
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
AUGUST 26, 2020 
 
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:    
 
Chair John Phillips, Sarah Hall, John Kenworthy, Mark Sletten, Laura Suesser, Doug 
Thimm, Christin Van Dine 
   
EX OFFICIO:  Planning Director Bruce Erickson; Hannah Tyler, Planner; Alexandra 
Ananth, Planner; Rebecca Ward, Planner; Mark Harrington, City Attorney  
  

 

The Planning Commission meeting was conducted virtually via Zoom. 

The public was able to submit eComments during the meeting.   
 

Determination of Health and Safety Risk under Open Public Meetings Act (OPMA)  
 
Chair Phillips read the Determination of Health and Safety Risk under OPMA.  Notice of 
electronic meeting and how to comment virtually.  The 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) attached as Exhibit A.   
 
The Commissioners will connect electronically.  Public comments will be accepted virtually.  
To comment virtually, use eComment or raise your hand on Zoom. eComments submitted 
before the meeting date will be attached to the packet as appendices. eComments 
submitted on Planning Commission meeting days will be read aloud.  For more information 
on participating virtually and to listen live, please go to www.parkcity.org    
 
Chair Phillips read from Exhibit A, Determination of Substantial Health and Safety Risk.  On 
August 26, 2020, the Planning Commission Chairperson determined that conducting a 
meeting with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of 
those who may be present at the anchor location.  Utah Code Section 52-4-207(4) requires 
this determination and the facts upon which it is based, which include the percentage of 
positive Covid-19 cases in Utah has been on the rise since May 27, 2020.   Positive cases 
from testing have increased from 4.96% to 9.23% during the month of June, and COVID-
19 patients in Utah hospitals have increased during the same time period.  As of June 25, 
2020, there have been 158 deaths in Utah due to COVID-19.  Summit County has the third 
highest case rate of COVID-19 in the state. 
 
This determination is valid for 30 days and is set to expire on September 26, 2020. 
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Chair Phillips suggested that the Determination of Health and Safety Risk under OPMA 
should be updated to reflect the current numbers.  Director Erickson stated that if the 
virtual meetings are continued into October, the statement would be updated.                  

 

ROLL CALL 

Chair Phillips called the meeting to order at 5:40 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners 
were present.            
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
July 22, 2020 
 
Commissioner Sletten referred to page 2, top paragraph, and changed continue to 

accurately read continued. 

 
Director Erickson referred to page 18, second paragraph, Planner Kuhrmeyer’s remarks 

regarding window wells.  He changed eliminating window wells to correctly read limiting 

window wells.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Sletten moved to APPROVE the Minutes of July 22, 2020 as 
amended.  Commissioner Suesser seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed.  Commissioner Thimm abstained since he was not present 
at the July 22

nd
 meeting.    

 

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
No comments were submitted on items not on the agenda.    

 

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES   
 
Commissioner Sletten disclosed that he has occupied commercial space at Park City 
Mountain Resort for over 20 years.  He has no contracts or relationship with PEG 
Development.  It would not affect his ability to discuss or vote on the proposal.  He 
clarified that this was only a disclosure and not a recusal. 
 
Commissioner Sletten referred to public comment the Commissioners received earlier 
in the day from Trent Davis of Compass Management on behalf of a number of HOAs.  
Commissioner Sletten disclosed that he had represented one of the HOAs, The Lodge 
at Mountain Village, on a lease when they leased a portion of that property to 
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Promontory as a guest services area.  He was neutral on the matter this evening and 
he did not believe it required recusal.  It was only a disclosure.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy asked if Director Erickson could provide an update on the 
annexation issue with Hideout.  Director Erickson stated that the elected officials were 
in discussions and still working through it.  Updating the Planning Commission would be 
premature at this point.                
 
 

WORK SESSION 
 
5.A. The Planning Commission Will Consider Potential Amendments to the Land 

Management Code to Heighten Commission Review of Active Transportation 
Connectivity when Considering Conditional Use Permits, Subdivision Plats, 
Master Planned Developments, and Annexation Petitions.  

 
Planner Rebecca Ward reported that this work session was scheduled in response to 
the Planning Commission’s request in February to provide an update on what has been 
done in the past for connectivity studies, the completed projects, and strategies moving 
forward.  The Planning Commission had also recommended looking to the LMC to see 
whether it could serve as a tool to improve pedestrian/bicyclist connectivity throughout 
the community.   
 
Planner Ward stated that for purposes of the discussion this evening, connectivity 
refers to the active transportation and the network of these paths.  She explained that 
active transportation means human powered modes of transportation and includes 
walking and biking; however, it also extends to many other modes.  For example, some 
communities in Edmonton Canada have a path where people can cross-country ski to a 
light rail station.  They have put in specialized locks so the commuters can store their 
skis and hop on a train.   
 
Planner Ward stated that skiing to get from Point A to Point B has happened in the 
community, but the discussion this evening is limited to pedestrians and bicyclists.  She 
thought future discussions might be extended to include other winter modes.   
 
Planner Ward expressed appreciation to John Robertson and Corey Legge in the 
Engineering Department, and to Julia Collins and Alexis Verson from the Transportation 
Department.  All four individuals were on the call this evening.  Planner Ward stated 
that Mr. Robertson would be providing background on past, current and future projects. 
 Ms. Collins will present information on a recently adopted County Plan, as well as City 
plans currently in development.  Ms. Verson would present information on an interim 
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framework being put into place that prioritizes pedestrians and cyclists as the City 
moves forward with transportation plans. 
 
John Robertson, the City Engineer, stated that he would be summarizing the 
presentation that was given to the City Council a month ago on walkability or active 
transportation.  He presented a number of slides showing an outline of the projects that 
were done with the walkability bond that was passed in 2007.  Mr. Robertson reported 
that seven projects were scheduled for construction this year, and 11 projects are in the 
planning phases.   
 
Mr. Robertson stated that with funds from the $15 million walkability bond, they were 
able to construct many different projects throughout the City to provide connectivity to 
get from one side of the City to the other.  Mr. Robertson noted that much of the bond 
went to large projects, specifically.  Bonanza Tunnel was paid for using a lot of the bond 
funds.  The Bonanza Tunnel is a great way to make a safe connection through the 
intersection of Bonanza and Ironhorse and connecting to the Rail Trail.  Mr. Robertson 
stated that the Comstock Tunnel is another project that heavily used the walkability 
bond, as well as other funds.  The Comstock Tunnel provides a connection at 
Comstock which helps increase safety through that intersection and getting students 
across from one side to the other to get to school.  Mr. Robertson noted that the Kearns 
Tunnel project was recently completed, which replaced the hoc signal at mid-block right 
across from the High School, to help increase safety and to connect the trail on both 
sides of Kearns Avenue. 
 
Mr. Robertson stated that these were expensive projects but all very worthwhile and 
help to complete the system.   
 
Mr. Robertson stated that in addition to the large projects, the bond fund was also used 
for smaller, minor improvements projects around town.  One was improvement of the 
Sidewinder/Comstock crossing that made a connection to the Rail Trail.  It raised the 
intersection, which highlighted it as a crossing for bikes and pedestrians.  Mr. 
Robertson noted that the SR248 bike lanes were extended out to Highway 40 and 
connects to Richardson Flat Road.  It also connects to the Rail Trails in that location.   
 
Mr. Robertson stated that in addition to infrastructure projects, they also improved the 
bike share program, which is heavily used and a great option for visitors to move 
around town.  They also did some share roads in Prospector Avenue, using spaces that 
were typically dedicated for cars and using them for multiple transportation options, 
such as shared roads, which include bikes.  
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Mr. Robertson remarked that they also did a lot of pathway findings to make it clear to 
those using the system where they can connect using the different systems.   
 
Mr. Robertson clarified that this was only a summary of the 34 program projects that 
were done using the walkability bond fund that have been installed since 2007.  He 
noted that there was still over $4 million remaining in that bond fund, and he was 
prepared to talk about additional projects later in his presentation.   
 
Mr. Robertson noted that Exhibit A shows a complete list of all the completed projects 
with more specific location information.  Exhibit B showed the seven projects throughout 
the City that were currently in construction.  He noted that Deer Valley Drive/SR224 
would add a bike lane from Bonanza up to the Roundabout.  However, that project has 
gone out to bid twice but no one bid on the project.  For that reason, the project was 
pushed back to next year.  Mr. Robertson pointed to the six other projects on Exhibit B. 
 The Sixth Street stairs was currently in-construction and will improve walkability along 
Sixth Street.  Another project is Prospector Square Lot G.  Stairs were being 
constructed to connect Prospector to the Rail Trail and into the Prospector area in 
general.  Mr. Robertson commented on the bike rack program.  Park Avenue pathway 
and sidewalk improvements were currently in design and should be out for construction. 
Improvements include improving the bus stop section along Park Avenue, improving the 
sidewalk towards the 224/248 intersection and along Kearns Boulevard.   
 
Mr. Robertson noted that Exhibit C lists the 11 projects in the planning stages.  The 
projects range from making connections that are currently gaps in the system, such as 
making a connection to the Rail Trail from the Quinn’s Park and Ride.  Mr. Robertson 
stated that the projects were still in the planning process.  Some of the projects would 
potentially use funds from the walkability bond, but they were also working on other 
funding sources.                     
 
