the facts upon which it is base, which include: 
•  Statewide COVID cases and hospitalizations remain high;
•  Based on metrics established by the statewide COVID-9 Transmission Index, Summit County moved
to the High Risk designation on October 22, 2020; and 
•  Park City is a resort community continually hosting visitors from areas which may be experiencing
rapid COVID-19 spread.

This determination is valid for 30 days, and is set to expire on February 20, 2021. 

Dated:  January 20, 2021

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30 PM.

1.ROLL CALL

2.PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

3.STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
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4.REGULAR AGENDA

4.A. Park City Mountain Resort Base Parking Lots - MPD Modification - Replace Expired Exhibit
D of the DA, the 1998 PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study Concept Master Plan, With a
New Master Plan, Known as the Park City Base Area Lot Redevelopment Master Plan
Study. This Hearing Will Focus on an Update on the Applicant's Circulation Scenarios, the
Applicant's Updated Architectural Plans, Building Height and Setbacks. PL-20-04475.
*Public Input  will be taken via e-comments*
(A) Public Hearing, No Action Will Be Taken
PCM Base Staff Report 01202021
Exhibit A: Background Information Related to Transportation
Exhibit B: Regional Park and Ride Map 2021
Exhibit C: Applicant's Circulation Scenarios and Analysis
Exhibit D: Updated Architectural Plan Set 1/5/2021
Exhibit E: Comparison Chart
Exhibit F: Public Comments
Exhibit G: MPD Process

5.ADJOURN 

A majority of PLANNING COMMISSION members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will
be announced by the PLANNING COMMISSION Chair Person.  City business will not be conducted. 
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.  Wireless internet service is available in the Marsac Building on Wednesdays and
Thursdays from 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.     Posted:  See: www.parkcity.org

*Parking validations will be provided for meeting attendees that park in the China Bridge parking
structure.

2
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/798413/Exhibit_H_MPD_Process.pdf
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: Park City Mountain Base Area 

Development – Sustainability 
Project #: PL-20-04475 
Authors: Alexandra Ananth – Senior Planner 
 John Robertson – City Engineer 
 Julia Collins – Senior Transportation Planner 
 AECOM – Transportation Consultant to the City 
Date: January 20, 2021 
Type of Item: Administrative Public Hearing – MPD Modification 
 
Summary Recommendation  
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing with a focus on 
potential transportation and circulation scenarios currently being evaluated, as well as 
the applicant’s Updated Architectural Plans.   
 
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 public hearings for this project are scheduled for February 
17, 2021, and March 17, 2021. Schedule updates will be posted here as soon as they 
are available: 
 
https://www.parkcity.org/departments/planning/park-city-mountain-base-area-
development-project 
 
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 
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) 
Recreation Commercial (RC) 
Recreational Open Space (ROS) 
Return on Community (ROC)  
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Traffic Impact Study (TIS) Transportation Demand Mng’t. Plan (TDM) 
Transportation Network Companies (TNCs)   VR CPC Holdings, Inc. (VRCPC) 
Utath Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
 
Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in 
LMC § 15-15-1. 

 
Transportation and circulation was last discussed on September 23, 2020, with the 
Planning Commission requesting that the applicant put more emphasis on: 

• Transit;  
• The City’s goals for the base area;  
• The impact of the one-way circulation pattern on surrounding streets and 

emergency vehicle response time; and  
• Pedestrian access across Lowell Avenue. 

 
The architecture of Parcel B was last discussed on November 18, 2020, with the 
Planning Department and Planning Commission requesting pedestrian access through 
Parcel B, as well as more information on how the proposed plans compare to the 1998 
plans, including building height and setbacks.   
 
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) 
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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 

 
There are three review paths for the requested MPD modification, and the primary 
criteria are not entirely mutually exclusive, as any one part of the project may impact the 
analysis of another (parking reduction verses traffic circulation, for example) but staff 
suggests the following structure to aid the Commission and public analysis:  
 

1. Is the application consistent with the original MPD/DA and current LMC Chapter 
6 criteria? No Material Change;  

2. Is a new element or material modification newly applied for under specific, 
current LMC Chapter 6 criteria? Newly Applied For; or  

3. Is the Applicant proposing, or Planning Commission conducting, a new review of 
a part of the amended site plan or original approval? Substantive 
Amendment/Full Review- Blended analysis of the original MPD/DA and 
current LMC Chapter 6 criteria.    

 
It is important to note that because there is partial execution of the original MPD/DA, 
which remains in full force and effect except for the expired site plan, there is some 
relevance of the underlying MPD/DA in approvals in all three paths.  The Planning 
Commission may employ different levels of review, prioritization and balancing in the 
three paths. In the No Material Change path, the original MPD/DA is primary and LMC 
Chapter 6  criteria is applied to the specifics of the particular development proposal to 
implement the original approval in a manner that mitigates any impacts consistent with 
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applicable criteria or DA requirements.  In the Newly Applied For path, the current LMC 
specific criteria required are the basis of a new determination while the overall MPD/DA 
is secondary.  In the Substantive Amendment path, the evaluation of the change is a 
blended approach with the original approval and general LMC Chapter 6 criteria both 
relevant, but the Planning Commission may re-evaluate proposed changes consistent 
with the overall goals, flexibility and mitigation requirements of the current LMC Chapter 
6, and in the context of the consideration between the parties in the original DA. Staff 
and the City Attorney will review this at the start of next week’s public hearing.   
 
Analysis 
This Staff Report is focused on four (4) topics including: 

1. An update on City initiatives related to Park and Ride facilities, Bus Rapid Transit 
and the SR224/Empire Avenue/Deer Valley Drive Intersection.  

2. The City’s goals for transportation, parking and circulation at the base area. 
3. An update on the Applicant’s evaluation of transportation circulation scenarios for 

the base area. 
4. A review of the Applicant’s updated architectural plans submitted on January 5, 

2021.  
 
Background information is included in Exhibit A, and includes: 

1. A summary of the relevant General plan section for the base area and regulatory 
documents and plans/studies related to transportation and circulation at the base 
area. 

2. A summary of the 1998 DA and related Exhibits relevant to transportation, 
parking, circulation and construction mitigation. 

3. A summary of the Relevant LMC MPD Criteria and Required Findings related to 
transportation, parking and circulation. 

 
The City’s Engineering and Transportation Planning Departments, as well as the City’s 
3rd party Transportation Consultants on this project contributed to this Staff Report. As a 
reminder, the City hired a third-party consultant, AECOM, as certified transportation 
engineers, to help review and evaluate transportation circulation scenarios. 
 
1. Update on City Transportation Initiatives 
Park and Ride Facilities and Bus Rapid Transit 
The City and County have been actively developing park and ride facilities at the two 
gateway corridors to Park City for many years now. This allows users coming from the 
east and west the ability to access free parking and arrive at their destination utilizing 
the City’s free transit system, and has the further benefit of keeping cars out of Park 
City. The current Park and Rides facilities include: Ecker Hill, Kamas, Kimball Junction, 
Jeremy Ranch and Richardson Flat (Exhibit B). The City is in the process of building 
400+ stalls at Quinn’s Junction, and this lot should be operational in time for 
construction at the base area. Summit County is working on a new Park and Ride in the 
Jeremy Ranch/Cline Dahl area. In total these regional park and ride facilities include 
1,700+ stalls. 
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This regional park and ride strategy is paired with planned quality rapid transit bus 
service. This consists of westbound shoulder bus lanes on SR-248 being constructed in 
the summer of 2021, and utilization of the existing shoulder lanes on SR-224 for 
buses.  Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes as identified through the 2019 Valley to 
Mountain Study for the SR224 corridor is currently in the design phase. The City 
acknowledges that these system-wide improvements must come online concurrently or 
in advance of base area improvements in order for transit to function as effectively as 
possible to the base area, and the City and County are committed to integrating efficient 
transit with park and ride facilities at the City’s gateway entrances that serve the base 
area. 
 
SR224/Empire Avenue/Deer Valley Drive Intersection 
Park City and UDOT have partnered to evaluate both short term and long term design 
improvements to the intersection of Empire/SR224/Park Ave and Deer Valley Drive, 
which is one of the bottlenecks in the base area. This study is examining opportunities 
for efficiencies and transit prioritization at this intersection, and is working with a 
consultant to advance these goals. Facilitating transit improvements to this intersection 
is critical as almost every transit rider traveling to/from anywhere in Park City travels 
through this intersection. 
 
2. City Transportation Goals for the Base Area  
To help advance the City’s “transit first” philosophy, the applicant has been encouraged 
to prioritize transit through the base area, coupled with the institution of paid parking, 
which the City believes will have the greatest impact on reducing congestion at the base 
area and encouraging more transit ridership. 
 
The City also recommends the applicant and Vail Resorts Park City Mountain consider 
proactive parking strategies that benefit the City’s transportation goals, in order to 
further reduce congestion at the Resort. The applicant and Vail Park City are familiar 
with off-site parking strategies as Vail Park City has been renting 450 parking stalls at 
Park City High School on weekends and holidays for many years.  
 
At the public hearing, the Planning Commission should discuss whether or not 
the applicant and staff should approach Vail Park City to consider expanding 
their off-site parking strategies. Reducing the amount of parking proposed at the 
base area, and consideration of a partnership with the City for these stalls, and 
potentially the 600 spaces required in the 1998 plan, through a payment in-lieu 
contribution or of or expansions of parking at Richardson Flat, or another location in the 
Quinn’s area could significantly improve congestion at the base area over conditions 
that exist today. 
 
Off-site parking allows the Resort to seek more overall visitation and accommodate 
growth without drawing in more vehicles to the already congested base area. If this is 
accomplished, the Resort will shift more trips onto transit or other sustainable options 
like carpooling, shuttles, micro-transit, etc., and improve the overall circulation and 
congestion that exists today. To illustrate how effective this off-site parking strategy 
could be, staff has put together the illustrative example below.   
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If the applicant reduces available parking at the base area from 1200 to 800 parking 
stalls and provides the balance off-site, this accomplishes the City’s transportation goals 
as roughly 400 less cars are traveling to the site in the AM or PM peak, equating to 
roughly 800 less vehicle traveling through Park City each day (although some additional 
drop-off and pick up may occur as a result of paid parking and decreased parking at the 
base). The 400 car reduction captures roughly 800-1200 people, which could be 
handled by shifts onto current bus service, employee shuttles, carpooling or other 
shuttle services.  
 
Furthermore, building or contributing to parking off-site could be significantly less 
expensive than constructing underground parking, saving the applicant money and 
potentially reducing the overall mass and height of the project. 
 
Staff notes the applicant submitted a Transportation Demand Management Plan which 
is being reviewed by staff and should be presented at the February meeting (TDM Plan 
Adopted 2016). 
 
3. Update on Transportation Circulation Scenarios 
The following describes the work completed by the applicant since the transportation 
update to the Commission on September 23, 2020.   
 
People-Based Analysis 
The City requested that PEG analyze the numbers of people accessing the resort and 
associated modes.  PEG provided this analysis for existing conditions in a spreadsheet 
dated November 12, 2020. AECOM reviewed the analysis and is in general agreement 
with the assumptions and estimates.   Major take-aways include: 

• Over 20,000 people access the site on a peak day, and over 7,000 in the peak 
am hour. 

• Currently, about 75% of the people in the am peak arrive via personal vehicle; 
about 13% arrive via walking or ski lift, and about 12% via bus/shuttle. The new 
development, combined with emerging transportation trends and city goals, 
offers a generational opportunity to shift the modes towards fewer personal 
vehicles. 

• Everyone arriving at the site, other than those taking the Town/Silverstar lift or 
staying at slopes-side hotels, turns into a pedestrian once on site. Under the 
applicant’s recommended one-way circulation scenario, this means over 2,500 
people could be crossing Lowell in the peak am hour.  

 
AECOM has two recommendations concerning the analysis: 

1. Develop future design conditions aimed at reducing personal vehicular 
access consistent with city ‘transit first’ goals such as dedicated transit 
lanes.  

2. Add employee trips to the analysis to include Resort and proposed 
development employees and modes.  
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Table 1: Highlights from PEG’s People Based Analysis (Existing Conditions) 
 People Trips in AM 

Peak Hour 
Vehicle Trips in 
AM Peak Hour 

Number of People Accessing Resort  7,191 

(20,060 people per 
day) 

2,676 

 

Walking from Offsite 634 (9%) 0 

Town and Silver Star Lifts 282 (4%) 0 

Personal Vehicles  3,886 people from 
personal vehicles 

parking at base area 
(54% of all people 

accessing the resort 
on a peak day) 

1,594 personal 
vehicles parking at 

base area 

Park City Bus System 384 (5%) 48 

(24 buses per hour) 

Personal Drop Off/Pick UP 1,125 (16%) 450 

Shuttles (hotel, private) 480 (7%) 60 

Ride-hail 400 (6%) 200 

Cut-Through Traffic / Deliveries N/A 324 

Number of Pedestrians Crossing 
Lowell (assuming original one-way 
circulation proposal) 

2,693 N/A 

 
Table 2: Parking Supply Data from PEG 
Parking Area Existing Proposed 

Day Skier Parking - Proposed in 
Lot B 

388 760 

Day Skier Parking - Proposed in 
Lot C & E 

584 440 

Day Skier Parking - Proposed in 
Lot D 

214 0 

Day Skier Parking - SUBTOTAL 1,200 1,200 
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Existing Underground Day Skier 
Parking 

300 300 

Existing Hotel Parking 410 410 

New Development - Lot B - 114 

New Development - Lot C - 167 

New Development - Lot D - 96 

New Development - Lot E - 103 

New Development - SUBTOTAL - 480 

Total Day Skier Parking 1,500 1,980 

 
Parking Configuration from PEG  
(for parking reference only, roundabouts are no longer proposed) 

 
 
Table 3: Estimated Housing Units from PEG 

Housing Type Existing Proposed 

Existing Silver King 60 60 

Existing Shadow Ridge 82 82 
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Existing Mountain Village 40 40 

Existing Marriott's Mountainside 364 364 

Existing Lowell Condos 50 50 

Existing Legacy Lodge 50 50 

New hotel - 249 

New apartments - 149 

Nightly rentals within 1/4 mile 260 260 

Residential Units within 1/4 mile 1,500 1,500 

Total Housing Units 2,406 2,804 

People Walking / Unit (Daily) 2.4 2.4 

# People Walking per Day 5,774 6,730 

 
 
Transportation Circulation Scenarios 
The City, PEG, and AECOM developed evaluation criteria and brainstormed circulation 
scenarios over the course of several online workshops. Based on this collaboration, 
PEG developed over 10 concepts and then narrowed to a shortlist. Three of the 
concepts are highlighted below. Layouts of the scenarios and comparisons are attached 
in the Applicant’s Circulation Scenarios Study (Exhibit C).   
 