Commissioner Suesser asked about the PCMR base modifications/improvements that 
include sidewalk and ATP improvements to be determined.  Mr. Robertson stated that 
knowing the PCMR project is coming forward, they were trying to make sure that any 
improvements the developer was proposing to install would be consistent with the 
overall walkability and trails program throughout the City.  He could not point to a 
specific project, but the intent is to make sure they identify projects that will be needed 
as a result of the PCMR project to avoid gaps in the system.  Commissioner Suesser 
thought that was a good idea because there are a lot of walkability issues with what 
was being proposed.   
 
Julia Collins, Senior Transportation Planner, reviewed the recently adopted plan and 
the plan in progress.  She commented on the number of plans and community efforts 
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that achieved where the City is now with walkability, ranging from the Walkability Study, 
the Trails Master Plan, and the current Transportation Master Plan.  
 
Ms. Collins commented on other plans they have been advancing.  The Summit County 
Active Transportation Plan was adopted in the Fall of 2019.  The purpose of this plan 
was to look regionally at active transportation connections.  It involved a range of 
partners, including UTA, UDOT, Summit County, Snyderville Basin, and the Summit 
County Health Department.  Ms. Collins stated that the public process was robust and 
multiple communication was done on both the east and western parts of Summit 
County.  Online outreach was done as well.  Ms. Collins stated that the Plan developed 
a host of regional projects.  It looked at the projects, the programs, and network across 
Summit County, and it defined and provided design guidance for all those areas.   
 
Ms. Collins stated that Park City was able to add their regional projects.  It was also a 
way for the City to collaborate with UDOT and Summit County on some of the main 
active transportation corridors between the jurisdictions.  She noted that many of the 
projects were recently completed, such as the Park Meadows bike lanes, the high 
school tunnels.  They were also working on complete street areas in the Arts and 
Culture District, and improvement areas in Old Town.  Ms. Collins remarked that this 
resource is available now with design guidance and the regional network.  She believed 
there was a link to the regional plan in the Staff report, and it was also available on the 
Summit County website. 
 
Ms. Collins stated that Park City had intentions of building on this work and 
incorporating it into the City’s long-range Transportation Master Plan.  She noted that 
the long-range Transportation Plan is to transportation, what the General Plan is to 
Land Use.  It defines the goals and vision, and it defines the blueprint of how to look at 
transportation in both the short term, but also for the long-range.  It establishes projects, 
policies, programs, and then prioritizes it.  It includes all different modes of travel, such 
as transit, walking, biking, automobile, and parking.  
 
Ms. Collins recognized that many of the Commissioners have been involved with 
transportation, and she appreciated all the feedback and engagement.  She stated that 
they were on a trajectory to adopt the transportation plan, but Covid-19 stalled the 
process.  They were also working to incorporate the Vision 2020 results.  Mr. Collins 
stated that the intend is to start up the process towards adoption due to its importance 
to the community and for transportation.  In addition, the current plan is outdated.   
 
Ms. Collins stated that it is customary to update the transportation plan every five years. 
They were already overdue from the previous plan.  She remarked that to keep the 
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momentum from the current efforts, she and Alexis Verson were working on advancing 
some of the policies and some of the elements. 
 
Commissioner Kenworthy understood that Covid-19 delayed their transportation 
meetings, however, he wanted to know if there was a schedule as to when the 
committee meetings would resume.  Ms. Collins replied that they were working on 
resuming those meetings, but she did not have any details.  In the short term she and 
Ms. Verson will review the Vision 2020 results when they come out; and take it back to 
the City Council with a recommendation and a schedule.  Ms. Collins stated that Covid 
had impacted many things and it was difficult to think long-range when the ski season is 
the primary goal right now to work through the immediate needs with transportation and 
Covid responses.  Ms. Collins did not have a definitive answer, but she assumed it 
would be fairly soon.  Commissioner Kenworthy was looking forward to resuming his 
involvement in the meetings.  He was hoping they could achieve a plan in the near 
future.  Ms. Collins appreciated Commissioner Kenworthy’s support for the plan and the 
support from all the Commissioners.  They understand the value of what a long-range 
plan brings to Park City, and they also support the goals and the vision established in 
the plan.  She noted that the number one priority is to keep moving this process 
forward.    
 
Commissioner Suesser asked to participate in the transportation meetings when they 
resume.  Ms. Collins replied that currently Mark Sletten and John Kenworthy were the 
Planning Commission representatives.  She was happy to include Commissioner 
Suesser, but she was unsure how the representatives were selected.  Director Erickson 
stated that it would be added to the next agenda and the Planning Commissioner could 
vote to appoint Commissioner Suesser to the transportation committee.   
 
Ms. Collins introduced Alexis Verson, who came to Park City a year ago from Salt Lake 
City.  Ms. Verson was working on long-range planning and visioning and Ms. Collins 
was focused more on special projects, as well as capital planning and project planning. 
 She noted that she and Ms. Verson were working in tandem on this long-range plan.  
 
Alexis Verson, Senior Transportation Planner, stated that advancing the Transportation 
Master Plan update is of utmost importance.  They want to be able to point to it as the 
guiding document for transportation, including the priorities and goals.  She noted that 
she and Ms. Collins brainstormed to figure out what they could advance in the interim 
as a guiding policy that everyone agreed on, as well as identifying the path forward.  
Ms. Verson stated that as they figure out the new Covid reality and begin to under the 
future revenue resources, they need to find ways to be resilient and adapt to the 
changes.   
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Ms. Verson stated that what was actually going to be a deliverable of Park City forward 
was pulled out.  It is a modal priority and the question is how to prioritize the roadways 
and for what user group.  The high priorities were pedestrians and bicyclists, who are 
the roadway users.  She also reviewed a draft of street typologies.  Ms. Verson noted 
that the 10-year old traffic and transportation master plan does not necessarily reflect 
the modal priorities they should be planning for now.  She pointed to examples ranging 
from very narrow Old Town neighborhood streets all the up to the UDOT facilities and 
the gateway corridors.  When those come up for development or there is funding for 
improvements, they can reference this guide for the agreed upon options and 
determine which modes they want to elevate and advance when they do some of this 
planning.  
Ms. Verson stated that this was a more methodical approach and more strategic to 
street design.   
 
Ms. Verson stated that the street typology takes into consideration street width and 
traffic volumes if there are bus stop and transit facilities, and it dedicates the right-of-
way by mode.  She noted that John Robertson and Corey Legge in the Engineering 
Department have been instrumental in making edits and tweaks to make sure they put 
forward the safest designs possible.    
 
Ms. Verson reported that the goal is to take this to the City Council for adoption on 
October 1

st
, however, that date is subject to change.  It will go along with other 

standards that the City Engineering would like to formally adopt.  Ms. Verson stated that 
their message will be that the old master plan does not reflect the priorities, and they 
want to use this new policy moving forward.  She pointed out that they could also share 
the adopted policy with the developers so they will have guidance to accommodate the 
new widths and types of facilities being implemented if they develop in those areas.  
Ms. Verson pointed out that there will be trade-offs, especially in older, more narrow 
roadways.  They will not be able to fit it all in, and they will not be able to fit bike lanes 
and parking on the street.  They hope to have that conversation over time with the 
elected officials and the community.  
 
Commissioner Thimm asked if electric bikes change the way they look at typical bike 
lane in terms of width.  Ms. Verson stated that if space allows for it, they would like a 
wider facility for high speed bikes.  It was not specifically identified in the policy, but she 
thought it would be worthwhile to have that conversation if they want to implement any 
policies about preventing those bikes from using sidewalks.  The community has made 
it clear that electric bikes are too fast to be on sidewalks.  If they intend to push them 
into the road, it is important to make sure they have a safe facility to use instead.           
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Commissioner Sletten believed the popularity of eBikes would continually increase.  He 
stated that when he was in Bend, Oregon this summer, he noticed that some of the 
downtown neighborhoods had started putting in speed bumps.  He was told that the 
speed bumps were installed as traffic safety measures for both cyclists and vehicles 
because there were so many bikes on the road.  Having some type of moderate speed 
control for bikers and motorists was doing a lot to save lives.  Commission Sletten was 
unsure whether speed bumps could be implemented in Park City.    
 
Ms. Verson agreed that it is a great strategy that works in a lot of place.  She noted that 
Bend, Oregon also gets a lot of snow, which is typically a deterrent for implementing 
speed humps or raised crosswalk cables because of snow removal.  She thought that 
would be another beneficial conversation to see whether speed beeps could be 
installed on certain roadways, and whether a certain design would be better to avoid 
being ripped out by snowplows.  Mr. Sletten remarked that Summit County and Jeremy 
Ranch had already figured that out.   
 
Chair Phillips asked if there was any effort towards educating tourists on the use of the 
eBikes and proper etiquette.  He was in favor of keeping the bikes off the pedestrian 
walkways.  However, as the bikes become more and more popular, and since the City 
has implemented the eBikes, he would be curious to know if there is a need for that 
type of education.  Ms. Verson stated that they could set language and alerts on bike 
share apps.  Information is also posted on the kiosk and pamphlets were handed out in 
the past.  She remarked that visitors are a difficult group to capture and communicate 
with, and there is a steep learning curve for first time visitors.  Ms. Verson agreed that 
more could be done such as posting information on the trails and those types of things. 
  