Evaluation criteria are: 

1. Roadway volume to capacity ratio  
2. Consistency with city goals (out of 17 applicable goals) 
3. Transit time and reliability (miles of exclusive lanes vs total transit miles on site) 
4. Conflict points between transit and general traffic 
5. Transit rider experience (average walking distance to slopes) 
6. Flexibility to adjust to seasonal fluctuations and emerging transportation trends 
7. Local resident impact (travel distance and congestion for adjacent 

neighborhoods) 
8. Vehicular / pedestrian conflict points 
9. Other considerations 
10. Consensus from existing base owners 

 
At the public hearing, the Commission should discuss whether or not they agree 
with the evaluation criteria. 
 
Comparison of Scenarios 
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Page 9 of the December 22, 2020 PEG PowerPoint compares scenarios according to 
the evaluation criteria.  It is important to note that all scenarios were evaluated 
assuming the same mode-share as existing conditions. AECOM recommends that 
scenarios are planned to accommodate: 

• increased bus and shuttle service in accordance with city goals, and  
• future mode shifts resulting from emerging trends such as increases in ride-

hailing, drop-offs, and micro-transit.  
 
Scenario 0: Existing 2-Way Network (for comparison purposes) 

- 
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Scenario 2b: Transit Lane on Lowell with South Lowell Bus Drop Off 

  
  
Under Scenario 2b: 

• Buses would have exclusive lanes from the intersection of Empire and Silver 
King to the existing bus stop location on Lowell (about 0.8 miles as shown in 
cyan/aqua on the above map) 

• There would be 4 new signals and 1 new pedestrian HAWK signal  
• There would be 1 general purpose travel lane in the southbound direction on 

Lowell for pick-ups and drop-offs near the new hotel and proposed HAWK signal 
• Empire would remain open to 2-way traffic 
• The shuttle/drop off area would be located near the bus stop with a turnaround 

loop 
 
Advantages of Scenario 2b are: 

• Exclusive transit lanes means the bus will not get caught in traffic 
• Transit travel times on site (from the intersection of Empire and Silver King and 

back again) could be less than 3 minutes, not including dwell time and assuming 
no delays from drop-offs or pedestrians crossing the road (see January 5, 2021 
Memo from Hales to PEG Re: Scenario 2b) 

• There is sufficient space for a bus stop including 8 bus bays (the number of bus 
bays recommended by AECOM).   

• The space between the bus stop and the shuttle/drop off area would provide a 
car-free pedestrian crossing across Lowell Avenue 

 
A concern with Scenario 2b is the performance of Empire in the PM peak.  
Approximately 1,200 vehicles are expected in the northbound direction in peak hour on 

13



Empire, and the capacity is estimated at 800 vehicles per hour.  This could impact 
emergency access and travel times for surrounding residents. There may not be any 
scenario other than the original one-way loop with 2 general purpose lanes that does 
not have some congestion issue. To optimize this and other scenarios, AECOM 
recommends increasing bus and shuttle service to decrease the overall number of 
vehicles circulating on site and therefore decrease congestion. 
 
Scenario 3a: Below Grade North Bus Loop 

 
 
Under Scenario 3a, buses would also get exclusive transit lanes for the entire route on-
site (approximately 0.8 miles). The bus would travel underground through the planned 
parking structures under the buildings on Lot E and C and would surface before 
crossing Lowell on the Shadow Ridge extension. The bus stop could be located on the 
west side of Lowell, on Shadow Ridge extension; however PEG has concerns with this 
location due to grades. Another possible location for a new transit center is slope-side of 
the hotel (Building C) either under or above ground. Underground could pose 
wayfinding challenges; above ground could introduce skier/bus conflicts.   
 
PEG is evaluating this scenario for feasibility and cost. Some preliminary differentiators 
include:  

• The location of the bus stop would be closer to the slope than Scenario 2b; 
however, the City acknowledges there are concerns with moving the bus stop 
further from existing businesses.  

• The overall on-site transit distance is shorter than Scenario 2b, reducing travel 
times and operating costs. 

• The bus would move through fewer signals than Scenario 2b.  
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• For the areas where the bus is moving underground, there would be no 
bus/pedestrian conflicts. Pedestrian/auto conflicts would remain on Lowell Ave. 

• General purpose lanes would remain one-way, requiring more out of direction 
travel for neighboring residents on Lowell.  

 
Scenario 3b: Above Grade North Bus Loop Around Building D 

 
 
Scenario 3b has substantial advantages for transit travel time; however, it has been 
eliminated from further consideration due to the distance between the bus stop and the 
existing base area businesses.   
 
Traffic Signals and Transit Priority 
Based on the study so far, it appears that new traffic signals are likely to be necessary. 
AECOM recommends the design include signals with the ability to prioritize transit and 
manage traffic on site, noting that there are additional considerations such as 
operational and maintenance costs associated with new signals, and these costs will 
need to be negotiated with the applicant. Signals provide the opportunity to be 
programmed differently depending on the season. If signals are required, signal 
warrants will need to be conducted by the applicant.  

 
Next Steps 
Staff and the consultant team continue to work with PEG to evaluate the above 
concepts in detail and provide a circulation solution that meets the City’s criteria and 
improves congestion at the base while minimizing impacts on the surrounding 
neighborhood. These concepts may be revised or optimized and staff is not ready to 
give a final recommendation on circulation at this point.  PEG has significant concerns 
with Scenario 3b and this scenario may change significantly.  Staff is still seeking to 
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prioritize transit and minimize conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles. PEG will 
return to the planning commission in February with final scenarios and a clarified 
proposal, and staff and AECOM will include further evaluation and recommendations at 
that time.  
 
As noted in Exhibit A:  

1. The City’s Engineering Department has engaged a third party consultant to 
help determine if the current location of the bus stop is in the best spot to 
prioritize transit use to the Resort and improve circulation and on-time 
transit performance through the Resort. A recommended location is 
expected in time for the February 17, 2021, Planning Commission meeting. 

2. The Planning Department recommends the applicant and Vail Resorts Park 
City Mountain develop a Traffic and Parking Management Operations Plan 
outlining how traffic will be managed at the base area, particularly during 
peak ski season and events. This information should be submitted in time 
for the March 17, 2021, meeting (by February 22 to allow for sufficient staff 
review). 

3. The applicant’s Construction Phasing and Mitigation Plan should be 
updated, and more detail is needed. This information should be submitted 
in time for the March 17, 2021, meeting (by February 22 to allow for 
sufficient staff review). 

4. Parking is expected to be discussed in further detail at the February 17, 
2021, meeting.   

 
4. Design Updates  
The applicant submitted updated architectural plans on January 5, 2021 (linked and 
also attached as Exhibit D). The notable change in the plan set is a new pedestrian 
connection through Parcel B at 14th Street from Empire Avenue. This connection 
includes a broad set of stairs as well as an elevator to the top of the 2nd floor, and is 
approximately 60 feet in width across the parcel, which allows for a significant view 
corridor to the mountains beyond.  
 
This plan set also includes comparisons to the 1998 plan set, including overall 
massing, programming, building height and setbacks.  These plans will be presented at 
the January 20, 2021 public hearing by the applicant. 
 
The Planning Department has compiled a table summarizing much of this information 
(Exhibit E). Overall the applicant’s site plan includes approximately 20% less 
programmable square footage than the 1998 plan, although this does not include 
parking above grade. It is now noted that the 1998 plans also included some parking 
located above grade, which is not acknowledged in the 1998 plan set, particularly on 
Parcel B. The applicant recently submitted information on the amount of parking above 
grade, and even with the inclusion of this additional mass, the proposed plans are just 
under the maximum total square footage allowance as referenced in the 1998 DA. This 
is particularly notable as the applicant’s plans include affordable and employee units in 
their total square footage, while the 1998 plans call for employee units to be built off 
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site. 
 
Staff notes that Parcel C exceeds the allowed 10% of building square footage for 
Residential Support Commercial and Accessory Uses, which does not require the use 
of Unit Equivalents, but counts towards overall square footage. Overall, the total 
amount of Residential Support, Resort Accessory, and Retail/Commercial uses in the 
project is 22% of the total square footage proposed.  
 
The Planning Department is still analyzing the proposed Residential Support ratio, as 
well as proposed building heights and will come back to the Commission in March with 
additional details and analysis. 
 
The Planning Department wishes to clarify that the LMC does not prohibit structures 
from projecting into the setbacks below grade. 
 
Parcel B 
The 1998 Plan for Parcel B was known as the “Residential Village” and was conceived 
as four (4) separate buildings, all residential in character.  In the 1998 site plan, Parcel 
B reads as three buildings from Lowell Avenue (although the plan describes them as 
four separate buildings), two buildings from Shadow Ridge Road, and two to three 
buildings from Empire Avenue, with a pedestrian crossing from Empire and 14th Street 
on the third level. There is significant massing along Empire Avenue and Shadow 
Ridge Road and in the center of the parcel. Units start at elevation 6950 for much of the 
parcel, but there is a lower level at elevation 6940, and even 6930, that include some 
residential units towards the Empire and Shadow Ridge corner of the site (B4), which is 
the lowest point of the parcel.  Parking is below the building, and the building extends 
three to six stories in height. Buildings on Parcel B were granted a height exception.  
 
Building Heights are not measure from Existing Grade as the current LMC requires 
(LMC § 15-2.16-4). Instead, the application measures height from two datum points 
taken on Lowell Avenue, one towards Manor Way, datum point 6951, and one towards 
Shadow Ridge Road, datum point 6941. Due to the sloped nature of this Parcel, this 
results in significantly taller buildings than documented in the approved volumetric 
designs, making direct height comparisons challenging. This is particularly true along 
Empire Avenue and Shadow Ridge Road, as noted in the applicant’s most recent 
submittal. 
 
The applicant’s plans for Parcel B is also composed of three distinct building elements 
three to six stories above parking, and is predominantly residential in nature with some 
commercial uses on Lowell Avenue. The exposed garage is wrapped with residential or 
commercial units, with the exception of Manor Way.  
 
The townhomes on Empire Avenue are 3 stories, 36 feet, and relate in scale to the 
single family homes across the street, and the height at which these homes could be 
built if redeveloped (35 feet). The affordable/employee housing building on Shadow 
Ridge Road is 5 stories (peak building height is 76 feet) but steps down at the major 
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street corners on the top floor. The tallest portion of the building is on Lowell Avenue 
and Manor Way at 6 stories, which is in keeping with the height of some buildings in the 
Resort area. The peak building height on Lowell Avenue is also 76 feet. 
 
Applicant’s Parcel B Volumetric Comparison 

 
 
The applicant’s submittal includes massing, building height and setback comparisons 
and it is interesting to note how similar the peak building heights are between the two 
plans as shown above, although the volume and massing varies.  The 1998 peak 
Building height is approximately 78 feet (Building 3 and 4 as shown on page 133 of the 
1998 Volumetrics), and the proposed peak building height is 76 feet. The building 
height has been significantly reduced along much of the Empire Avenue façade from 
the 1998 plan.  
 
Building setbacks are also quite similar to the 1998 plan where waivers were granted to 
reduce the perimeter setback to the underlying zoning district minimum requirements of 
20 feet, as allowed by LMC § 15-6-5(C). The applicant is looking to project from the 25 
foot setback into the 20 foot setback for portions of the townhomes, garage entrance 
and for two vertical corners of the affordable units on Empire Avenue, for projections 
along Shadow Ridge Road, and for significant portions of the Lowell Avenue façade.  
No projections beyond the 20 foot minimum setback requirement will be allowed. 
 
As noted in Exhibit F, the applicant’s building program is smaller than the 1998 plan by 
approximately 8%, inclusive of above grade parking, and including the 
affordable/employee units not included on site in the 1998 plans.  
 
The applicant should clarify how much of the pedestrian passage is public open space 
and submit revised open space calculations to the Planning Department. 
 
Staff notes driveways for the townhouse units are still not shown in the revised plans. 
 
Finally, the applicant and Housing Authority may wish to consider the potential for a 
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payment in-lieu for the equivalent number of affordable/employee units that equates to 
one story of the building mass on Lowell Avenue, in order to reduce the height of this 
portion of the parcel by a story. This is an option that is allowed under the current 
Housing Resolution and funds could be used by the City to construct these units 
elsewhere in the City. 
 
Parcel C 
Under the 1998 Plan Building C is billed as the Learning Center, with day care, 
residential and retail programming included as well. The building contains 101 
residential units above the Learning Center.  This building was also granted exceptions 
for Building Height and Setbacks. The building ranges from two to six stories with an 
average height of 4.7 stories.  Again, the 1998 plans represent height from a datum 
point and not from Existing Grade, so the building as viewed from Lowell Avenue is 
taller than acknowledged in the 1998 plan set. Peak Building Height is approximately 
75 feet (as shown on page 137 of the 1998 Volumetrics).   
 
The applicant’s plan for Parcel C is a four-star hotel with 250 guestrooms, conference 
and meeting space, and extensive support and commercial uses, for both the hotel 
(restaurant and bar, spa and fitness center, outdoor pool deck and ski-on/ski-off 
lounge) and Resort (skier services including ticketing, ski rental and ski school, and 
retail/restaurant uses fronting the plaza and ski terrain).  
 
As noted in previous Staff Reports, the applicant is proposing to shift Density from 
other parcels (notably Parcel D) to Parcel C, which the 1998 DA prohibits, but the 
Planning Commission and staff have expressed support for, as it is located against the 
mountain and Resort, and away from the surrounding residential neighborhood. This 
shift in density results in a proposed building on Parcel C that is approximately 16% 
larger than in 1998.   
 
The building is six stories and peak Building Height is 76 feet. Although larger in 
volume than the 1998 building, the peak height is similar to the 1998 building as well as 
the proposed setbacks to Lowell Avenue (20 feet for both buildings wings on Lowell 
Avenue). 
 
Parcel D 
The 1998 plan is conceived as three interconnected masses stepping back from Lowell 
Avenue with the buildings bulk located in its center and varies in height from three to 
five stories above parking.  It also contains a skier plaza. The building is residential in 
character with some public retail and commercial uses. Vehicular access to parking is 
from Empire Avenue.  Setbacks are 20 feet from the property lines. Parcel D contains 
60 units overall in 5 stories, and has an average height of 4.3 floors and a peak height 
of 60 feet (as shown on page 141 of the 1998 Volumetrics).   
 
Proposed Building D is somewhat similar to the 1998 plan. Originally proposed as 5 
stories, the applicant has recently reduced the height of this building to 4 stories, and 
shifted this mass to Building C. The peak height of Building D is 74 feet. The project is 
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seeking limited exceptions to the setbacks for projections towards Empire and Lowell 
Avenue. Staff notes that a portion of the detached retail building on this parcel appears 
to be located within the setback which is not allowed. 
 
Parcel E 
Under the 1998 Plan, in conjunction with Parcel C, Parcel E defines the drop-off plaza 
and frames the resort’s primary view corridor.  It is intended to create a gateway into the 
resort and highlight the mountain, lifts and adjacent ski runs.  The building height steps 
up toward the ski hill.  The building is three-stories (40 feet) at the shared property line 
with the adjacent Snow Flower but increases in height towards the center of the 
building. On the plaza side a one-story commercial level extends out towards the 
intersection. Overall building height ranges from one to six stories above parking.  The 
tallest part of the building is 95 feet from the edge of the Snowflower Condominiums, 
creating enough space for air and light to circulate. There is a covered pedestrian link 
from Silver King Drive to the mountain. Outdoor spaces and terraces frame the plaza 
and are meant to encourage year-round activity. The building is setback 25 feet from 
Lowell where the two-story wing is located. The building contains residential units as 
well as a retail/skier service component as well as a large restaurant with outdoor 
dining.  Parcel E contains 91 units with an average height of 3.8 floors but a peak height 
of 83 (as shown on page 145 of the 1998 Volumetrics) feet towards the center of the 
building. This building, because of its size has the most variety in massing and height. 
The building was granted height and setback exceptions, with setbacks of 20 feet at 
Lowell Avenue and Silver King Drive. 
 
The current proposal for Building E is significantly smaller than the 1998 plan because 
the applicant is not proposing to relocate Lowell Avenue as the 1998 plans do. The 
building is 6 stories and has a peak building height of 88 feet. A small portion of the 
building adjacent to the plaza is located within the 20 foot setback area.  Staff notes that 
a porte cochere type structure also appears to be located in the setback and this will not 
be allowed.  
 
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.  
 
Notice for this public hearing was published on the Utah Public Notice Website and Park 
Record on December 28, 2020. A second mailing was also sent to property owners 
within 300 feet of the base area. Due to a sorting error the notice was resent on January 
6, 2021, to ensure that it reached the intended recipients. The Planning Department 
notes this notice was not required but was done in an effort to keep adjacent property 
owners informed. 
 
Public Input 
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Public comments received since the last Staff Report are attached (Exhibit F).  Public 
input received after the publication of this Staff Report will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and attached to subsequent Staff Reports.  
 
Public comments will be taken at the public hearing but should be focuses on 
sustainability.  
 
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.  
 
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 MPD and 
therefore will justify review of the entire master plan and Development Agreement by 
the Planning Commission. The public hearing process was opened on August 26, 2020, 
with a focus on the site plan, programming, architecture, landscape design and Open 
Space, and consideration of the applicant’s requested exceptions to perimeter Setbacks 
and Building Height requirements; a hearing on September 23, 2020, focused on transit 
and pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking and circulation. A meeting on October 28, 
2020, focused on Sustainability, Utilities, Project Phasing and Construction Mitigation. A 
public hearing on November 18, 2020, focused on changes to Building B. The 
December 16, 2020, public hearing focused on Sustainability. It is expected that many 
of these topics will be discussed further at future public hearings. 
 
The redevelopment of the Park City Mountain base area provides an exciting 
opportunity to greatly improve the existing base area with improved transit access 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.  
 
Additional background information on the MPD process can be found in Exhibit H of this 
Staff Report.   
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Exhibits 
Exhibit A –  Background Information Related to Transportation 
Exhibit B –  Map of Satellite Parking Areas  
Exhibit C –  Hales Circulation Scenario Studies 
Exhibit D –  Updated Architectural Plans submitted on 1/5/2021 
Exhibit E –  Project SF Comparisons 
Exhibit F –  Public Comments 
Exhibit G –  Summary of MPD Process 
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Exhibit A: Background information related to transportation and 
circulation at the base area. 
 
1. Relevant Regulatory Documents and Plans/Studies 
Park City prides itself on being a world class-destination with two ski resorts and a 
variety of other cultural and recreational attractions, and providing transportation options 
and modes for visitors, residents and commuters is a Critical Priority for the City. In 
accordance with the Park City General Plan, prioritizing transit and active transportation 
options is one of the highest priorities for the City, and the lens through which the City 
looks at new development projects. In addition, Park City Municipal’s Long Term 
Strategic Plan, calls out transportation as one of the City’s four (4) Critical Priorities. 
 
Specific to the Resort Center area, the City’s General Plan includes the seven (7) 
following objectives: 

1. Increasing opportunities for public transit (including consideration of dedicated 
transit lanes);  

2. Circulation modifications to improve the user experience of arriving and leaving 
the Resort Center;  

3. Implementing alternative parking locations with public transportation connections;  
4. The development of transportation demand management strategies to decrease 

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

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

 
More recently, the City’s Vision 2020 Think Tank Report identifies traffic and 
transportation as the biggest challenge facing Park City in the next 5-10 years, and 
finding innovative transportation solutions to traffic congestion, the biggest opportunity 
for Park City over the next decade, reaffirming that multi-modal travel remains a Critical 
Priority for the City Council and Community. In October 2020, the City Council, as part 
of an initiative to update the City’s Transportation Master Plan with the findings of Vision 
2020, adopted a modal hierarchy that prioritizes bikes and pedestrians and a “transit 
first” philosophy.  
 
The City’s updated goals mark a shift away from an auto centered approach to 
transportation, and a pivot towards developing strategies that give people more 
sustainable options for travel.  This new approach includes planning for innovative 
transportation solutions, expanding transit and providing increased multimodal options 
for travel around Park City. The redevelopment of the base area is a generational 
opportunity for the City to implement this updated philosophy, ensure that transportation 
options at the base prioritize transit, bikes and pedestrians over general purpose traffic, 
and improve people access, traffic and circulation over existing conditions.  
 
At the same meeting in October 2020, the Council embraced the goal of making Park 
City a “car optional” community, and taking bold action to reinvent transit using the best 
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service models and technology available today. The Transportation Planning 
Department is working on completing a Short Range Transit Plan that will focus on 
improved transit service for areas within city boundaries, and will also address 
dedicated transit service along gateway corridors and effective integration with Summit 
County’s nascent regional transit district. 
 
2. 1998 Development Agreement 
The 1998 Development Agreement includes the following Exhibits relevant to 
Transportation, Parking and Circulation: 

• Exhibit E - June 25, 1997 Conditions of Planning Commission Approval 
• Exhibit G - Bus Drop Off Easement Agreement 
• Exhibit H – Master Phasing and Construction Management Plan 
• Exhibits J & K - Traffic and Parking Mitigation Plan 
• Exhibit L - Mountain Upgrade Plan re Parking Capacity 

 
1998 Planning Commission Approval 
The 1997 Planning Commission Approval includes the following notable Findings of 
Fact, related to transportation, parking and circulation: 

• FOF #6. The applicant prepared two traffic and parking studies…. A parking 
management plan is proposed to minimize neighborhood impacts and to provide 
opportunities for creative parking solutions. The applicant is being required to 
upgrade roads and intersections to meet the increased traffic demand. 

• FOF #9. ….Specific design guidelines…and site planning were required in order 
to: 

o …provide for significant pedestrian circulation; 
o improve the efficiency of the road and transit system; 
o provide attractive and functional landscaping and streetscape; 
o minimize the impact of construction on the neighborhood and surrounding 

open space areas;  
o maximize public access and utility of open space…. 

• FOF #13. Total skier parking…. These 1200 surface stalls will be replaced by 
1800 underground stalls for the exclusive use of the Resort. It is anticipated that 
all Resort parking will be paid parking…. Parking for the Resorts Accessory Uses 
and or Support Commercial to the Resort is included in the 600 additional 
parking stalls that will be built for the Resort uses….  

  
Relevant Conditions of Approval include: 

• COA #3.  …Final site planning shall orient delivery, service and trash access 
away from existing residential uses whenever possible. 

• COA #5. …[The bus drop off area] is being required to be improved as part of 
this Large Scale Master Plan. 

• COA #8. A Master Owners Association will be formed…. The Association shall 
be responsible for maintenance of all landscaping, streetscape and plaza 
improvements, pedestrian pathways and trails and all other public amenities that 
are part of this Master Plan. The Master Association shall coordinate recycling, 
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snow removal and maintenance with the existing associations in the resort center 
project. 

• COA #9. The developer shall upgrade utilities as deemed necessary by the City 
Engineer…. 

• COA #13. …Prior to any construction commencing on this project, or Planning 
Commission final action on any CUP… the traffic mitigation plan…shall be 
finalized, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, Public Works Director, and 
Police Chief, which shall address, but not be limited to: 

o Traffic control during peak hours of peak ski season. 
o Timing and financial responsibility for required improvements to Empire 

and Lowell Avenues and for the intersections of Deer Valley Drive and 
Park Ave, and Deer Valley Drive and Bonanza. 

In general, Lowell Avenue water line work shall be constructed between October 
and May, to minimize conflicts with irrigation demands, but not done at times that 
would impede skier traffic flow through the area. 

• COA #14. Prior to any construction commencing on this project, or Planning 
Commission final action on any CUP, a parking mitigation plan shall be submitted 
by the applicant, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This plan shall include: 

o A plan to prohibit and enforce no parking zones in adjacent neighborhoods 
and an agreement as to the financial responsibility for that enforcement. 
The applicant is expected to be responsible for parking enforcement costs 
beyond that which would normally be provided by Park City. 

o A parking operations plan including specifics of the pay for parking 
system. 

o A parking structure design, circulation plan to ensure safe, convenient 
circulation for vehicles and pedestrians. 

o Contingency plans for satellite, large vehicle and overflow parking. 
o A condition that if adequate parking is not provided to handle peak day 

parking requirements, the City shall have the authority to require the 
Resort to limit ticket sales until the parking mitigation plan is revised to 
address the issues. The intent is that any off-site parking solutions include 
a coordinated and cooperative effort with the City, other ski areas, the 
Park City School District, Summit County, and the Park City 
Chamber/Bureau to provide creative solutions for peak day and special 
event parking. 

This plan shall be reviewed and modified, if necessary, as part of the CUP for 
each phase to evaluate transit alternatives and demonstrated parking needs. 

 
Bus Drop Off Easement 
The current bus drop off area is located on land owned by the Resort Center 
Condominiums Owners Association, with whom the City has an exclusive Easement 
Agreement, for use as a bus transit station.  The Agreement requires the City to 
maintain the easement area.  The Agreement also notes that this area is considered the 
“Main Bus Drop Off” for the Resort, and specifies that at least 70% of City buses that 
service the Resort, must stop at this location. However, the City is not obligated to keep 
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the bus stop in this location, and this requirement only applies as long as the bus stop is 
located in the current location.  
 
The existing bus drop off area lacks any passenger and amenities (sheltered waiting 
area, benches, bathrooms, bike racks, ski racks, etc.), adequate bus pullout area, or 
compliant ADA and pedestrian accessibility. Many general purpose automobiles and 
taxis use the area as a drop off, mixing with the buses and causing delays. Additionally, 
buses are often stuck in traffic and unable to circulate the base area efficiently. The 
Planning Department recommends that at a minimum, the applicant’s project rectify 
these issues. As noted above in COA #5, the applicant was required to improve the bus 
drop off area as part of the 1998 approval. 
 