 
Ms. Collins stated that the Summit Bike Share Program is a partnership with Summit 
County, and it is operated by an independent third party, a Canadian company.  They 
have onsite staff in Park City, and on busy days they are out at the kiosk talking and 
working with people on safety.  Ms. Collins reiterated the concern of how to shift some 
of those bike users onto the roadways.  If the users are willing to use the roadways, the 
electric bike can go up to 15 miles per hour.  The question is whether they can make 
some of those biking facilities safer to relieve the pressure on the pathways.  Ms. 
Collins stated that Park City has done a great job with its pathways and created a safe 
and comfortable spine system through the walkability bond.  However, they need to 
look further to see what else they can do to accommodate more of those users in 
different and more flexible formats. Ms. Collins thought the Commissioners would be 
existed about some of the projects coming down the pipeline.                                      
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Commissioner Kenworthy stated that in addition to the popularity of eBikes, he was 
starting to see a lot of electric skateboards around Old Town, especially the one-wheel 
boards.  He asked if the skateboards are legal.  Ms. Verson replied that they are legal.  
In reading the State Code, they are a different type of vehicle depending on the type of 
horsepower or motor it has.  Most are considered a human powered device, similar to a 
bicycle, and they fall under that umbrella in terms of how they are regulated.  Ms. 
Verson stated that communities can adopt different policies to restrict wheeled or 
human powered vehicles on sidewalks in downtown areas or on certain streets and 
corridors.  However, it will need to be codified if they intend to enforce it.  Ms. Verson 
pointed out that currently there are very few restrictions on that type of vehicle unless 
they have a serious throttle and are gas powered.  Commissioner Kenworthy asked if 
Ms. Verson was aware that the skateboards were getting much more popular.  She 
answered yes.  
 
Chair Phillips remarked that the fact that they were discussing potential issues with 
these different modes of transportation was a positive step, because modes are on the 
rise and are being used heavily.  Chair Phillips stated that looking back to 2007, all that 
has been done with the bond funds since then and all the work the Transportation 
Department has done is a huge improvement in Park City, and it is right in line with who 
they are as a community.  The more people who use these modes the more others are 
encouraged to do the same.  He thanked everyone for the presentation this evening 
and for including the Planning Commission in the discussion.  They are doing a great 
job and he looked forward to seeing what else is to come.  He personally looked 
forward to seeing the Poison Creek project.  Chair Phillips advised the transportation 
staff to be aggressive and to utilize whatever they can to reduce the impacts on the 
roadways.                   
Commissioner Sletten stated that he was fully in favor of all the opportunities outlined 
on page 32 of the Staff report.  
 
Planner Ward stated that as they move forward with the LMC to align with the Park City 
Forward Plan updates, she was open to direction from the Planning Commission on the 
five different Code amendments, which include defining different pathways, making 
sure the criteria and review standards are consistent for all the different land use types, 
requiring developers to document how their development proposes walking and public 
transportation versus single-family occupancy cars, establishing land use criteria that 
evaluates pedestrian and bicycles pathways, and providing incentives for developments 
that provide end-of-trip facilities such as showers and bike storage to fulfill the bicycle 
parking requirements under the Code.                   
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Chair Phillips agreed with the direction in all of the amendments mentioned, especially 
the one to provide incentives.  He understands that it is difficult to get developers to use 
incentives, but anything they can do to incentivize would be a benefit to the community.  
 
Director Erickson asked if the amendments from the Staff would come to the Planning 
Commission before changes from the Transportation Department.  Planner Ward 
replied that some of the amendments would be aligned; however, the Planning Staff 
could bring some of the amendments forward before then.  Director Erickson stated that 
he and Planner Ward would look into about how quickly they could bring some of these 
amendments forward.  Chair Phillips asked if the Staff anticipated coming back with 
everything at once, or certain parts at different times.  Planner Ward assumed it would 
be at different times if they could move some faster than the Park City Forward Plan.   
They will make sure the definitions and standards are aligned once that plan is 
adopted.  
 
Chair Phillips opened the public hearing. 
 
No eComments were submitted and no hands were raised on Zoom.   
 
Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.       
 
 

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION 

 

6.A. Aspen Springs Ranch Phase 1 Lot 18 Amended Plat Amendment 

 (Application PL-20-04536) 
 
Planner Hannah Tyler reviewed the application for the Aspen Spring Ranch Phase 1 
Lot 18 Plat Amendment.  She reported that the Aspen Springs Ranch Phase 1 
Subdivision was approved in 1991 and included the subdivision of a 32-acre parcel into 
43 single-family lots ranging in size from 17,500 square feet to approximately 30,500 
square feet. Planner Tyler noted that the subdivision plat created limits of disturbance, 
setbacks, and maximum house sizes for the single-family lot.  The applicant was 
proposing to amend their Lot 18 to accommodate a garage addition.  Planner Tyler 
clarified that the applicant was trying to amend the limits of disturbance and the setback 
on the western edge.   
 
Planner Tyler pointed out that the original subdivision is oriented with north going down, 
which is very unusual for mapping and can be disorienting. 
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Planner Tyler stated that the applicant was proposing to go down to the minimum 
setback for the SF Zones, which is 12’.  The applicant was not proposing to amend the 
maximum house size.  She presented the proposed landscaping which showed the 
proposed garage.  Planner Tyler noted that the Staff had not reviewed the plan 
because there is currently no building permit; however, she thought it would give the 
Planning Commission the concept of what would be proposed as a result of the plat 
amendment.    
Planner Tyler indicated the existing conditions, as well as what was being proposed to 
be expanded.  She stated that the Planning Commission has the authority to establish 
setbacks and the limits of disturbance, and also to amend them.  She explained that 
because the applicant was not proposing to increase the house size, this plat 
amendment only allow the house to be located closer to the street.  Planner Tyler noted 
that there is a decent grade, and she believed that allowing the applicant to expand the 
garage would help with the access points.  
 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council for consideration on September 17, 2020.   
 
Chair Phillips thought the application was straightforward.  He noted that standards 
were initially put on these plats, however, since the Code for these zoned areas is now 
less restrictive, the Planning Commission was being asked to adjust the setbacks and 
LOD under the existing Code to facilitate this addition.  Chair Phillips thought this was 
reasonable request and he could find no reason to deny it.   
 
Chair Phillips asked how granting this plat amendment would affect the other lots and 
whether it would set a new standard in the area.  He believed it would make this house 
significantly different than the other houses in the neighborhood, even though the 
addition appeared to be minimal.  Chair Phillips asked Planner Tyler to confirm that the 
Staff had considered this and was comfortable that they would not be creating one 
distinct looking house.   
 
Planner Tyler thought Chair Phillips raised a good point.  She noted that the Planning 
Commission has the discretion to approve or deny limits of disturbance.  When the 
Staff analyzed this application and compared it to the restrictions and goals of the 
original 1991 approval, they found that this proposal still complies with those approvals 
and that it did not necessarily affect any significant vegetation, and vegetation removed 
would be replaced.  Planner Tyler stated that the Staff was to apply the landscape 
criteria to this particular analysis.  In the future, if anyone comes in with a similar 
request, they will need to go through the same analyses in their submittal to identify any 
impacts created by building on an area outside the initial LOD.   
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Chair Phillips stated that his reservation is whether they would grant a similar request 
from any other neighbor.  For example, it may work for this lot but possibly not the lot 
across the street.  He was more concerned about setting a precedent.   
 
Commissioner Sletten thought this lot is unique with respect to the grade.  He noted 
that every lot in Aspen Springs varies from being very steep to very flat.  Each lot is 
different. Commissioner Sletten thought this requested plat amendment would improves 
access, which makes it unique.   
 
Chair Phillips asked if that could be added as a finding because that would show good 
cause.   
 
Commissioner Thimm agreed with the Staff’s conclusions.  He thought making the 
additional finding would be appropriate if they decide to forward a positive 
recommendation.                                  
 
Commissioner Van Dine concurred.      
 
Chair Phillips opened the public hearing.  
 
No eComments were submitted and no hands were raised on Zoom. 
 
Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.  
 
Chair Phillips was comfortable forward a positive recommendation to the City Council; 
however, he recommended adding the finding to justify the reasoning for their decision. 
 
Commissioner Suesser asked if the justification was the access issues and the 
steepness of the grade of the driveway.   
 