The City’s Engineering Department has engaged a third party consultant to help 
determine if the current location of the bus stop is in the best spot to prioritize transit use 
to the Resort and improve circulation and on-time transit performance through the 
Resort. Improvements should include a 6-8 bus bay design, proper passenger shelter 
and amenities, and potentially providing end of line bus staging and driver facilities. 
Building a better facility that includes all of these amenities into the larger project will 
integrate transit into the Park City base area, making the transit experience more 
attractive to visitors, day skiers and employees, improving operational efficiency system 
wide, and advancing Park City’s transportation goals for prioritized transit. A 
recommended location is expected in time for the February 17, 2021, Planning 
Commission meeting. 
 
Traffic and Parking Management Plan 
The 1998 Traffic and Parking Management Plan forms the basis for maintaining existing 
or improved traffic conditions throughout the construction of the project as well as after 
completion of the project. 
 
As noted above in COA #13 & #14, the traffic and parking mitigation plan was expected 
to be reviewed and modified with each phase of development to evaluate transit and 
parking needs. This condition, as well as the DA, also notes that if the parking mitigation 
plan fails to adequately mitigate peak day parking requirements, the City has the 
authority to require the Resort to limit ticket sales until the parking mitigation plan is 
revised to address the issues.  
 
The Planning Department recommends the applicant and Vail Resorts Park City 
Mountain develop a Traffic and Parking Management Operations Plan outlining how 
traffic will be managed at the base area, particularly during peak ski season and events. 
This plan should detail: 

• Who will manage and direct traffic during the ski season, and how transit will be 
prioritized. 

• How traffic managers/parking attendants will be trained/certified. 
• Which garages will be prioritized for parking first. 
• How the garages will operate (access, how skiers will pay for parking, etc.).   
• How parking will be accessed by unit owners. 
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• How parking will be shared if unit owners/hotel guests are not utilizing their units. 
• How parking will be shared with the community on special event days including 

but not limited to July 4th, Artsfest, Sundance, Halloween, Running with Ed, 
Miners Day, Park Silly, Farmers Market, Resort events (concerts and ski events), 
etc. 

• How parking will operate in the summer for bikers and hikers. 
• How and where bicyclists will be able to load/unload their bikes and park. 
• Vehicle clearance and where taller vehicles and buses will be able to park. 
• A plan to prohibit and enforce no parking zones in adjacent neighborhoods and 

an agreement as to the financial responsibility for that enforcement.  
 
This information should be submitted in time for the March 17, 2021, meeting (by 
February 22 to allow for sufficient staff review). 
 
Phasing and Construction Management 
The 1998 Master Phasing and Construction Management Plan also notes that more 
detailed construction mitigation plans were required for each parcel at the time of the 
CUP process. The applicant has submitted a Construction Phasing and Mitigation Plan 
that will be addressed at the March meeting.   
 
Although the applicant’s Construction Phasing and Mitigation Plan addresses parking 
during construction, the plan should be updated, and more detail is needed to address: 

• Routing of construction traffic so that adjacent residential streets are not 
impacted. 

• Parking of Construction vehicles and employees. 
• Maintenance of pedestrian ways, trails and transit during construction.  
• Details and phasing for street, sidewalk and intersection improvements including 

landscaping and the transit center. 
• Neighborhood mitigation strategies.  
• Proposed methods for monitoring compliance with the Construction Phasing and 

Mitigation Plan. 
 
This information should be submitted in time for the March 17, 2021, meeting (by 
February 22 to allow for sufficient staff review). 
 
If the Planning Commission chooses to approve this project, it is anticipated that the 
final Traffic and Parking Management Plan and Construction Phasing and Mitigation 
Plan will also be reviewed and modified as necessary, with each phase of development, 
during the CUP process for each building/parcel. 
 
Mountain Upgrade Plan 
The 1998 Mountain Upgrade Plan outlines the intended development of ski related 
facilities for the Resort, and requires that the Resort has adequate parking and 
mitigation for any expansion of lift capacity. Appendix A is the Park City Ski Area 
Parking and Capacity Analysis. The applicant updated this analysis in the 
Transportation Improvements section of their application. Page 88 concludes that the 
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current (2019) CCC of the Resort is 12,570, and that skier supply (including existing 
parking spaces, lodging at the base area, use of town lift and transit) is 11,733, meaning 
that the resort can comfortably handle its peak occupancy under the existing parking 
conditions of 1200 stalls. This conclusion is arrived at by utilizing paid parking to 
increase the Average Vehicle Occupancy (AVO) rate, and this is the basis of the 
applicant’s argument for eliminating the additional 600 parking stalls proposed for the 
Resort in 1998. 
 
The Planning Department notes that the updated analysis does not appear to include 
the 450 stalls the Resort regularly uses at the High School on holidays and weekends.  
In addition, the Planning Department notes that even though only a fraction of terrain 
has been opened this year, reservations are capped and very few stalls have been lost 
to snow storage, the parking lots at the base area appear to be at capacity on most ski 
days. Parking is expected to be discussed in further detail at the February 17, 
2021, meeting.   
 
Transportation Demand Management Plan 
The applicant also submitted a Transportation Demand Management Plan which is 
being reviewed by staff and should be presented at the February meeting (TDM Plan 
Adopted 2016). 
 
3. LMC MPD Criteria 
LMC § 15-6-5(E)(1) addresses the number of Off Street Parking Requirements for 
MPDs, and parking will be discussed at the February 17, 2021, meeting. 
 
Under current conditions, parking demand appears to regularly exceed supply, and 
traffic congestion is a common occurrence at the Resort and on surrounding streets. 
Therefore to meet the objectives of the General Plan, the LMC’s required findings and 
the City’s “transit first” philosophy, the applicant must facilitate and actively promote 
other modes of transportation over private automobile use.  
 
In addition to advancing multi-modal transportation options, staff recommends the 
applicant and Vail Resorts Park City Mountain consider off-site parking or other 
mitigation, which may include partnerships with the City, third parties or a payment in-
lieu contribution for use or expansion of parking at Richardson Flats or another location 
in the Quinn’s Junction area which would further contribute to keeping traffic outside of 
Park City and more robust transit infrastructure at the base area. 
 
LMC § 15-6-5(G), Site Planning reads: 
 

5. Adequate internal vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation shall be provided. 
Pedestrian and bicycle circulations shall be separated from vehicular circulation 
and shall provide safe travel within the boundaries of the Master Planned 
Development and safe travel to adjoining public sidewalks, trails, and Rights-of-
Way. Private internal Streets may be considered for Condominium projects if 
they meet the minimum emergency and safety requirements; and 
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8. The Site plan for a Master Planned Development shall include transportation 
amenities including drop-off Areas for van and shuttle service, and a bus stop, if 
applicable. 

 
LMC § 15-6-6, Required Findings and Conclusions of Law, includes the following 
findings the Commission must make in order to approve an MPD, as related to 
transportation and circulation: 
 

J. promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms of transportation through design and by 
providing trail connections; 

P. addresses and mitigates traffic. 
 
It is the applicant’s responsibility to demonstrate how their project conforms to 
the above plans, resolutions, objectives, Critical Priorities, and Land Management 
Code during the MPD review process.   
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December 8, 2020

Ryan Hales
Josh Gibbons
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� 0: Existing 2-Way Network

� 1: 1-Way Loop with Transit Lane

� 2a: Transit Only on Lowell

� 2b: Transit Priority on Lowell

� 3: 1-Way Loop & North Bus Loop

� 4a: 1-Way Lowell & 2-Way Empire

� 4b: 1-Way Lowell, 2-Way Empire, & North Bus Loop
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Scenario Transit Priority
Angle Vehicle 

Conflicts
Traffic Flow Cost Other Notes

0 Existing 2-Way Network None 7 conflict points
4 congested 

segments
$

Existing congested flow at Silver King / 

Empire due to conflicts

1 1-Way Loop with Transit Lane Transit Lane Loop 4 conflicts points
5 congested 

segments
$$ North drop off vehicles cross bus lane

2a Transit Only on Lowell Transit Lane Loop 7 conflict points
3 congested 

segments
$$

Issues accessing parking at parcel B and 

existing lots

2b Transit Priority on Lowell Transit Lane Loop 7 conflict points
2 congested 

segments
$$

SB lane on Lowell for HOV / hotel 

parking

3 1-Way Loop & North Bus Loop Transit Lane Loop 2 conflict points
2 congested 

segments
$$$

Would remove transit from southern 

uses

4a 1-Way Lowell & 2-Way Empire
Transit Lane on 

Lowell & Shared
7 conflict points

2 congested 

segments
$$

Mixed flow of buses and cars leaving the 

site

4b 1-Way Lowell, 2-Way Empire, & North Bus Loop
Transit Lane on 

Lowell & Shared
7 conflict points

4 congested 

segments
$$

Mixed flow of buses and cars leaving the 

site
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� 100% exclusive transit lanes

� Bus stop moved away from existing location

 North part of Lowell

 North of Shadow Ridge / Lowell

 OR on Shadow Ridge

� Flexible

 Peak flow adjustments

 Seasonality
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1. Maintain LOS D on roadway segments (and to the extent this requires a shift in traffic from vehicles to 
transit, what is the plan to get people to shift modes?)

2. Consistency with city goals (Long-Range Transportation Plan – Goal Statement) – prioritizing transit 
and multi-modal over automobile (see September staff report for General Plan goals)

3. Transit time & reliability (faster than a passenger vehicle; shorter loop = shorter time – [preliminary 
analysis = transit miles compared with exclusive transit miles]

4. Transit operations such as traffic conflicts entering/exiting general purpose traffic (# of conflict points)
5. Qualitative analysis of rider experience (layout of the transit stop, arrival, walking distance to lifts and 

bathrooms, access to amenities/lockers)
6. Flexibility for seasonal fluctuations and future uncertainties (roadway flexibility, seasonal changes)
7. Impact on local residents living to the south on Lowell, near Empire, and Three Kings Drive (simple 

congestion analysis for segments – distance a local has to travel) (through traffic on Three Kings Drive)
8. Walking distances for various modes & number of vehicular conflicts for peds
9. Other considerations unique to each concept, fatal flaws, constructability, high-level cost 

differentiators
10. Consensus from existing base owners
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December 15, 2020

Ryan Hales
Josh Gibbons
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� 100% exclusive transit lanes

� Flexible

� Bus stop moved away from existing location
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� 1(b): 1-Way Loop without Transit Lane (Original Proposal)

� 2(b): Transit Priority on Lowell

� 3: 1-Way Loop & North Bus Loop
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1. Maintain LOS D on roadway segments (and to the extent this requires a shift in traffic from vehicles to 
transit, what is the plan to get people to shift modes?)

2. Consistency with city goals (Long-Range Transportation Plan – Goal Statement) – prioritizing transit 
and multi-modal over automobile (see September staff report for General Plan goals)

3. Transit time & reliability (faster than a passenger vehicle; shorter loop = shorter time – [preliminary 
analysis = transit miles compared with exclusive transit miles]

4. Transit operations such as traffic conflicts entering/exiting general purpose traffic (# of conflict points)
5. Qualitative analysis of rider experience (layout of the transit stop, arrival, walking distance to lifts and 

bathrooms, access to amenities/lockers)
6. Flexibility for seasonal fluctuations and future uncertainties (roadway flexibility, seasonal changes)
7. Impact on local residents living to the south on Lowell, near Empire, and Three Kings Drive (simple 

congestion analysis for segments – distance a local has to travel) (through traffic on Three Kings Drive)
8. Walking distances for various modes & number of vehicular conflicts for peds
9. Other considerations unique to each concept, fatal flaws, constructability, high-level cost 

differentiators
10. Consensus from existing base owners
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Criteria
Scenarios

1b: 1-way Loop 2b: Transit Priority on Lowell 3: 1-Way Loop & North Bus Loop

1
Max Roadway Volume-to-Capacity 

Ratio (LOS D = 0.85)
0.90 1.17 1.28

2
Consistency with City Goals

(out of 17 applicable goals)
5 15 16

3
Transit Time and Reliability

(exclusive vs. total transit lane length)

0 miles exclusive

0.86 miles total

0.82 miles exclusive

0.82 miles total

0.76 miles exclusive

0.76 miles total

4 Transit / General Traffic Conflict Points Shared Lanes 5 5

5
Transit Rider Experience

(Avg Walking Distance)

Lifts: 0.19 miles

Lockers & Restrooms*: 0.07 miles

Lifts: 0.19 miles

Lockers & Restrooms*: 0.07 miles

Lifts: 0.12 miles

Lockers & Restrooms*: 0.17 miles

6 Flexibility Flexible Flexible Flexible

7
Local Resident Impact

(Travel Distance and Congestion)

To/From 14th / Empire: 0.87 miles

Congested Segments: 1

To/From 14th / Empire: 0.62 miles

Congested Segments: 2

To/From 14th / Empire: 0.87 miles

Congested Segments: 2

8
Vehicular / Ped Conflict Points

(Max Pk Hr Vols on Lowell Avenue)
Peds: 2,700; Vehicles: 1,300

Peds: 2,700; Vehicles: 500 on north, 

200 on south
Peds: 2,700; Vehicles: 1,250

9 Other Considerations No transit priority
Difficult to fit bus turnaround on 

Lowell Ave
High cost

10
Consensus from Existing Base 

Owners
Potential Potential

May disagree with moving transit 

loading area
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Transportation Plan Goals

Scenario Consistency (Y or N 

or N/A)

1b 2b 3

1 Multimodal Transportation System N Y Y

2 Convenient Transit N Y Y

3 Regional Transit Connections Y Y Y

4 Trail, Bike Lane, and Sidewalk Network Y Y Y

5 Good Mobility and Accessibility w/Less Passenger Car Travel N Y Y

6
Well-Maintained Network with Minimal Increase in Road 

Width and Lane Mileage
Y N Y

7 Public Health and Quality of Life N Y Y

8 Environmental, Social, and Economic Sustainability N Y Y

9
Support Clustered and Diverse Land Use Centers with 

Multimodal Access
N Y Y

10 System and Demand Management N Y Y

Yes Total 3 9 10

No Total 7 1 0

Not Applicable Total 0 0 0

General Plan Goals

Scenario Consistency (Y or N 

or N/A)

1b 2b 3

1 Protect undeveloped lands and grow inward N/A N/A N/A

2 Collaborate regionally toward preservation of place N/A N/A N/A

3
Increase pedestrian mobility through enhanced public 

transit, biking, and walking
N Y Y

4 Conserve and preserve a network of open space Y Y Y

5 Environmental Mitigation N Y Y

6 Climate Adaptation N/A N/A N/A

7 Lifelong Housing N/A N/A N/A

8 Workforce Housing N/A N/A N/A

9 Parks & Recreation N/A N/A N/A

10 World Class, multi-seasonal destination resort community Y Y Y

11 Tourism Economy and Community Character N Y Y

12 Economic diversity and stability N Y Y

13 Arts & Culture N/A N/A N/A

14 Living within Limits N/A N/A N/A

15 Historic Preservation N N N

16 Maintain Main Street as heart of the City N/A N/A N/A

Yes Total 2 6 6

No Total 5 1 1

Not Applicable Total 9 9 9
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December 22, 2020

Ryan Hales
Josh Gibbons
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� 1b: 1-Way Loop without Transit Lane (Original Proposal)

� 2b: South Lowell Bus Drop-off

� 2c: North Lowell Bus Drop-off

� 3a: Below Grade North Bus Loop

� 3b: Above Grade North Bus Loop
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1. Maintain LOS D on roadway segments (and to the extent this requires a shift in traffic from vehicles to 
transit, what is the plan to get people to shift modes?)

2. Consistency with city goals (Long-Range Transportation Plan – Goal Statement) – prioritizing transit 
and multi-modal over automobile (see September staff report for General Plan goals)

3. Transit time & reliability (faster than a passenger vehicle; shorter loop = shorter time – [preliminary 
analysis = transit miles compared with exclusive transit miles]

4. Transit operations such as traffic conflicts entering/exiting general purpose traffic (# of conflict points)
5. Qualitative analysis of rider experience (layout of the transit stop, arrival, walking distance to lifts and 

bathrooms, access to amenities/lockers)
6. Flexibility for seasonal fluctuations and future uncertainties (roadway flexibility, seasonal changes)
7. Impact on local residents living to the south on Lowell, near Empire, and Three Kings Drive (simple 

congestion analysis for segments – distance a local has to travel) (through traffic on Three Kings Drive)
8. Walking distances for various modes & number of vehicular conflicts for peds
9. Other considerations unique to each concept, fatal flaws, constructability, high-level cost 

differentiators
10. Consensus from existing base owners
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Criteria
Scenarios

1b: 1-way Loop w/out Transit Ln 2b: South Lowell Bus Drop-off 2c: North Lowell Bus Drop-off 3a: Below Grade North Bus Loop 3b: Above Grade North Bus Loop

1
Max Roadway Volume-to-Capacity Ratio 

(LOS D = 0.85)
0.90 1.17 1.28 1.28 0.88

2
Consistency with City Goals

(out of 17 applicable goals)
5 15 15 16 15

3
Transit Time and Reliability

(exclusive vs. total transit lane length)

0 miles exclusive

0.86 miles total

0.82 miles exclusive

0.82 miles total

0.50 miles exclusive

0.50 miles total

0.76 miles exclusive

0.76 miles total

0.47 miles exclusive

0.47 miles total

4 Transit / General Traffic Conflict Points Shared Lanes 6 3 5 2

5
Transit Rider Experience

(Avg Walking Distance)

Lifts: 0.19 miles

Lockers & Restrooms: 0.07 miles

Lifts: 0.19 miles

Lockers & Restrooms: 0.07 miles

Lifts: 0.18 miles

Lockers & Restrooms: 0.25 miles

Lifts: 0.12 miles

Lockers & Restrooms: 0.17 miles

Lifts: 0.18 miles

Lockers & Restrooms: 0.25 miles

6 Flexibility Flexible
Permanent Changes to Lowell for 

Drop-offs

Permanent Changes to Lowell for 

Drop-offs
Flexible Flexible

7
Local Resident Impact

(Travel Distance and Congestion)

To/From 14th / Empire: 0.87 

miles; Congested Segments: 1

To/From 14th / Empire: 0.62 

miles; Congested Segments: 2

To/From 14th / Empire: 0.62 

miles; Congested Segments: 1

To/From 14th / Empire: 0.87 miles; 

Congested Segments: 2

To/From 14th / Empire: 0.87 miles; 

Congested Segments: 1

8
Vehicular / Ped Conflict Points

(Max Pk Hr Vols on Lowell Avenue)
Peds: 2,700, Vehicles: 1,300

Peds: 2,700, Vehicles: 500 on 

north, 200 on south

Peds: 2,700, Vehicles: 200 on 

north, 600 on south
Peds: 2,700, Vehicles: 1,250 Peds: 2,700, Vehicles: 1,250

9 Other Considerations No transit priority
Permanent Changes to Lowell for 

Drop-offs

Permanent Changes to Lowell for 

Drop-offs
Cost Impacts to Parcel D

10 Consensus from Existing Base Owners Potential Potential
May disagree with moving transit 

loading area

May disagree with moving transit 

loading area

May disagree with moving transit 

loading area
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TMP Goals
Scenario Consistency (Y or N or N/A)

1b 2b 2c 3a 3b

1 Multimodal Transportation System N Y Y Y Y

2 Convenient Transit N Y Y Y Y

3 Regional Transit Connections Y Y Y Y Y

4 Trail, Bike Lane, and Sidewalk Network Y Y Y Y Y

5
Good Mobility and Accessibility w/Less Passenger Car 

Travel
N Y Y Y Y

6
Well-Maintained Network with Minimal Increase in 

Road Width and Lane Mileage
Y N N Y N

7 Public Health and Quality of Life N Y Y Y Y

8 Environmental, Social, and Economic Sustainability N Y Y Y Y

9
Support Clustered and Diverse Land Use Centers with 

Multimodal Access
N Y Y Y Y

10 System and Demand Management N Y Y Y Y

Yes Total 3 9 9 10 9

No Total 7 1 1 0 1

Not Applicable Total 0 0 0 0 0

GP Goals
Scenario Consistency (Y or N or N/A)

1b 2b 2c 3a 3b

1 Protect undeveloped lands and grow inward N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

2
Collaborate regionally toward preservation of 

place
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

3
Increase pedestrian mobility through enhanced 

public transit, biking, and walking
N Y Y Y Y

4 Conserve and preserve a network of open space Y Y Y Y Y

5 Environmental Mitigation N Y Y Y Y

6 Climate Adaptation N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

7 Lifelong Housing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

8 Workforce Housing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

9 Parks & Recreation N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

10
World Class, multi-seasonal destination resort 

community
Y Y Y Y Y

11 Tourism Economy and Community Character N Y Y Y Y

12 Economic diversity and stability N Y Y Y Y

13 Arts & Culture N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

14 Living within Limits N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

15 Historic Preservation N N N N N

16 Maintain Main Street as heart of the City N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Yes Total 2 6 6 6 6

No Total 5 1 1 1 1

Not Applicable Total 9 9 9 9 9
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 1220 North 500 West, Ste. 202     Lehi, UT 84043     p 801.766.4343    1 

www.halesengineering.com 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Date:  January 11, 2021 

To:  PEG Development 

From:  Hales Engineering 

 

Subject: Park City Mountain Resort – Scenario Simulations (2b, 3a, & 3b) 
UT19-1481 

Introduction 

This memorandum discusses the simulation analyses completed for various roadway 

configuration scenarios for the Park City Mountain base area that were developed based on 

discussions with Park City, AECOM, PEG, and Hales Engineering staff members. 

Traffic Volumes 

Most of the traffic counts used for the intersections were collected in February 2017 and were 

increased by approximately 14%, as discussed in the previous PCMR TIS, to bring the volumes 

up to a peak ski season level. Other counts were collected by Park City or Hales Engineering in 

other times of year and adjusted accordingly to match February conditions. 

Future background traffic growth was determined based on the Summit County / Wasatch County 

travel demand model (TDM) results for winter conditions. The growth internal to the PCM base 

area estimated by the TDM was almost identical (within ~20 peak hours vehicles) to that estimated 

previously with a 1% growth rate per year, so the previous volume growth that was used was 

implemented for this analysis. 

New PCMR project traffic was added on top of the background traffic to get future (2040) plus 

project conditions. The trip generation used in the previous PCMR TIS was used here as well. All 

volumes were re-distributed by hand based on the allowed and restricted movements of Scenario 

2b. 

Hales Engineering used the people-based analysis to estimate volume elements such as 

pedestrian volumes and pick-ups and drop-offs, etc. These elements were implemented in the 

Synchro / SimTraffic models. 
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Scenarios 

General Assumptions 

The following assumptions apply to all scenarios: 

• At least three (3) traffic signals internal to the PCM base area at Silver King / Empire, 

Lowell / Silver King, and Shadow Ridge / Lowell 

• Assumed that the pick-up / drop-off areas on Lowell worked well without backing up into 

mainstream traffic. 

• A HAWK pedestrian crossing on Lowell Avenue between Silver King and Shadow Ridge. 

Scenario 2b (B Loop) 

Scenario 2b includes exclusive transit lanes, with a transit route on Silver King and Lowell. The 

bus station would be located at the current location, on the south side of Lowell by parcel B (hence 

“B Loop”). A concept of this scenario is shown in Figure 1. 

The following assumptions were made for Scenario 2b: 

• Traffic signal at Shadow Ridge / Empire to avoid excessive back-ups and delays back 

onto Lowell Avenue. 

• Silver King / Empire lane configuration: 

o EB: Left-turn lane and shared left-through-right lane 

o WB: Shared left-through-right lane 

o NB: Thru lane and shared through-right lane (no left turn) 

o SB: Right-turn lane (general purpose) and shared through-right lane (right for 

transit, and through for general purpose) 

o Split-side phasing on the EB and WB approaches due to the lane configuration 

• The inbound transit lane was not modeled in order to accurately depict the flow of the 

inbound general purpose lane on Silver King and Lowell. The outbound transit lane was 

modeled, and signal timing was designed in such a way that accurately depicted what 

would happen if all transit lanes were modeled. 

• Transit lanes can be exclusive starting and ending at the Silver King / Empire intersection. 

In other words, transit flow must be mixed with general purpose traffic north of Silver King. 

Scenario 3a (E Loop) 

Scenario 3a includes a new exclusive bus route on the west side of parcel E, accessed via Silver 

King Drive, that would provide transit access close to the ski slopes. This scenario has potential 

for exclusive transit lanes on Shadow Ridge and Empire. Exclusive transit lanes may not be 

feasible on Silver King Drive due to the need to also provide general purpose vehicle movements 

on Silver King Drive. A concept of this scenario is shown in Figure 2. 

The following assumptions were made for Scenario 3a: 

• A HAWK signal on the south end of Lowell Avenue, just north of Manor Way 

• Silver King / Empire lane configuration: 
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o EB: Left-turn lane and through lane 

o WB: Shared through-right lane 

o NB: Thru lane and shared through-right lane (no left turn) 

 Though, a left-turn lane could be considered here 

o SB: Two right-turn lanes (general purpose and transit mixed) 

• Lowell / Silver King lane configuration: 

o EB: Shared through-right lane 

o WB: Two left-turn lanes (general purpose) and a through lane (mixed traffic) 

 Through lane only yields to pedestrians at the signal 

Due to delays and queueing on Empire when assuming exclusive transit lanes there, a second 

analysis was run for scenario 3a that did not include transit-only lanes on Empire and Shadow 

Ridge. 

Scenario 3b (D Loop) 

Scenario 3b includes a transit exclusive lane the loops around parcel D. Buses would travel south 

through the Silver King / Empire intersection, make a right turn on the south end of parcel D, loop 

around, drop off and pick up near Lowell, and then exit the site by turning left from Silver King. A 

concept of this scenario is shown in Figure 3. 

The following assumptions were made for Scenario 3b: 

• A HAWK signal on the south end of Lowell Avenue, just north of Manor Way 

• Silver King / Empire lane configuration: 

o EB: Left-turn lane and through lane 

o WB: Shared through-right lane 

o NB: Through lane and shared through-right lane (no left turn) 

 Though, a left-turn lane could be considered here 

o SB: Right-turn lane (general purpose) and shared through-right lane (right for 

general purpose, and through for transit) 

• Lowell / Silver King lane configuration: 

o EB: Shared through-right lane 

o WB: Two left-turn lanes and a through lane 

o Through lane only yields to pedestrians at the signal 

Evaluation 

Transit Travel Time 

Transit (bus) travel time was evaluated from approximately S.R. 224, to the south bus loop, and 

back to S.R. 224. The times were calculated using movement delays and free-flow travel times 

where applicable. The dwell time at the bus loop/station was not included. A summary of the 

calculated travel times is shown in Table 1. As shown, it is anticipated that Scenario 3b (D Loop) 

would result in the highest reductions.  
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01/11/2021Scenario 3a: E Bus Loop
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01/11/2021Scenario 3b: D Bus Loop

Park City Mountain Resort - Roadway Configurations
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Table 1: Transit Travel Time Comparison 

Measurement 
Existing 2b (B Loop) 3a (E Loop) 

3a (E Loop) – 
Mixed Flow 

3b (D Loop) 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Travel Time (MIN:SEC) 4:52 5:35 3:10 3:02 3:23 3:11 3:32 3:17 2:14 2:08 

Reduction from Existing - - 35% 46% 30% 43% 27% 41% 54% 62% 

Level of Service 

Hales Engineering calculated the level of service (LOS) for the existing background scenario and 

the future (2040) plus project scenarios. The LOS results are shown in Table 2. As shown, 

scenario 3a with mixed Empire flow is anticipated to have the best LOS results overall. Scenarios 

3a and 3b are anticipated to have queueing that reaches S.R. 224 at times in the AM peak hour. 