City Attorney Harrington recommended that in the motion, the Planning Commission 
directs the Staff to add Finding of Fact #10, and the existing Finding #10 would become 
Finding #11.  In addition to the analysis in Section 2 of the Staff report, the Planning 
Commission finds that the grade and unique issues warrant amending the plat 
amendment.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Thimm moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the 
City Council for the proposed Aspen Springs Ranch, Phase 1, Lot 18 amended plat 
amendment for their consideration on September 17, 2020, based upon the Findings of 
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as amended this evening to 
include Finding of Fact  #10 indicating that the plat change is a result of the unique 
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grade conditions and improving the access to the lot.  Commissioner Sletten seconded 
the motion.   
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
Findings of Fact – Aspen Springs Ranch 
Background: 
1. On July 14, 2020 the Applicant submitted a complete Plat Amendment application. 
2. The applicant is proposing to amend the Limits of Disturbance and minimum 
Setback along a portion of the western property line on Lot 18 of the Aspen Springs 
Ranch Subdivision Phase I to accommodate a new addition. The following excerpt 
from the Aspen Springs Ranch Subdivision Phase I identifies the Limits of 
Disturbance (circled in red) established at time of final plat. 
3. The property is located at 2524 Aspen Springs Drive. 
Zoning District: 
4. The property is located in the Single Family (SF) Zoning District. 
Public Notice Requirements: 
5. Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website, and 
posted notice to the property on July 25, 2020. Staff mailed courtesy notice to 
property owners within 300 feet on July 28, 2020. The Park Record published notice 
on July 25, 2020. 
Lot and Site Requirements 
6. The Aspen Springs Ranch Subdivision Phase I establishes Limits of Disturbance 
and minimum Setbacks for each lot. 
7. The applicant is not proposing a change to the Maximum House Size. 
8. The LMC also regulates Lot and Site Requirements per LMC § 15-2.11-3. 
9. The proposed Plat Amendment complies with the following Lot and Site 
Requirements based on the Springs Ranch Subdivision Phase I plat notes and 
applicable LMC requirements: 
 a. The Front Setback for the existing Structure is 26 feet 7 inches as measured. 
 The applicant’s proposed addition will be constructed to the 15-foot minimum. 
 b. The Rear Setback for the existing Structure is 62 feet 5 inches as measured. 
 No rear addition is proposed. The Minimum Rear Setback is 10 feet. Any 
 development will comply. 
 c. The applicant is proposing to reduce the Setback along a portion of the 
 western property line from 20 feet (per the Subdivision Plat) to the SF Zoning 
 District Minimum of 12 feet. The proposed addition would comply with the 12 
 foot Side Setback is approved by Planning Commission. The applicant does 
 not propose to amend the eastern Side Setback of 25 feet. The existing 
 Structure is 29 feet from the east property line. 
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 d. The Maximum House Size is 5,500 square feet. According to Summit County 
 property tax records, the existing House Size is 2,992 square feet with a 525 
 square foot garage. Any new addition will have to comply. 
 
 
 
Subdivision Requirements: 
10. In addition to the analysis in Section II of the Staff Report, the proposed Plat 
Amendment is warranted as it is the result of unique grading conditions and improves 
access to the lot. 
11.The proposal complies with LMC § 15-7.1. 
 
Conclusions of Law – Aspen Springs Ranch 
 
1. There is Good Clause for this Plat Amendment. 
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code, 
including LMC § 15-2.11 Single Family (SF) Zoning District and LMC § 15-7.1-3(B) 
Plat Amendment. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat 
Amendment. 
4. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 
adversely affect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval – Aspen Springs Ranch 
 
1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final 
form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management 
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 
2. The applicant shall record the plat at the County within one year from the date of 
City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this 
approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing 
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council. 
3. The plat shall note that fire sprinklers are required for all new or renovation 
construction on this lot, to be approved by the Chief Building Official. 
4. A non-exclusive ten foot (10’) public snow storage easement on Aspen Springs 
Drive shall be dedicated on the plat. 
5. The property is not located within the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of 
Soil Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) and therefore it is not regulated by the City 
for mine related impacts. However, if the property owner does encounter mine waste 
or mine waste impacted soils they must handle the material in accordance with State 
and Federal law. 
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6. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public 
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition 
precedent to building permit issuance. 
7. All landscaping that is to be removed shall be replaced in kind. 
 
 

6.B.  Park City Mountain Resort Base Parking Lots - MPD Modification - Replace 

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

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

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

Site Plan, Programming, Architecture, Landscape Design and Open Space, 

and Consider the Applicant’s Requested Exceptions to Perimeter Setback 

and Building Height Requirements.     (Application PL-20-04475) 
 
Planner Alexandra Ananth reviewed the application to amend the Development 
Agreement from 1998 and to replace Exhibit D, which is the original Master Plan, with a 
new Master Plan.  
 
Planner Ananth reported that the presentation this evening would focus on the site 
planning issues; primarily density, site planning and programming, architecture, 
landscape design, open space, setbacks, and building height.  On September 23

rd
, the 

discussion will focus on transit and pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, and 
circulation.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that this project is located in the Recreational Commercial 
District, which allows for some of the highest density in the City.  The zone is intended 
to provide a bed base for the Resort in close proximity to the Resort, and to minimize 
automobile impacts.  Planner Ananth reported that the 1998 Development Agreement 
allowed for the clustering of density at the base of the mountain, in exchange for 
protecting some of the open space on the mountain.  She clarified that some density 
was transferred from the open space to the base area.  Planner Ananth noted that 
density in this project is based on the unit equivalent formula.  The Development 
Agreement allowed for 492-unit equivalents, of which 353-unit equivalents remain after 
the development of Parcel A.  Parcel A is the only parcel that has been development, 
and that is the Marriott Mountainside.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that the project is proposing 203 residential unit equivalent units, 
as well as 59 commercial unit equivalents, for a total of 262-unit equivalents, as 
compared to the 353-unit equivalents allowed.  Planner Ananth noted that the 262-unit 
equivalents do not include the employee housing units, which do not count towards unit 
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equivalents.  She clarified that the density, as it relates to unit equivalents, is in 
compliance with the Development Agreement.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that based on the Recreation Commercial maximum FAR, the 
site has a maximum FAR of one, which the 400,000 square feet site allows for that 
amount of development on Parcels B through E.  Planner Ananth remarked that 
because the Development Agreement allows for 800,000 square feet of development, 
that is where the density is transferred from the mountain area to the base.  She 
believed that approximately 349,000 square feet of development rights was transferred 
from the alpine terrain to the base parcels in 1998.   
 
Planner Ananth noted that the Development Agreement also allocates maximum 
square footage by parcel.  The applicant was proposing to modify the allowed 
development on Parcel C; and was proposing more development than is allowed on 
Parcel C under the Development Agreement.  Additionally, due to the amount of 
parking above grade, the applicant was exceeding the amount of square footage 
allowed under the Development Agreement.  She explained that the Development 
Agreement allows for 665,000 square feet; however, under this proposal that number is 
closer to 820,000 square feet when parking above grade is included.  Planner Ananth 
noted that that the applicant can request these density exceptions under the 
substantive modification category.  Planner Ananth stated that although the density is 
consistent with the Development Agreement, the Planning Department had concerns 
with the height, setbacks, and the amount of above grade parking.  
 
Planner Ananth commented on programming and site planning for this site.  She stated 
that the primary program for the site is day skier parking, which currently exists on 
Parcel B and Parcel E.  They are proposing to replace the existing 1200 stalls with the 
same amount of parking stalls, as well as 141 condominium units and 249 hotel guest 
rooms.  In addition to the 1200 stalls of day skier parking, there will be additional 
parking for the new residential units proposed and for the retail.   
 
Planner Ananth reported that the applicant was proposing the bulk of the parking on 
Parcel B.  She noted that there are currently 388 parking stalls and the applicant was 
proposing to double the amount of parking on Parcel B below the building, which 
equates to 760-day skier parking stalls.  She stated that 56 market rate condominium 
units were proposed on this site, as well as 73 employee and deed restricted residential 
units.  Planner Ananth remarked that 118 residential parking stalls are associated with 
the residential portion of the site, as well as 6,000 square feet of commercial space on 
Parcel B.   
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Planner Ananth stated that Parcel C is a 4-star hotel proposed for this site.  This parcel 
is adjacent to the mountain and the First Time lift.  The proposal includes 249 guest 
rooms, parking associated with the hotel.   
 
Planner Ananth stated that Parcel D is the first parcel that is visible coming in from 
SR224 and from Park Avenue.  The building will have 39 condominiums, 95 residential 
parking stalls associated with this site, as well as parking for the retail being proposed.  
Approximately 21,000 square feet of commercial retail is proposed on Parcel D.             
                                                      
Planner Ananth noted that Parcel E is also adjacent to the mountain.  She indicated the 
hotel on Parcel C and the open space in between Parcels C and E.  Planner Ananth 
stated that Parcel E also includes the remainder of the day skier parking at 414 parking 
stalls.  Forty-six condominium units are proposed on this site, as well as a ski club, 
residential parking, parking associated with the ski club.  Approximately 33,000 square 
feet of Resort uses such as the medical clinic, retail, and other accessory uses are also 
being proposed.  
 
Chair Phillips asked for clarification on the ski club parking stalls.  Planner Ananth 
stated that 10,000 square feet of ski club space would be a private ski club that people 
join.  There would be additional amenities for members of the ski club, similar to the 
Talisker Club at Deer Valley.  Chair Phillips stated that if the parking spaces dedicated 
to the ski club portion are lumped together with the residential spaces, he would like to 
see the two separated to get a better idea of the numbers of spaces.  Chair Phillips 
clarified that the ski club is a private club that is not open to the public.  Planner Ananth 
replied that he was correct.   
 
Planner Ananth commented on the architecture.  She noted that only the blocking and 
the massing have been developed to date, with the exception of Parcel B where the 
applicant recently submitted updates that included more detail for Parcel B.  Planner 
Ananth stated that Section 2.1.2 of the 1998 Development Agreement states that the 
volumetrics in the base area master plan are intended to communicate to potential 
developers that building height and facade variation are critical components of this 
project and represent maximums for the parcels.  The vertical and horizontal 
articulations that are specified in the volumetrics are the minimums that must be met.   
 