Table 2: Level of Service 

Intersection 

Existing 
Background 

Future (2040) Plus Project 

2b (B Loop) 3a (E Loop) 
3a (E Loop) 

- Mixed  
3b (D Loop) 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

1 Silver King Dr / Empire Ave f f B B B A B A B A 

2 Lowell Ave / Silver King Dr f f B B C B C B C B 

3 Three Kings Dr / Silver King Dr a a a a a a a a a a 

4 Shadow Ridge Rd / Empire Ave c b C C b e a b a b 

5 Shadow Ridge Rd / Lowell Ave f f C D A A A A A A 

6 14th St / Empire Ave c c f f a a a a a a 

7 Manor Way / Empire Ave a a f e a a a a a a 

8 Manor Way / Lowell Ave f f e a a a a a a a 

9 NE E Access / Silver King Dr - - a e a c a c a b 

10 East D Access / Empire Ave - - d d d f a c b e 

11 West D Access / Lowell Ave - - f f f d f d f d 

12 C Access / Lowell Ave - - d f c b c b c b 

13 North B Access / Shadow Ridge Rd - - d f b f a a a a 

14 East B Access / Empire Ave - - f f a a a a a a 

15 South B Access / Manor Way - - f e a a a a a a 

1. Intersection LOS values represent the overall intersection average for roundabout, signalized, and all-way stop-controlled (AWSC) intersections 
(uppercase letter) and the worst movement for all other unsignalized intersections (lowercase letter) 

2. BG = Background (without project traffic), PP = Plus Project (with project traffic) 

 Source: Hales Engineering, January 2021 
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PCMR BASE AREA MASTER PLAN SUMMARY

The Park City Base Area Master Plan is rooted in the 1998 Development Agreement and its subsequent amendments (collectively, the “Development Agreement”).  The Development Agreement protects the alpine 
terrain and base ski area terrain from development and outlines the transfer of those development rights to the five parcels at the resort base primarily used as surface parking lots. With  the exception of the first 
phase, completed in early 2000’s, the approved master plan was never executed and effectively expired leaving the remaining parcels as parking lots.  Constrained by the Development Agreement, which requires 
very costly program components, including attainable housing, structured day skier parking, significant underground utilities and traffic enhancements, as well as logistical issues related to project phasing, the Park 
City Mountain Resort Base has been left undeveloped for over two decades.  As a result, it provides minimal lodging options, only a small amount of retail and it lacks an identity worthy of Park City’s reputation as one 
world’s largest and notable ski resorts in North America. 

In addition to following the principal requirements of the Development Agreement, the current proposal is advanced subject to current building, energy and accessibility codes, as well as the Park City Land Man-
agement Code, all of which have changed substantially over the last two decades.  The current proposal is therefore subject to different and, in many cases, far more stringent standards.  These increased standards 
include, among others, those pertaining to energy efficiency and Park City’s sustainability and transit objectives. Lastly, ski industry and traveler expectations have changed over the last two decades, requiring a more 
sensible hospitality and design approach that not only addresses current needs, but also foresees future trends to assure long-term viability.  PEG Companies, the developer, is working with City officials and incorporat-
ing feedback from the Planning Commission and community members, proudly proposing master plan modifications that balance today’s regulatory, logistical and industry requirements while maintaining substantial 
compliance with the Development Agreement and the intent of the previous master plan.

MASTER PLANNED DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA

The proposed development addresses and meets all master planned development criteria and objectives required by the City’s current Land Management Code:

	 The project inherently complements the natural site features by protecting a large amount of open alpine and base ski area terrain from future development.  Furthermore, all proposed development utilizes 
	 existing grades on each parcel to balance excavation and backfill.  

	 The project design addresses neighborhood compatibility through site programming and planning, utilizing building massing and open space transition to transition the scale of the resort buildings to the 
	 neighboring residential buildings. 

	 The project will strengthen the resort character by creating a new, cohesive, active resort base with a variety of new lodging options and updated identity while also replacing surface parking with structured 
	 parking.

	 The project will provide new community amenities by creating a variety of open public spaces on each parcel that will serve the resort and the community and exceed the open space requirements outlined 
	 in the City’s Land Management Code. In addition to the winter plaza between parcels C and E, the project has allocated a large amount of open space on Parcel D that will be utilized to host local events 
	 throughout the year while creating a transition between the resort and residential neighborhoods. 

	 The project will utilize the existing infrastructure whenever possible and provide major utility, traffic, and transit infrastructure improvements in coordination with Park City’s goals and objectives. 

	 The project will create a mixed-use and walkable resort base with sustainability standards that align, meet and in some instances exceed current building codes and the Park City Sustainability Resolution. 

	 The project will encourage opportunities for economic diversification by providing a variety of commercial and lodging uses along with a variety of housing types including market rate and affordable hous
	 ing in accordance with the current Park City Land Management Code requirements. 
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04PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

ZONING DISTRICT CRITERIA AND OBJECTIVES

The proposed project closely aligns and meets the purpose of the Recreation Commercial District Zone (RC) in which the project is located:

	 The project will include a four-star hotel with 250 keys and 25,000 square feet of meeting facilities.

	 The development will provide a variety of residential and commercial offerings, including branded residences, for-sale attainable housing, workforce rental units (including satisfaction of an outstanding 23-
	 bed obligation that was never met by the Marriott Mountainside development), 50,000 square feet of new retail space, skier services, a private ski club and a new medical clinic. 

	 The project will be clustered over three existing parking lots to maximize open space opportunities.

	 The project will provide variation in architectural design and housing types while creating a new identity and sense of cohesiveness. 

	 The project will promote the pedestrian connections within the existing resort and to the adjacent residential developments.

	 The project will minimize impacts of the automobile by promoting public transit and alternate means of transportation in coordination with Park City Transportation. 

	 The project’s design will reflect traditional mining and historic Main Street Architecture while expressing it in a contemporary way reflective of our time.

1998 MASTER PLAN COMPARISON 

Both before and after the original Master Planned Development submission, the project team has facilitated open houses as well as ongoing Zoom meetings to introduce the project to the community and subse-
quently provide project updates.  To date, eight public hearings have been held by the Park City Planning Commission.  Based on the feedback received from the community and Planning Commission members, the 
project has undertaken significant programming, planning and architectural design revisions to respond to pedestrian connectivity and neighborhood compatibility, all while preserving critical elements of the original 
1998 master plan.  Present proposal now relfects an overall reduction in residential density on Parcels B, D and E  compared to the 1998 master plan. The following narrative sections summarize the design updates and 
demonstrate general compliance with the 1998 master plan pertaining to the project density, programming, planning, massing as well as building height and setback exceptions. 
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06PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

1998 PARCEL B LONGITUDINAL  SECTION

PARCEL B - 1998 PROGRAM

The original 1998 master plan envisioned Parcel B as the extension of the existing village base because of its immediate proximity to the existing resort center. Parcel B was conceived as four separate buildings, res-
idential in character, three to six stories in height and sitting on top of a parking structure. The program related to the existing context by providing residential buildings along Empire, Manor Way and Shadow Ridge 
with low-scaled pavilions fronting Lowell Avenue that housed parking garage elevators and stairs and minor amounts of retail space.

The 1998 design included three levels of structured parking at elevation levels of 6,920 feet, 6,930 feet and 6,940 feet located along the south portion of the site. The portions of the garage surfacing above grade 
were disguised with residential units or raised landscape.  The residential units started on top of parking structure at an elevation of 6,950 feet and extended three to six stories in height.  

1998 PARCEL B CROSS SECTION
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07PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - PROPOSED PROGRAM

The Parcel B program proposed in the current master plan is also composed of residential buildings that vary from three to six stories in height sitting on top of the parking structure.  The residential program includes 
attainable and market unit housing as required by current Park City Land Management Code, including an affordable housing obligation for the completed first phase of the 1998 master plan that was not fulfilled. The 
commercial and resort accessory program is fronting Lowell Avenue in a series of pavilions that provide vertical circulation and access to the parking structure, day skier lockers and retail space, connecting the parcel 
to the existing resort center.  The proposed residential, accessory, and commercial program is well below the allowable area and density defined in the Development Agreement. 

									         Allowable Area (GSF)		  Proposed Design

Gross Residential SF						      294,000				    215,200

Res. Support & Commercial and Accessory Uses (10%)	 29,400				     18,150

Resort Accessory Use						      -					      -

Retail/Commercial							       -					       2,100

Total Area								        323,519				    235,450

The new design initially proposed four levels of parking starting at nearly the same elevation of 6,922 feet (as opposed to 6,920 feet) and extending to 6,952 feet (as opposed to 6,950 feet). Based on the feedback from 
the Planning Commission and the community, the top parking level footprint has been reduced to maintain the 14th street pedestrian and view corridor.  The lost parking has been replaced by a partial parking level 
located completely below grade at an elevation of 6,912 feet. With the exception of garage entrances, all portions of the parking structure above grade have been lined with residential units to maintain the original 
residential character.  The residential units step with the existing grade and vary in height from two to six stories and are generally compatible in height with the original site plan. 

CURRENT PARCEL B CROSS  SECTION
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08PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - 1998 BUILDING MASSING

The 1998 design divided the residential program into four separate buildings that were divided by a series of semiprivate courtyards. The distinct building masses intended to reduce the scale of the buildings, create 
open vistas and prevent the monolithic appearance of the development.  Each building mass was modulated vertically to create a residential character and stepped down with the existing grade to reduce the build-
ings’ apparent scale.  The building height variation and massing were documented in the building volumetrics specific to the proposed design.  It should be noted that the four buildings were primarily recognizable 
in plan view while street elevations expressed three building volumes on Lowell Avenue and two volumes on Empire Avenue separated by the 14th Street Corridor. 

1998 PARCEL B GROUND LEVEL PLAN 
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09PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - PROPOSED BUILDING MASSING

The current site plan for Parcel B breaks the residential program into three distinct elements composed of townhomes along Empire Avenue, attainable housing along Shadow Ridge Road and market rate housing 
along Lowell Avenue.  Their respective building scale and massing relate to the existing context while their heights follow the existing finish grades.  The townhomes along Empire Avenue are three-story walk-up units 
that cascade down with the street grading and relate to the scale of single-family homes across the street.  The attainable housing varies in height and it steps down as it approaches major street corners.  The six-story 
condominium building is located at the highest portion of the site on the corner of Lowell Avenue and Manor.  This location is away from smaller scale residential development and proximate to the scale and height 
of the adjacent resort condo buildings.

PARCEL  B MANOR WAY & EMPIRE AVENUE PERSPECTIVE 
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10PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - 1998 BUILDING HEIGHT

The 1998 Master Plan was granted a building height exception to accommodate the same allowable area and density transfer as the proposed design.  The 1998 master plan documented the recommended building 
heights and variations in the building volumetric diagrams shown below that were specific to the proposed design.  It should be noted that the 1998 building heights were not measured from finish grades in accor-
dance with current Park City Land Management Code building height definition but from datum points established above finish grades.  In some instances, such as the corner of Empire Avenue and Shadow Ridge 
Road, this resulted in significantly higher buildings measured by current Land Management Code standards than documented in the approved volumetric diagrams.  

1998 PARCEL B VOLUMETRIC DIAGRAM

PITCHED ROOF ZONE

RECOMMENDED BUILDING ENVELOPE

UNACCOUNTED BUILDING HEIGHT
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11PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT

While the sloping grades and different building height measurement methods between the 1998 and proposed master plan challenge the direct comparison between the two designs, the overlay of the current design 
and 1998 volumetrics demonstrate their general compatibility.  The proposed building heights slightly vary but are generally similar across the site and in some instances are lower than the 1998 master plan, specif-
ically along Empire Avenue and the corner of Lowell Avenue and Shadow Ridge. The reduced building height and massing, combined with the 14th Street corridor described in the next section, provides the newly 
proposed project with a less monolithic appearance compared to the 1998 master plan.  The building height exception justification as defined in the Park City Land Management Code Section 15-6-5 was presented 
to the Planning Commission on November 18, 2020.

PARCEL B VOLUMETRIC OVERLAY 

PITCHED ROOF ZONE

RECOMMENDED BUILDING ENVELOPE

UNACCOUNTED BUILDING HEIGHT
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12PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - 1998 OPEN SPACE

The 1998 master plan provided two semipublic courtyards that opened to Lowell Avenue and provided access to the residential buildings.  One of the courtyards continued the open space across the site to Empire 
Avenue creating a 14th Street corridor to reinforce the parcel’s relationship with the community and promote pedestrian connectivity.  

The pedestrian connection was raised with seven sets of stairs to overcome the elevation difference between Empire and Lowell Avenue.  The pedestrian connection did not provide an accessible route, ramp or el-
evators which by current accessibility standards does not provide equal accommodations and compliance.  The corridor was approximately 30 feet in width and lined with four and five story buildings on each side 
that limited the view of the mountains

1998 PARCEL B  NORTH EAST ELEVATION
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13PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - PROPOSED OPEN SPACE

The current master plan provides much more open space compared to the 1998 master plan by keeping the majority of the center site open.  In addition, the new design proposes a much wider 14th Street pedestri-
an corridor in excess of 60 feet to preserve the view of the mountains.  The view corridor provides a significant break in the building massing on Empire Avenue while creating a pleasant public space that continues 
across the site and provides pedestrian connection to Lowell Avenue.  The pedestrian connection provides elevators at Empire and Lowell Avenue assuring that the raised public space is accessible to all pedestrians. 