Planner Ananth provided an example of the type of volumetrics that were submitted in 
the 1998 development plan.  She noted that the length of the building in each direction 
is specified, and each offset is clearly defined, so it is easy to see that the building 
complies with the architectural facade requirements of the LMC.  Planner Ananth stated 
that she was trying to get the same with this application, but the applicant has been 
resistant to detail the buildings at this point.  She explained that the applicant would like 

APPROVED 09
.09

.20
20



Planning Commission Meeting 
August 26, 2020  
Page 19 
 
 
to get the volume approved first and then detail the architecture if or when they move 
forward with the CUP process.   
 
Chair Phillips clarified that the language in quotes on the slide was pulled directly from 
the Development agreement.  Planner Ananth answered yes.  She noted that the 
Planning Commission has the ability to approve amendments, but the language reflects 
what was required in 1998.  Planner Ananth stated that the applicant had submitted 
general guidelines of what they were looking to build; however, she thought more detail 
was needed.  The block renderings provided do not show what the buildings will look 
like.  From the renderings, it appeared they were proposing modern style architecture, 
cool toned colors, wood, a lot of glazing.  Planner Ananth stated that the Staff believes 
the Planning Commission should require more evidence of compliance with the 
Development Agreement, as well as the Architectural Design Guidelines, very similar to 
what was submitted in 1998.   
 
Commissioner Suesser referred to the building on Parcel B and noted that the 
proposed building on that parcel was broken up for the view shed and access.  She 
asked if this applicant was proposing that same type of articulation.  Planner Ananth 
stated that she and the applicant have had discussion on that issue.  She would be 
showing elevations of Parcel B later in her presentation.    
 
Planner Ananth noted that the applicant was requesting waivers from the perimeter 
setbacks that are required under the MPD.  She stated that for MPDs a 25’ perimeter 
setback is required.  The Planning Commission has the authority to waive those 
setbacks and go down to the zone perimeter setback requirement, which is 20’ in the 
RC District.  Planner Ananth pointed out that the 1998 Development Agreement 
allowed for the waivers currently being requested.  She noted that there was more 
variety in the setbacks under the 1998 plan.  She had provided examples in the Staff 
report showing how the perimeter setbacks compare.  
 
Chair Phillips asked if the applicant had given compelling language for good cause and 
the reason for requesting the setback waiver.  He recalled another project where the 
Planning Commission granted a setback waiver, and the good cause was that it allowed 
for more articulation of the building.  Chair Phillips wanted to know how a waiver would 
help this project.  Planner Ananth believed the applicant was prepared to talk about it 
during their presentation.    
 
Planner Ananth thought it was understandable that the applicant might need some 
waivers; however, she thought it was important to consider the critical setbacks where 
they would like the applicant to meet the perimeter requirements.  She believed the 
facade along Empire Avenue is critical because it is across the street from very 
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modestly scaled single-family houses.  The Shadow Ridge Road facade is another 
critical area where she would like the applicant to strive to meet the setback 
requirements.  The area between the Silver King Condominiums and Parcel D, the area 
between the Resort Center condominiums and the hotel, and the perimeter around 
Parcel E are the critical areas.  Less important setbacks would be Lowell Avenue and 
Manor Way where they face other Vail properties and the commercial base resort.   
 
Planner Ananth reported that on Empire Avenue, applicant was meeting the setback 
requirements of 25’ for the footprint of the building.  However, there are some 
overhangs that reduce the setbacks to 21’ on Empire Avenue, and down to 20’ on 
Shadow Ridge Road.  The applicant was requesting waivers for the reduced setbacks 
and she thought the Planning Commission needed to push hard for a compelling 
reason as to why the architecture warrants reduction of setbacks on those two facades. 
 Planner Ananth stated that the facade on Lowell Avenue is 22’, and they were meeting 
the setback requirement on Manor Way.  
 
Planner Ananth commented on Parcel C and the setback adjacent to the Resort 
condominiums where there is an access road.  This was an important setback and she 
was pleased that the applicant was meeting the setback requirement in that area.  
However, she thought it would be helpful to know the distance between the building and 
the adjacent property.  Planner Ananth reported that the applicant was requesting a 
waiver for the Lowell Avenue facade where it goes down to the 20’ setback. She 
reiterated that this was an important setback because it is across the street from the 
Shadow Ridge condominiums.                                
 
On Parcel D, Planner Ananth noted that the applicant was meeting the setback 
requirement adjacent to the Silver King condominiums, but when it reaches Empire 
Avenue, the corner of the building is right at the 20’ setback.  Planner Ananth stated 
that because of the angle of the building, it recedes from Empire Avenue, which is 
somewhat helpful if the setback is reduced.     
 
Planner Ananth referred to Parcel E and noted that the applicant was meeting the 
setbacks for Silver King Drive, as well as the setback from the Snowflower 
condominiums.   
 
In terms of landscape design, Planner Ananth noted that the applicant is required to 
submit a complete landscape plan with their MPD application; however, the Planning 
Department felt that a landscape plan was premature at this point in the process.  
Planner Ananth recommended that the Planning Commission focus on the amount and 
quality of open space during the MPD process; and consider pushing the final 
landscape plan review to the CUP process.   
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Planner Ananth presented an update open space plan that was submitted by the 
applicant.  The requirement is 60% open space.  The submitted plan shows over 75% 
open space.  The open space calculation includes an adjacent parcel near the First 
Time lift, which is allowed to be included per the 1998 Development Agreement.   
Planner Ananth stated that the primary areas of open space is the area in front of 
Parcel D, the area between Parcels C and E, and space behind the hotel building on 
Parcel C. Planner Ananth asked the applicant to relook at the open space calculation 
because she thought it appeared they had included roadway south of Parcel C, which 
should not be included.  She was expecting to receive an updated calculation.  Planner 
Ananth presented a graphic showing the open space adjacent to Building D and how it 
provides a nice open space area that frames the resort and the view of the mountain.  
Planner Ananth noted that the same open space view was protected in the 1998 plan.   
 
Planner Ananth presented another slide showing hardscaped plaza open space that is 
adjacent to Parcels C and E.  It is a more actively programmed hardscape open space. 
 There are steps leading up to the Resort and accessible paths.   
 
Planner Ananth commented on building heights.  The zone height allows for buildings 
of up to 35’ from existing grade.  The 1998 Development Agreement granted building 
height exceptions, and the applicant has applied for height exceptions.  The buildings 
are generally proposed at 80’ and above, resulting in six and seven story buildings.  In 
some cases, the height is due to above grade parking.  Building B is proposed at about 
85’.  She presented a view from the Shadow Ridge Road elevation where the building is 
presenting at seven stories, partly because of the parking garage that is framed with 
residential uses.  She presented another view of Parcel B from Empire Avenue.  She 
indicated three levels of parking garage.  Planner Ananth pointed to the corner of 
Empire Avenue and Shadow Ridge where the garage is fronted by residential 
development.  She indicated the employee and affordable condominium building.  The 
market rate condos are entered off of Lowell Avenue.  
 
Planner Ananth responded to Commissioner Suesser’s question regarding the view and 
access through Parcel B.  She did not have a picture of the 1998 plan for Parcel B in 
her presentation, however, one was included in the Staff report.  Planner Ananth stated 
that the real difference between the 1998 plan and the current proposal is that there is 
a lot more parking above grade.  She walked through the 1998 plan.  Planner Ananth 
noted that the last iteration of Parcel B has changed since the project was filed in 
February.  The applicant made a concerted effort to open up a view to the mountain 
and beyond.  However, because of the amount of garage above grade, there is no 
opportunity for pedestrians to cut through this parcel, which is a change from the 1998 
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plan.  Pedestrians coming up from 14

th
 Street need to walk around the block to access 

the Resort.   
 
Chair Phillips did not believe the vantage point was realistic.  He would like to see a 
vantage point from eye level across the street on the sidewalk.  Commissioner Suesser 
agreed. 
 
Commissioner Suesser believed the access way through the lot was a critical 
component of the 1998 plan and she thought they should encourage the developer to 
look at that further.  It is a big block building and varies dramatically from what was 
approved in 1998.  Planner Ananth agreed.  She thought the cut-through added to the 
human scale of the project.  The feeling of being able to walk through was important, 
and that is a problem with the new proposal.  
 
Commissioner Thimm referred to the building height table and asked if there was a 
comparison of the 1998 approval building heights in feet for Buildings B, C, D, and E.  
Planner Ananth stated that she tried to compare the building heights in the Staff report. 
  
Chair Phillips thought it would also be helpful to see the actual numbers side by side. 
Planner Ananth had calculated the numbers and she would try to pull them up for the 
Commissioners later this evening. 
 
Commissioner Van Dine read from the Staff report, “Under the 1998 plans, building 
heights were three to six stories above parking.  Building heights at this parcel range 
from 20 to 50 feet above 35’, or 55 to 85 feet in height”.   
 
Commissioner Thimm agreed with Chair Phillips that a building by building direct 
comparison would be helpful.  
 
Planner Ananth stated that Parcel C was approximately 80’.  She was less concerned 
with the height adjacent to the mountain versus height viewed from Empire Avenue and 
Shadow Ridge.  When compared to residential structures, the height will be more 
noticeable.  Planner Ananth was more concerned about the height on Parcel B and 
breaking up the scale of Building B.  Planner Ananth presented a view just south of 
Parcel C looking to the north.   
 
For Parcel D, Planner Ananth presented a view from Empire Avenue where the building 
recedes from Empire Avenue.  The building is four stories on top of parking, which 
reads as five stories.   
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Planner Ananth presented a view of Parcel E, showing a perspective from Silver King 
and the Snowflower condominiums.  She noted that the building is setback.  She 
pointed to a loading dock, a garage entrance to parking, and a garage exit.  Planner 
Ananth stated that Parcel E is approximately 80’.   
 
Planner Ananth emphasized that her primary concerns were with Parcel B and trying to 
find a way to reduce the mass, particularly on Empire Avenue and Shadow Ridge Road. 
Planner Ananth suggested that having front doors on the Empire Avenue facade would 
help the massing.  She thought townhouse condominiums fronting the garage would 
bring down the feeling of the height.  She understood that parking was driving this site 
plan and they need a big footprint for the garage.  Planner Ananth also suggested the 
possibility of shifting parking to the other parcels.  Another option would be to possibly 
move the transit station to Parcel B on Shadow Ridge Road, which would then allow all 
the drop-off on Lowell Avenue close to the existing resort center, so pedestrians will not 
have to cross Lowell Avenue.  They could shift the drop-off area to where the bus stop 
exists now and potentially move the transit center.  Planner Ananth stated that creating 
any type of pedestrian path through the parcel would also be helpful in the design of 
Building B.   
 
Planner Ananth summarized the other general concerns, which include the lack of 
detailed architecture and compliance with the Development Agreement, specifically the 
volumetric language; the overall height of the project; the requested waiver to some of 
the critical setbacks; compatibility with the adjacent properties on Empire Avenue and 
Shadow Ridge; and the amount of parking above grade that contributes to the mass.  
She thought the lack of improvements to the transit stop was disappointing.  Planner 
Ananth also had concerns with the loading dock adjacent to Parcel E.  She understands 
it is enclosed, but she needs to know if it is fully enclosed and whether trucks will pull in 
forward or back into that space with beeping noises.   
 
Commissioner Suesser asked Planner Ananth to elaborate on the location of the 
loading dock on Parcel E.  Planner Ananth stated that on Parcel E the loading dock is 
basically at the point closest to the Snowflower Condominiums.  It is in the same 
location as the 1998 plan; however, there was an agreement specified in a finding or 
condition that the applicant would look at moving the loading dock farther away from the 
adjacent residential building.  If the location was problematic in 1998, she anticipated 
that it would be problematic now.   
 
Planner Ananth noted that some of the public comments asked how this plan conforms 
to the Park City Vision 2020.  She pointed out that the results of that community 
visioning process have been delayed due to Covid-19.  However, she read through the 
report and it speaks to the opportunities for Park City based on community feedback.  
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These include maintaining tourism destination and enhancing the resort community; 
promoting affordable housing; environmental initiatives; strategic development; and 
innovative transportation solutions.  Planner Ananth remarked that the visioning report 
also talks about the challenges facing Park City, such as the loss of Park City charm; 
affordability, attainable housing, managing growth.  Traffic and transportation appeared 
to be the number one challenge facing Park City.  Planner Ananth stated that five 
strategic pillars will out of the Park City Visioning process, with action items associated 
with all five pillars.  She noted that the pillars are focused around being an 
environmental leader and building net zero buildings, maintaining the arts and culture 
and local economy, maintaining sustainable tourism, looking at innovative 
transportation solutions to drive transit use in the future, and maintaining affordability in 
Park City. 
Planner Ananth stated that the Vision calls for Park City to embrace bold change.   
 
Planner Ananth noted that the meeting in September will focus on transit and 
pedestrian connectivity, traffic and parking.  
 
Commissioner Sletten referred to the graph on page 75 of the Staff report, which talks 
about total square footages.  His interpretation is that the allowed total square footage 
is of 805,977 square feet.  Including the parking structure, the square footage is 
822,025 square feet.  He thought he heard different numbers during the presentation.  
Planner Ananth replied that he was correct.  She explained that the chart on page 75 
talks about the total square footage, but it also includes exempt square footage.  
Instead of the 678,000 square feet in her presentation, she should have used the 
805,977 square feet and included the exempt.  
 
Robert Schmidt, representing PEG Development, stated that the project architect, Emir 
Tursic and legal counsel, Robert McConnell, were also on the line and would be 
contributing to the presentation this evening. 
 
Commissioner Thimm stated that he was unaware that Emir Tursic with HKS Architects 
was involved with this project.  He disclosed that he has worked collaboratively with Mr. 
Tursic on other projects; however, there were no financial ties or any other reason that 
would impact his comments or decisions on this project.   
 
Mr. Schmidt provided a brief introduction to PEG Development, which is a full-service 
real estate development based in Provo.  They understand that development is 
complex; and besides the buildings, development is also about community and people. 
 Mr. Schmidt reported that PEG Development is in a contract with VAIL resorts to 
purchase the parcels at the base, and that purchase is subject to final approval of the 
site plan.   
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Mr. Schmidt stated that a team has been working on this project for the last couple 
years.  It has been an exhaustive effort for the companies involved.  Their efforts and 
expertise have been invaluable.                          
 
Mr. Schmidt stated outlined the process to date.  Over the past two years they have 
been working with the community and the City Staff.  They conducted an outreach 
process.  Recently they attended Planning Commission meetings and work sessions 
and hosted a site visit that was attended by most of the Commissioners.   
 
Mr. Schmidt noted that PEG Development submitted an application in February of this 
year, and they submitted a pre-application the previous year.   
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that the presentation this evening would focus on architecture, site, 
and landscape design.  They also intended to address the requested exceptions to the 
height and setback requirements.  The objective is to help the Planning Commission 
understand what they did and why.  He emphasized that it has been a very thoughtful 
process.  The site has been an existing parking lot for the past 20+ years.  As they 
approached this project, they recognized a number of challenges and that it would be a 
task to balance the many different aspects of the site.  Mr. Schmidt stated that some of 
those balancing issues include an existing Development Agreement, multiple 
stakeholders such as the City, surrounding neighborhoods, and the ski resort.  
Currently, there are parking needs of an operating resort at the base of the mountain 
that PEG Development will be building on and redeveloping.  They need to balance the 
project with the LMC, transit needs, traffic needs, and current affordable housing 
guidelines.  In the end, it all needs to be financially feasible.  Mr. Schmidt clarified that 
the project being presented to the Planning Commission is a doable project he can 
deliver.                                                                                      
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that in today’s world, parking is the driver of every project.  He 
remarked that it was absolutely critical to understand how they approached the parking 
plan for this project.  Mr. Schmidt presented a representation of the schedule for the 
project.  He had layered in a number of parking stalls at each phase or step in the 
project.  He emphasized that it is critical for the Resort, for the town, and for the project 
to have at least 1200 parking stalls available for skiers in any ski season.  Mr. Schmidt 
stated that they approached the issue by looking at how they could start construction, 
remove existing stalls from the inventory, and build enough stalls to start the next 
phase.  He noted that it was more than just replacing surface stalls in any given phase. 
 It is replacing the surface stalls that were taken out of commission and building enough 
stalls to take the next phase out of commission.   
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Mr. Schmidt stated that in the first phase on Parking B they were proposing a parking 
structure with 833 stalls.  He explained that the construction schedule on Parcel B to is 
a short timeframe from March 15

th
 to December 15

th
.  When the parking on Parcel B is 

completed and combined with the surface stalls on Parcels C, D, and E, the total 
parking will be 1553 parking stalls, which will be the most stalls during the construction 
process.  Mr. Schmidt noted that in the next phase, when they take Parcel C out of 
commission, they need to have all the parking available in Parcel B, along with the 
surface parking in Parcels D and E, resulting in 1276 stalls.   
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that in talking about shifting stalls to another phase, they need to 
consider an alternative.  If they cannot put that number of stalls on parking B and they 
need to be shifted elsewhere, they need to figure a schedule for doing that.  Mr. 
Schmidt provided an example of how that might be done.  He noted that it becomes a 
complicated situation of timing and schedule that is critical to the success of this 
projects.  
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that once Parcel B and Parcel C are completed with the parking, 
they would still be constructing a hotel on top of Parcel C, but parking would be used for 
day skier stalls in the interim while they build Parcel E.  He noted that the number of 
parking stalls available on Parcels B, C and D is 1253 stalls during the ski season.  Mr. 
Schmidt stated that Parcel D is the final phase.  At that point the day skier stalls will be 
built.  The hotel on Parcel C will be completed, open and operating and those stalls 
would only be for the hotel.  The Parcel E parking structure will be completed.  The 
building on top would still be under construction but the parking would be available in 
Parcel E for day skiers.  The combined available skier parking would be 1200 stalls.  
Parcel D would be completed in the last phase.  
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that they talk a lot about the 1998 plan, and he believed it was a 
great idea for that time.  However, history has shown over the last 20 years that the 
1998 plan was not feasible.  If it could have been carried out, he believed it would have 
been done.  The property is highly valuable, and the intent has always been to build 
something meaningful.  Mr. Schmidt asked the Planning Commission to keep the 
balancing act question in mind as they go through the proposed plans.  He pointed out 
that the developer cannot make single factor decisions because there is a ripple effect.  
 