PROPOSED 14TH STREET CORRIDOR
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14PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - 1998 SETBACK EXCEPTION

The Park City Land Management Code requires 25-foot setbacks for master planned developments. These setbacks can be reduced to the applicable zone-specific setbacks of the underlying zoning district, which 
in this case are 20 feet, with the approval of the Planning Commission when required to provide architectural interest and variation. The 1998 site plan proposed 20-foot setbacks around the entirety of Parcel B: along 
Empire Avenue, Manor Way, Lowell Avenue and Shadow Ridge Way.  The 20-foot setback allowed vertical architectural articulation while maintaining the approved density within the approved building envelopes. 

1998 PARCEL B SETBACK DIAGRAM
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15PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - PROPOSED  SETBACK EXCEPTION

At the request of the Planning Commission and in response to public comment, the current master plan proposes meaningful and expanded public spaces, plazas and sidewalks promoting public access and pe-
destrian connectivity through the project site.  As a result, vertical development in the remaining area is focused within a smaller buildable area, requiring increased flexibility at the margins to provide architectural 
interest and variation.   Stated differently, in order to approximate but not exceed the allowed density within the context of further limited building heights and envelopes dictated by the increased public spaces 
and plazas, an exception to the setback standards is necessary.  The setback exception is also required architecturally to provide the desired architectural variation and, more importantly, to reduce the apparent 
height and scale of the buildings.   Without the setback exception, the project could be constructed, but the design would lose the horizontal articulation resulting in five and six story monolithic facades violating 
the intent of the Park City Land Management Code and the 1998 master plan.  

The new master plan proposes a 20-foot setback exception along Empire Avenue, Shadow Ridge and Lowell Avenue in limited locations in order to achieve required architectural interest and variation dictated by 
the current Park City Land Management Code.  Unlike the 1998 plan, where the setbacks extended to the finish grade, the proposed setback exceptions on Empire and Shadow Ridge are only proposed for the up-
per floors, while the ground level setbacks remain at 25 feet or more leaving adequate space for generous sidewalks, park strip and snow storage.  

PARCEL B SETBACK DIAGRAM

86



P A R C E L  C  C O M P A R I S O N

87



17PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL C - 1998 PROGRAM

The 1998 master plan envisioned Parcel C and the adjacent Parcel E to become the resort’s new gateway with a skier service plaza between them that would preserve and frame the view corridor of the mountain 
backdrop. The Parcel C program proposed a residential building varying in height from two to six stories with a learning center fronting the plaza. In addition, Parcel C provided one of two major entries to a three-story 
parking structure located below Parcels C and E and a drop-off area for the learning center and residences. The Parcel C building was cut into the hillside starting at an elevation of 6895 feet at the plaza and stepping 
up to the ground level elevation to 6930 feet at the south end.

1998 PARCEL C LONGITUDINAL SECTION

PARCEL C - PROPOSED PROGRAM

The current master plan proposes a four-star hotel with 250 guestrooms, meeting spaces and extensive amenities. The hotel will enhance the lodging options at the resort base and provide accommodations in par 
with today’s hospitality standards and traveler expectations.   Parcel C will also provide new skier services and a two-story retail base lining the entire plaza and the ski terrain. The retail program and the plaza will be-
come the new resort anchor while creating a pedestrian connection to the existing resort base retail.  The skier services program will provide consolidated ticketing, ski rentals and ski school at the plaza level, coupled 
with additional 6,500 square feet of third-party retail space to set the stage for an après ski experience the resort currently lacks.  While the proposed residential program is well within the approved development area, 
the hotel public, retail, and support program are expanded to accommodate the amenities and requirements of a four-star hotel that was not included as a part of the original master plan. 

									         Allowable Area (GSF)		  Proposed Design (GSF)

Gross Residential SF							       159,000				    143,463

Res. Support & Commercial and Accessory Uses (10%)		   15,900				     53,967

Resort Accessory Use							        18,000				     17,000

Retail/Commercial													               6,520

Non-Exempt (Parking, MEP, Convention)					    -					       -

Total Area									         192,963				    220,950			 
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18PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL C - 1998 BUILDING MASSING

The 1998 Parcel C massing was composed of two major residential wings nestled against the ski slope and the plaza.  These residential wings were located away from the Lowell Avenue to minimize bulk and shadow 
impacts on the street. The building stepped in height from its center down to two-and three-story elements fronting Lowell Avenue creating a semi enclosed drop off area for both the learning center and the residen-
tial units above. 

1998 PARCEL C GROUND LEVEL PLAN 
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19PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL B - PROPOSED BUILDING MASSING

The current master plan is composed of three building wings following a similar footprint of the 1998 master plan by placing the tallest building mass against the ski slope and the existing resort base while stepping 
down the south and north wing massing as they approach Lowell Avenue.  The open space between Lowell Avenue and the building is utilized as a drop off area for the hotel while also providing access to the hotel 
parking structure and loading dock. The new master plan massing reduces the mass encroachment into the ski terrain compared to the 1998 master plan to create a continuous retail connection to the existing re-
sort base along the mountain. 

PROPOSED PARCEL C GROUND LEVEL PLAN
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20PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL C - 1998 BUILDING HEIGHT

The 1998 Master Plan was granted a building height exception to accommodate the approved area and density as defined in the Development Agreement.  The residential building varied from two to six stories in 
height placing the majority of building mass away from Lowell Avenue toward the ski slope and the similarly scaled resort center.  The building stepped down from six stories at its center to two- and three-story ele-
ments fronting Lowell Avenue.  The approved building height and massing were documented in the volumetric diagram shown below. Consistent with Parcel B, the building height was measured from the established 
datum elevation of 6921 feet rather than the finished grade, resulting in higher buildings measured by the current Land Management Code standard. The skier services and commercial retail were completely located 
below the established datum elevation of 6921 feet. 

1998 PARCEL C VOLUMETRIC DIAGRAM
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21PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL C - 1998 BUILDING HEIGHT

1998 PARCEL C VOLUMETRIC DIAGRAM

PITCHED ROOF ZONE

RECOMMENDED BUILDING ENVELOPE

UNACCOUNTED BUILDING HEIGHT
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22PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL C - PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT

The current master plan proposes a two to five-story hotel on top of two levels of below-grade parking and hotel support. Based on the recommendations from the Planning Commission, the hotel wing against the 
ski terrain was increased to six stories allowing the Parcel D building to be reduced in height by an entire story.  While the current Parcel C configuration and orientation slightly vary due to a reduced encroachment 
into the ski terrain, the building height remains consistent across the site compared to the 1998 Master Plan as demonstrated in the volumetric overlay below. The building height exception justification as defined in 
the Park City Land Management Code Section 15-6-5 was presented to the Planning Commission on November 18, 2020.

PARCEL C  VOLUMETRIC OVERLAY

PITCHED ROOF ZONE

RECOMMENDED BUILDING ENVELOPE

UNACCOUNTED BUILDING HEIGHT
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23PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL C - 1998 OPEN SPACE

As noted above, the 1998 master plan envisioned Parcel C and the adjacent Parcel E as the resort’s new gateway with a skier service plaza between them that would preserve and frame the view of the mountain be-
yond. The skier service plaza was lined with commercial, low-scale pavilions on both sides and a continuous arcade that stretched along the mountain side as illustrated on the perspective drawing below.  Given the 
significant elevation difference between Lowell Avenue and the ski terrain, it is somewhat unclear how the plaza accommodated the grade change and accessibility requirements.  In addition to the plaza, Parcel B 
provided a generous drop off area for the residences and children’s learning center as described in the massing section above. 

1998 PARCEL C
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24PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL C - PROPOSED OPEN SPACE

The current master plan views the new plaza as a critical design element with the opportunity to create a new center of activity and modern après ski experience that matches Park City’s world-class reputation. In 
addition to skier services proposed in the 1998 master plan, the current master plan is providing the necessary program to support and enhance the plaza activation and create a vibrant resort base. Current design 
provides plaza level retail on both sides of the plaza with outdoor seating and a stage for music performances and events.  The plaza activation continues at the second level with the hotel restaurant terraces fronting 
the plaza and articulated with a series of canopies reminiscent of Main Street historic awnings.  The retail also continues along the mountain side with the hotel amenities and a ski-on lounge deck creating a pedestrian 
and retail connection to the existing resort center.  The current plaza design provides grand stairs that create a sense of arrival and accessible ramps to mitigate the elevation difference between the drop-off area on 
Lowell Avenue and the ski terrain. 

PROPOSED PARCEL C PLAZA PERSPECTIVE
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25PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL C - 1998 SETBACK EXCEPTION

The 1998 master plan was granted a 20-foot setback exception along Lowell Avenue as illustrated on the exhibit below. 

1998 PARCEL C SETBACK DIAGRAM
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26PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL C - PROPOSED  SETBACK EXCEPTION

The current Parcel C plan proposes meaningful and expanded open public spaces, plazas and sidewalks promoting public access and pedestrian connectivity.  As a result, vertical development in the remaining area 
is focused within a smaller buildable area, requiring increased flexibility at the margins to provide architectural interest and variation.   Stated differently, in order to approximate but not exceed the allowed density 
within a context of limited building heights and envelope dictated by open space and plazas, an exception to the setback standards is necessary. The master plan is seeking for the 20-foot setback exception in very 
similar locations to those granted in the original master plan. The setback exception is also required architecturally to provide the desired architectural variation and, more importantly, to reduce the apparent height 
and scale of the buildings.   Without the setback exception, the project could be constructed, but the design would lose the horizontal articulation resulting in five and six story monolithic facades violating the intent 
of the Park City Land Management Code and the 1998 master plan.

PARCEL C SETBACK DIAGRAM
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P A R C E L  D  C O M P A R I S O N
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28PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

1998 PARCEL D ELEVATIONS

PARCEL D - 1998 PROGRAM

The 1998 master plan recognized Parcel D as one of the most visually important parcels given its location at the resort’s entry and opposite the new drop off plaza, creating a resort guest’s first and last impression 
of the resort.  Parcel D program was conceived as a five-story building with 60 residential units organized in three interconnected masses telescoping from its center to low, three-story elements at both ends. The 
residential program was sitting on top of a single-story parking structure with 66 stalls and vehicular access from Empire Avenue.  The original Parcel D program did not provide any public retail or commercial uses. 

PARCEL D - PROPOSED PROGRAM

Programmatically, the current master plan is very similar to the 1998 master plan.  Initially proposed as a five-story building on top of a single parking structure, the current master plan has reduced the building height 
to four stories as suggested by the Planning Commission to keep its scale closer to the adjacent residential building.  As a result, the new residential program has been reduced from 60 to 40 residential units, result-
ing in an overall density reduction of 40% compared to 1998 master plan.  The current Parcel D design complements the residential program with community amenities to transition the resort scale and use to the 
adjacent residential neighborhoods. Unlike the 1998 master plan that did not include retail and commercial use on Parcel C, the current master plan proposes 20,000 square feet of retail space, including a grocery 
store to serve the existing and new residential units and promoting a walkable community.  Additionally, Parcel D provides another public space that, in addition to extending the view corridor of the mountain to the 
intersection of Empire Avenue and Silver King Drive, will facilitate local events on a year-round basis.   

								        	 Allowable Area (GSF)	 Proposed Design (GSF)

Gross Residential SF							       93,000			   57,238

Res. Support & Commercial and Accessory Uses (10%)		  9,300				     1,688

Resort Accessory Use							          - 				       - 		

Retail/Commercial								           - 				    21,148

Total Area									         102,338			   80,074
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29PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL D - 1998 BUILDING MASSING & HEIGHT

As noted above, the 1998 master plan proposed Parcel D as three interconnected masses telescoping from its center to low, three story elements at both ends framing the view corri-
dor of the Mountain. Each section stepped down at least once with the contours moving from southwest to northeast. The building steps varied from three to five stories in height sit-
ting on top of a parking structure. The tallest portion of the building were located at the center of the site to limit mass and shadow impacts. The building height was measured vertical-
ly from the established datum elevation of 6895 feet to the ridge height rather than finished grade, resulting in higher building on Empire Avenue than documented in the volumetric diagram below. 

1998 PARCEL D VOLUMETRIC DIAGRAM 
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30PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL D - 1998 BUILDING MASSING & HEIGHT

1998 PARCEL D VOLUMETRIC DIAGRAM 

PITCHED ROOF ZONE

RECOMMENDED BUILDING ENVELOPE

UNACCOUNTED BUILDING HEIGHT
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31PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL D - PROPOSED BUILDING MASSING & HEIGHT

The current Parcel D Design is composed of two interconnected masses that step down in plan and elevation as they approach Lowell and Empire Avenue to mitigate shadow impact.  The building height varies 
from three to four stories relating to the neighboring residential buildings while the north elevation facing the open space is a single story.  The stepped massing helps transition the building mass to the community 
space while preserving a wider view corridor of the mountain. The open space to the north sets the building mass away from Silver King Drive eliminating shadow impact.   The current building height and massing 
are generally consistent with the 1998 master plan as demonstrated in the volumetric overlay below. The building height exception justification as defined in the Park City Land Management Code Section 15-6-5 was 
presented to the Planning Commission on November 18, 2020.