Mr. Schmidt walked through comparisons of what PEG Development was proposing 
versus the 1998 plan.  He noted that the original plan called for a realignment of Lowell 
Avenue.  PEG Development was not proposing a realignment.  Mr. Schmidt pointed out 
that by not realigning Lowell Avenue, the square footage perspective of Parcel E went 
down by 67,000 square feet from what was in the Development Agreement.  He stated 
that PEG Development thinks it is reasonable that some of that square footage should 
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be able to be used on Parcel C.  They added just under 15,000 feet to Parcel C to 
accommodate for that change.  Mr. Schmidt remarked that leaving Lowell Avenue in its 
current alignment allows for better handling of traffic as it comes in off of SR224.   
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that they looked at why the 1998 plan did not get built and the 
challenges associated with that plan.  He believed a good deal of the challenge related 
to parking.  Mr. Schmidt pointed out that Parcels C and E, which were the main uses 
and the main parking areas, provided 1642 stalls all below grade.  Some of the stalls 
actually crossed Lowell Avenue.  Mr. Schmidt stated that PEG Development estimated 
that it would take two years to excavate and build the parking structure outlined in the 
1998 plan.  They believe it became a huge challenge to accomplishing the original 
project.  On Parcel D, the original plan had 66 stalls.  In total, there were 2,368 stalls in 
the original plan.  Mr. Schmidt noted that there was not enough detail in the 1998 plan 
to count all the stalls.  However, he did the math and came up with a number of 660 
stalls on Parcel B.  Mr. Schmidt stated that PEG Development was proposing over 800 
stalls on Parcel B.  He recognized that the difference between the two plans is not 
dramatic and the question is how it was done then and what is PEG Development doing 
differently.  
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that to compare and contrast, the parking PEG Development is 
proposing was just under 1700 stalls.  Parcel B would have over 800 stalls.  Parcel C 
would have 183 stalls to satisfy the hotel demand.  Parcel E would have 543 stalls.  Mr. 
Schmidt provided a breakdown of the stalls in response to an earlier question by Chair 
Phillips.  Parking for day skiers would be 440 stalls, the private Ski Club will have 100 
stalls, and the balance would be for the condos on that lot.  Parcel D will have 95 stalls. 
In total PEG Development was proposing 1695 parking stalls.  Mr. Schmidt noted that 
parking would be discussed in detail at the next meeting.   
 
Mr. Schmidt referred to questions about reducing the mass on Parcel B, and whether 
the parking structure could be pushed down to reduce the mass.  He stated that if they 
push the parking down one floor it would result in approximately 35,000 yards of export 
material.  That equates to 12 additional truck trips, it adds time for shoring and 
dewatering, and it would add 45-60 days to the schedule.  Mr. Schmidt remarked that 
based on the schedule outlined, pushing the parking down one floor would prevent 
them from building enough stalls on Parcel B in the summer season from March to 
December to have 1200 stalls available for the following season and to able to start the 
hotel the following Spring.   
 
Commissioner Suesser asked if the cars they were seeing on the Resort side of 
Building B were in the plan and whether they are parking stalls.  Mr. Schmidt replied 
that the slide was only a representation of the parking structure itself.  They were 
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proposing to wrap the structure with building.  He clarified that the parking structure 
would be wrapped on Lowell Avenue, Shadow Ridge, and a portion of Empire with 
condo units.   
 
Mr. Schmidt commented on the questions and discussions around how the old plan 
would accomplish building the number of stalls and how many square feet were 
allocated per parcel.  He reviewed a cross-section of Parcel B from the 1998 plan from 
east to west looking north.  On the left side was Lowell Avenue at street grade.  On the 
right side was Empire Avenue at street grade.  Mr. Schmidt stated that they drew a line 
between the building and the street grade to see what amount of parking was above 
grade and below grade.  He noted that the parking structure is above grade as 
compared to Empire Avenue.  It is unclear how much is above grade because the 
Master Plan never discusses the amount of parking above grade.  He pointed out that 
the garage on the Lowell side also appeared to be exposed.   Mr. Schmidt believed the 
concepts of the 1998 plan and the currently proposed plan are very similar.   
 
Mr. Schmidt presented the PEG Development cross-section.  He noted that they were 
building 200 more stalls than the 1998 Plan.  The reason goes back to timing and 
schedule.   
 
Mr. Schmidt commented on open space and presented an Exhibit from the original 
Development Agreement.  He indicated the open space that was defined with light 
cross-hatching.  Mr. Schmidt stated the open space and preservation of the hill were 
the considerations for the setback and height exceptions that were granted in 1998.  He 
pointed out that the 1998 plan has 20’ setbacks around the perimeter of Parcel B.  It 
has 20’ setbacks along Lowell Avenue at Parcel C.  He indicated the setbacks in 
locations on Parcel D, as well as the setback locations on Parcel E along Silver King.   
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that PEG Development was requesting consideration of a 20’ 
setback along Lowell Avenue, along Empire Avenue, and along Shadow Ridge Road.  
He remarked that the Architect was prepared to talk about the need for requesting the 
20’ setbacks and what they were doing to provide the architectural variation and 
attractiveness to justify that request.  Ms. Schmidt commented on the setbacks along 
Lowell Avenue on Parcel C and noted that it was only the corners of the building that 
needed the setback reduction.  They were also requesting a setback reduction along 
the hill on an interior lot line.  On Parcel E, only a small corner touches the 20’ setback 
on one site.  Parcel D has two corners that touch the 20’ setback and a small section 
that needs a 20’ setback. Mr. Schmidt stated that there was room to move the building 
slightly if necessary, but their goal was to preserve meaningful open space.   Mr. 
Schmidt pointed to a small retail building that had couple of corner setbacks.   
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Mr. Schmidt presented the view preservation from the 1998 plan.  He pointed to the 
view corridor and the pedestrian pathway that was created off of Empire Avenue.  It 
measures 30’ wide on the plan.  It requires stairs to step up and through, and it delivers 
pedestrians to the middle of the street directly across from the bus drop-off.  Mr. 
Schmidt would speak later about their pedestrian plan and why they believe their 
circulation routes are similar, if not better, to provide circulation off of 14

th
 Ave. for the 

pedestrian.                         
 
Mr. Schmidt referred to the view corridor off the corner.  He stated that while the 
diagram in the master plan shows it being fairly broad, when they drew lines and 
touched the buildings in these locations, they believed that view corridor was much 
narrower.  Mr. Schmidt stated that PEG Development attempted to provide a much 
broader view in their plan.   
 
Commissioner Van Dine pointed out that the buildings heights in the 2020 site plan and 
the Staff report were not the same.  In the Staff report, Planner Ananth had Building B 
at 85’, Building C at 85’, Building D at 79’, and Building E at 87’.  Mr. Schmidt 
acknowledged that their building height diagrams have been difficult to understand.  He 
believed Mr. Tursic with HKS Architects would talk more about the building heights in 
his presentation. 
 
Commissioner Suesser commented on the setback comparison.  She noted that in 
1998, there was not a residential community along these roads.  Empire and Lowell 
only had a few homes, and there were very, very few directly across the street from the 
PCMR parking lot.  Commissioner Suesser stated that just because the setbacks were 
considered in 1998 does not mean they are appropriate now given the congestion in 
this neighborhood.  She had concerns with what was approved then being appropriate 
now because the neighborhood is very different now.  Mr. Schmidt understood her 
concern and he anticipated a more robust conversation at a future date.  Mr. Schmidt 
pointed out that while there may not have been residents in 1998, the Master Plan was 
approved.  He believed that if they were trying to build the project exactly as approved 
in 1998, they would be building to a 20’ setback.   
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that as they went through the planning process and following the 
MPD design standards, one of the priorities was how to make this development an 
asset to the community by providing amenities, open space, and other things that will 
benefit not only this project but the community as a whole.  They recognized that the 
Resort is a benefit to the community, and they wanted to build on that an expand the 
opportunities.  Mr. Schmidt stated that it came down to open space and trying to 
preserve as much open space and as substantial a view corridor as possible.  He 
presented a slide showing the broad, wide expanse of view corridor their plan maintains 
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with substantive open space.  The plaza on Parcel D is intended to be a softer 
greenscape plaza that can be used for a farmer’s market, an arts and crafts fair, and 
similar gatherings.  The upper plaza is a more formal hardscape plaza, but with 
programmed nooks, firepits, tents and a raised platform where different groups can 
enjoy different activities at the same time.   
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that there has been a lot of conversation about the transition from 
14

th
 Street through Parcel B.  The question is where they were trying to get pedestrians 

to and from.  He remarked that they were trying to get pedestrian from 14
th
 Street to the 

Resort.  If they brought them straight through the Resort, they would end up in the 
middle of the block to the bus stop.  However, they want them to end up at the 
pedestrian crossings at the corners on both sides to safely cross up into the Resort.  
Mr. Schmidt stated that while they have not provided a connection through the block, 
they provided spacious sidewalks around the site that come up Empire and Manor Way 
to the crossing.  He pointed out that the distance is the same, but people can arrive at 
that location without having to climb stairs.   
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that affordable housing is another issue that is substantially different 
from 1998.  In 1998 the agreement was to provide 80 beds.  Twenty-three of those 
were supposed to be built with Parcel A, the Marriott Mountainside, but that never 
occurred.  Mr. Schmidt reported that PEG Development has agreed to assume that 
obligation in their affordable housing component of this project.  He noted that the 1998 
Master Plan does not specify where the affordable housing was supposed to occur.  He 
personally concluded that the affordable housing would be provided off-site.  Mr. 
Schmidt clarified that PEG Development was proposing to comply with the 2017 
Affordable Housing Resolution, and to provide the affordable and attainable housing on 
site.  He believed that was a substantial effort and commitment.  It speaks to the 
requirements of the RC zone and the master plan to provide a variety of housing types 
on site.  
 