PARCEL D VOLUMETRIC OVERLAY

PITCHED ROOF ZONE

RECOMMENDED BUILDING ENVELOPE

UNACCOUNTED BUILDING HEIGHT
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32PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL D - 1998 OPEN SPACE

Due to the proposed Lowell Avenue realignment, the 1998 master plan building footprint occupied a majority of the Parcel leaving very little open space.  Furthermore, Parcel D proposed reduced 20’-0” setbacks along 
Empire and Lowell Avenue and 15’-0” at the south property line adjacent to another residential building. 

1998 PARCEL D  GROUND LEVEL PLAN
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33PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL D - PROPOSED OPEN SPACE

The current master plan provides 1.2 acres of open space that establishes a strong relationship with the plaza on Parcel C extending the view corridor of the Mountain to the corner of Empire Avenue and Silver King 
Drive. The continuous open space creates a strong sense of arrival and resort identity from the very first impression.  The open space houses a multipurpose pavilion to support a variety of community events year-
round including the Park City Farmers Market currently hosted on the Parcel D parking lot. 

PROPOSED PARCEL D OPEN SPACE
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34PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL D - 1998 SETBACK EXCEPTION

As illustrated above, the 1998 master plan received setback exceptions of 20 feet along Empire and Lowell Avenue and 15 feet along the south property boundary where the project is neighboring the adjacent Silver 
King condominiums.  Current minimum zone setback is 20 feet making the originally approved setback of 15 feet no longer compliant by the Park City Land Management Code. 

PARCEL D - PROPOSED SETBACK EXCEPTION

The current Parcel D design provides meaningful and expanded public space and sidewalks promoting public access, pedestrian connectivity and arrival to the resort. As a result, vertical development in the remaining 
area is focused within a smaller buildable area, requiring increased flexibility at the margins to provide architectural interest and variation.   Stated differently, in order to approximate but not exceed the allowed density 
within a context of limited building heights and envelope, an exception to the setback standards is required. The project is seeking 20-foot setback exceptions in isolated instances along Empire and Lowell Avenue 
that would allow the massing to step down as intended by the original master plan while providing architectural variation and interest.  The setback exception is also required architecturally to provide the desired 
architectural variation and, more importantly, to reduce the apparent height and scale of the buildings.   Without the setback exception, the project could be constructed, but the design would lose the horizontal 
articulation resulting in five and six story monolithic facades violating the intent of the Park City Land Management Code and the 1998 master plan.

CURRENT PARCEL D SETBACK DIAGRAM
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PARCEL E COMPARISON
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36PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

1998 PARCEL E PLAN

PARCEL E - 1998 PROGRAM

In conjunction with Parcel C, the 1998 master plan utilized Parcel E to define the skier plaza and frame the resort’s primary view corridor. Programmatically, Parcel E housed a three-story underground parking structure 
with a three to six-story residential building on top and a single commercial level on the plaza side. The plaza program included skier services, covered arcades, parking garage elevators and outdoor spaces to encour-
age year-round activity.  The 1998 master plan proposed realignment of the Lowell Avenue resulting in the increased Parcel E footprint and much higher density of 91 residential units compared to the current plan. 
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37PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL E - PROPOSED PROGRAM

While programmatically similar, the current master plan provides much smaller residential program with 46 units resulting in a nearly 40% total density reduction compared to the 1998 master plan as demonstrated 
in the table below. The residential program sits on top of the three-story parking structure that serves the day skiers, ski club and residences.  The commercial program includes plaza level retail and a private ski club 
to activate the plaza as well as resort’s new medical clinic and support.   

									         Allowable Area (GSF)	 Proposed Design (GSF)

Gross Residential SF							       141,000			   89,519

Res. Support & Commercial and Accessory Uses (10%)		  14,100				   12,798

Resort Accessory Use							       32,000			   3,530

Retail/Commercial									         -			   10,602

Total Area									         187,157			   116,449
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38PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL E - 1998 BUILDING MASSING

The increased footprint and density enabled by the proposed Lowell Avenue realignment allowed the 1998 master plan to propose substantially larger massing. The large building mass stepped up in segments toward 
the ski hill and was broken down into six distinct components to prevent the appearance of a monolithic structure. The massing along Silver King Drive varied from one to four-story elements to limit the shadow and 
bulk impact terminating with a two-story architectural pavilion at the Lowell Avenue intersection that, along with its counterpart on Parcel C, created a gateway to the resort. 

1998 PARCEL E NORTH ELEVATION
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39PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL E - PROPOSED BUILDING MASSING

Challenged by the reduced site footprint, the current master plan proposes a much lower density to maintain similar building heights to those approved in the 1998 master plan.  The six-story massing is located at 
the center of the site while stepping down to two-story elements at the plaza, Lowell Avenue and Sunflower condominiums to mitigate the visual and shadow impacts and establish a relationship with the surrounding 
context. While stepping is limited at Silver King Drive due to the reduced parcel footprint, the vertical and horizontal modulation reduces the perceived building scale and creates architectural interest and variation.    

PROPOSED PARCEL E  SILVER KING PERSPECTIVE
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40PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL E - 1998 BUILDING HEIGHT

The 1998 master plan proposed three to six-story buildings that varied in height from 40 to 83 feet in height.  The building height was measured from the established datum elevation of 6897 feet rather than finish 
grades as demonstrated in the volumetric diagram below. The difference between the established datum elevation and existing grade added another story along Silver King Drive. 

1998 PARCEL E VOLUMETRIC DIAGRAM
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41PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PITCHED ROOF ZONE

RECOMMENDED BUILDING ENVELOPE

UNACCOUNTED BUILDING HEIGHT

PARCEL E - 1998 BUILDING HEIGHT

1998 PARCEL E VOLUMETRIC DIAGRAM
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42PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL E - PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT

The current master plan proposes similar building height range as proposed in the 1998 master plan. However due to the reduced parcel footprint referenced above, the current building heights vary across the site, 
specifically along Silver King Drive as demonstrated in the volumetric overlay below. The building height exception justification as defined in the Park City Land Management Code Section 15-6-5 was presented to 
the Planning Commission on November 18, 2020.

 PARCEL E VOLUMETRIC OVERLAY

PITCHED ROOF ZONE

RECOMMENDED BUILDING ENVELOPE

UNACCOUNTED BUILDING HEIGHT
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43PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL E - 1998 SETBACK EXCEPTION

Despite the enlarged parcel footprint, the 1998 master plan appears to have been granted setback exceptions at the corner of Lowell Avenue and Silver King Drive as well as the west boundary line adjacent to the 
Sunflower condominiums.

1998 PARCEL E SETBACK DIAGRAM

114



44PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT AREA BASE MASTER PLAN

PARCEL E - PROPOSED  SETBACK EXCEPTION

The current master plan is challenged by a much more compact footprint compared to the 1998 master plan resulting in significant density reduction as noted above.  Despite the reduced footprint, the current 
master plan maintains similar building heights as the 1998 master plan while providing a significant amount of open space, plazas and sidewalks promoting public access and pedestrian connectivity.  As a result, 
vertical development in the remaining area is focused within a smaller buildable area, requiring increased flexibility at the margins to provide architectural interest and variation.   Stated differently, in order to ap-
proximate but not exceed the allowed density within a context of limited building heights and envelope, an exception to the setback standards is necessary.  The setback exception is also required architecturally to 
provide the desired architectural variation and, more importantly, to reduce the apparent height and scale of the buildings.   Without the setback exception, the project could be constructed, but the design would 
lose the horizontal articulation resulting in five and six story monolithic facades violating the intent of the Park City Land Management Code and the 1998 master plan.

CURRENT PARCEL E SETBACK DIAGRAM
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 1998 Plan (SF) 
 Proposed 
Design (SF) 

% 
Change

 Parking Above 
Grade (SF) 

 Total Mass 
Above Grade (SF) 

 % change  
 1998 Residenital 

Units 
 1998 Parking 

Stalls 
 Units February 

Application 
 Units January 

2021  
 Skier Stalls  

 Res./Com.  
Stalls 

Parcel B 
Gross Residential SF 294,000           215,200    -27% 191 Not Stated 56 + 73 Emp./Aff 56 + 73 Emp./Aff 760 87

Res. Support and Com. And Acc. 
Uses (10%)

29,400             18,150       -38%
Resort Accessory Use -                    -             
Retail/Commercial -                    2,100         

Total Parcel B 323,400           235,450    -27% 113,500              348,950                 8%

Parcel C
Gross Residential SF 159,000           143,463    -10% 101 * 249                          250 0 183
Res. Support and Com. And Acc. 
Uses (10%) 15,900             53,967      239%
Resort Accessory Use 18,000             17,000       -6%
Retail/Commercial -                    6,520         

Total Parcel C 192,900           220,950    15% 3,208                  224,158                 16%

Parcel D
Gross Residential SF 93,000             57,238       -38% 60 66 39                            40 0 95

Res. Support and Com. And Acc. 
Uses (10%)

9,300                1,688         -82%
Resort Accessory Use -                    -             
Retail/Commercial -                    21,148       

Total Parcel D 102,300           80,074      -22% 15,265                95,339                    -7%

Parcel E
Gross Residential SF 141,000           89,519       -37% 91 * 46                            46                            440 123
Res. Support and Com. And Acc. 
Uses (10%) 14,100             12,798       -9%
Resort Accessory Use 32,000             3,530         -89%
Retail/Commercial 10,602       

Total Parcel E 187,100           116,449    -38% -                       116,449                 -38%

Total Development 805,700        652,923  -19% 131,973           784,896              -3% 443 1800* 141 condos 143 condos 1200 488
+73 Emp./Aff  unit +73 Emp./Aff  units

Total Residential SF 687,000           505,420    -26%

Total Res. Support and Com. And Acc. 
Uses (10%)

68,700             86,603      26%

Total Resort  Accessory and 
Commercial Use

50,000             60,900      22%

Res. Support and Com. And Acc. Uses 
as a % of Development

13%
 * In the 1998 Plan set day skeir parking is predominantly located on Parcels C & E, totaling 1309 stalls. It is not noted where the additional 600 Resort 
parking stalls would be located 
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From: Trent Davis
To: Alexandra Ananth
Cc: Trent Davis
Subject: PEG Base Area Development
Date: Friday, January 15, 2021 12:11:39 PM

Hello Alexandra,
Feel free to contact me with any questions. Please distribute to the Planning Commission
and enter this letter into the record. Thanks
 
To Alexandra and Planning Commissioners:
 
In conversation with PEG Development we understand that three options are being
proposed for the Transit Center.  Two of the options entail moving the Center to the
Northern lots.  One option is to keep the Transit Center in its existing location.  Moving the
Center will disenfranchise the existing base from the rest of the project and has financial
impacts on all the properties located at the base.  We continue to encourage PEG and the
Planning Commission not to move the Transit Center from its current location.  If it is to be
moved, a Cabriolet needs to be installed to move guests from a Northern Transit Hub to the
existing base area.
 
There has been discussions about a bridge from Lot B parking structure to the existing
base.  This should only be considered if the exit point is the area around the existing Transit
Center location, as having a bridge that exits on the upper plaza cuts off access to the
lower plaza’s.  
 
My office overlooks the magic carpets of PCMR.  Everyday I see skiers trying to make their
way up the ski hill on the  West side of The Lodge,  This is a steep grade and I see skiers
slipping and falling.  There is not any exit area’s until you get to the Village Loft and even
then you have to make your way around the fenced, ski school staging area.  This is not an
option.  We would prefer to see proper sidewalks up to the existing base on the East sides.
 
Improvements still need to be made to the PEG plan to allow for the area to considered
“One Village”  with the free flow of pedestrians from the Northern lots up to the existing
base. What is the reason heated sidewalks are not being considered? Where is snow
storage to take place as I do not see any on the current plans?
 
Other issues that PEG needs to address and are of concern:

The road easement to the existing parking structure and The Lodge. In addition to
providing pedestrian sidewalks on both sides of this road, PEG needs to provide an
area for Uber and private shuttle to drop off and pick up and a turn around so they do
not have to back out.  Reminder, most vans cannot fit in the parking garage due to
height.  Who will be responsible for the maintenance, repairs and snow removal,
insurance of this easement?  The road should be expanded in width so cars waiting
to enter and exiting the parking structure do not block traffic coming and going from
The Lodge.  There are multiple utilities that service The Lodge that must be
relocated.  Previously PEG committed to providing the shuttle turn around areas and
parking, but this does not appear on the most current plans.
The existing Transit Center easement? Who is responsible for modifications and
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updating?
Needed expansion of the sidewalk from the Transit Center to the entrance of the P-1
level of the parking garage
Who is going to pay for the new Lodge signage as it will be blocked in multiple
locations. Is there a master signage plan?  
The re-alignment from the entrance road to the parking structure with Shadow Ridge
Drive. This intersection does not align. Previously PEG committed to realigning the
road but it does not appear on any plans.
Replacement of Transit Center sidewalk with proper waterproofing of the garage Post
Tension ceiling that both the sidewalk and a portion of  the Transit Center bus drop
off road sit on top of.
Proposed traffic patterns could possibly cut off access to Lodge dumpster rooms and
delivery vehicles.  How is this to be addressed?
Master lighting plan?
Landscaping plan?  Concerned about the both sides of the access road from to the
parking garage.
Who is responsible for removing trash from the ground and common trash cans,
snow removal, and maintenance in the plaza areas of the new development?

 
Sincerely
Trent Davis
Village Venture / Resort Center Limited
tdavis@compass-management.com
 
IMPORTANT WARNING: This email (and any attachments) is only intended for the viewing and use of the person or entity to
which it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. You, the recipient, are obligated to
maintain it in a safe, secure and confidential manner. No unauthorized distibution, transmission or re-disclosure is permitted. 
Failure to maintain confidentiality may subject you to federal and state penalties. If you are not the intended recipient, please
immediately notify us by return email and delete this message from your computer.
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Exhibit H 
 
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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