Emir Tursic with HKS Architects, addressed site planning and architectural issues on 
site.  He acknowledged that some of the presentation may seem like a step back 
because they visited a lot of details of the previous master plan.  However, their focus is 
the site plan and programming and a big idea for this project and some over-arching 
goals.  Mr. Tursic stated that he would also address architectural design and guidelines. 
He hoped the last part of his presentation would shed light on building modulation, 
building heights, and setbacks.  He recognized that this is a large and complicated 
project and can be difficult to understand.   
 
Mr. Tursic stated that they start every project by trying to understand and comply with 
the over-arching zoning goals and purpose.  This project is in the Recreation 
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Commercial District and its primary purpose is to provide hotel and convention facilities 
and the associated support; to cluster development; preserve open space as much as 
possible, limit development on visible hillsides, promote pedestrian connections, and 
many other things that they used as a guide to develop the master plan.  Mr. Tursic 
believed they had met all the items outlined in the purpose, with the exception of 
historic preservation, which is not applicable.  Along the same guidelines, they also 
looked at the master planned development purpose and its goals, many of which 
overlap with the zoning purpose.  However, some are different, such as strengthening 
the resort character, which is one of the primary focus of their design, as well as 
contribution of community amenities.   
 
Mr. Tursic noted that the Staff report and Mr. Schmidt’s presentation covered a lot of 
programming and planning.  He wanted to take a step back and give a high-level 
picture of some of the rationale for siting of the project.  He stated that much of the tone 
for the master plan was set by the previous 1998 master plan.  However, a lot has 
changed due to the lack of the road realignment that was proposed in 1998, which 
affected the densities and size of parcels C, D, and E.  Mr. Tursic stated that the 
developer saw this as an opportunity to create a world-class experience and a new 
base and identity of the Park City Resort.   
 
Mr. Tursic stated that Parcel C is the only non-residential use and it has the highest 
density.  For that reason, they placed it right against the mountain which is in 
accordance with the original 1998 Master Plan.  It also allowed them to create a more 
direct connection to the Resort itself and the lifts, as well as to activate the adjacent 
plaza Mr. Schmidt described in his presentation.  Mr. Tursic remarked that Parcels B, D, 
and E provide a variety of housing types, such as employee housing, affordable 
housing, and condo buildings.  Those were placed adjacent to the existing residential 
neighborhoods.  Mr. Tursic stated that they tried to place the uses in the best location 
possible to keep the non-residential uses on Parcel C away from the residential uses, 
neighborhoods, and the street.   
 
In terms of parking, Mr. Tursic stated that in addition to distributing the parking between 
multiple parcels, they tried to provide day skier parking closest to the Resort.  During 
the public outreach they heard a lot of comments about the current conditions at the 
Resort, and they wanted to mitigate some of those issues to create a better experience 
for the skiers and to address safety risks.   
 
Mr. Tursic remarked that they saw a great opportunity with the new alignment of 
Parcels E, C and D to create an arrival experience into the Resort.  The current arrival 
experience does not justify the Park City Resort and its reputation.  When people arrive, 

APPROVED 09
.09

.20
20



Planning Commission Meeting 
August 26, 2020  
Page 32 
 
 
they only see surface parking lots, many cars, and snowbanks.  He would be presenting 
imagery that will show how they intend to improve the arrival experience.   
 
Mr. Tursic commented on the view corridor along 14

th
 Street which they were trying to 

preserve without the pedestrian connection for the reasons Mr. Schmidt mentioned.  
Mr. Tursic stated that as part of the site planning and master plan, they also looked at 
pedestrian connections.  They were proposing to provide sidewalks along Lowell 
Avenue, around Parcel D on one side, and around Parcel B to improve the pedestrian 
experience and connectivity within the Resort and to the adjacent developments.   
 
Mr. Tursic understood the importance of the old master plan; however, but with the 
current massing and change in elevation they believed that cutting through the garage 
would not only affect the number of stalls being provided, but it would require very long 
stairs to climb up and done.  The developer thought it was more pragmatic to provide a 
wide sidewalk that goes around Parcel B to a point where people can use the new 
pedestrian connection to the Resort down to the First Time Lift.  If people prefer to go to 
the Pay Day or Crescent lifts, he pointed to where they could cross in the pedestrian 
connection.  Mr. Tursic stated that they also looked at ways to connect to the existing 
base through the use of retail and activities.  The retail in Parcel D is meant to be more 
residential in nature to support not only Building D but also the residential 
neighborhoods.  It is intended to activate the plaza and create a new base and 
epicenter for Apre skiing that would be greatly improved and connected to the existing 
resort base.   
 
Mr. Tursic commented on the architectural design and design guidelines in an effort to 
better explain the information that was provided in the Staff report.  They are very 
familiar with the LMC and Architectural Guidelines, especially the ones applicable to the 
Master Plan phase.  Mr. Tursic stated that the four over-arching goals proposed for the 
architectural design of the project are 1) conservation of Park City History as a mining 
town; 2) being respective of the contextual or native Park City architecture while still 
being reflective of the current era; 3) relation to the immediate context and its variety of 
scale and uses; 4) consideration of the resort architecture.  He pointed out that in the 
end they were creating a new resort for Park City Mountain Resort.  Mr. Tursic stated 
that a lot has changed over the last 20 years in term of the ski industry and traveler 
expectations.  They want to create a resort that truly addresses all the hospitality needs 
and all the resort needs, as well as expectations of the people who come from all over 
the world to ski in Park City. 
 
Mr. Tursic stated that some of the influences for the architectural guidelines begin with 
mining architecture.  The historic monuments of Park City history are very pragmatic 
and utilitarian in nature, but they have a very distinct language.  These include the large 
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gabled roofs that are repetitive; the accentuated framed openings; and complete lack of 
ornamentation.  Mr. Tursic thought lack of ornamentation made sense for the times, but 
he found it interesting that it was being reintroduced into the LMC as opposed to being 
overly decorative.  Another distinction are the shed roofs that follow the topography of 
the mountain.         
 
Mr. Tursic noted that they also looked at the historic downtown architecture, which is 
the opposite in every sense from scale to articulation, and detailing.  This was the 
entertainment and commercial district.  They were starting to understand some of the 
balconies and some of the overhangs and how they were used.  Mr. Tursic pointed out 
that the LMC discourages replicating historic styles.  He clarified that they were not 
trying to replicate.  They just want to make sure they understand it, respect it, and pay 
tribute to it without copying it.   
 
Mr. Tursic stated that they also studied some of the most recent resorts that were 
completed, such as One Empire Pass and Stein Eriksen residences, as well as the 
Echo Spur, which is currently under development.  Comparing these to some of the 
earlier development in Park City, it becomes a true reflection of the new LMC 
Architectural Guidelines.  It is still mountain architecture, but a lot simpler in materiality, 
change of planes, not overly ornate, and select finishes, which speaks a more modern 
contemporary language.   
 
Mr. Tursic stated that they also analyzed the immediate adjacent property and divided 
them into two different categories, the upper Park City base and the lower base.  The 
Marriott Mountainside is the most prominent on the upper base, which was the first 
phase on Parcel A.  The Marriott Mountainside heavily drew architectural influences 
from mining architecture in terms of massing, articulation, use of metal siding and many 
other elements.  Mr. Tursic remarked that the majority of the resort base goes back to 
the 1970s and 1980s.   
 
Mr. Tursic stated that they also looked at imagery outside of Park City that started 
inspiring architectural language and concept.  He provided examples of traditional 
mountain architecture but expressed in a more innovative and modern way with large 
overhangs, large simple gable roofs, a lot of glazing, and large windows.  The 
materiality itself is very simple and tends to use natural and authentic materials.   
 
Mr. Tursic stated that they spent a lot of time talking about the importance of 
architectural modulation.  The developer was proposing three different strategies to 
reduce the perceived height and scale of the buildings.  One starts with the horizontal 
modulation that clearly defines the building base, the middle of the building, and the 
building top, which creates horizontal reveals.  That common element will be seen 
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across all the parcels.  Mr. Tursic remarked that another important element is stepping 
with the existing grade to reduce and minimize the building height wherever possible, as 
well as the vertical modulation clearly outlined in the LMC.   
 
Mr. Tursic presented an example of the view of Parcel B from the corner of Lowell and 
Shadow Ridge.  He pointed out how the building is modulated vertically and horizontally 
to reduce its perceived scale.  A clear base is expressed on the ground level through 
massing and materiality.  The center portion of the building differentiates itself through a 
different language.  The top of the building steps back again to reduce the perceived 
height.  Mr. Tursic indicated the open terraces and the enclosed terraces that 
references some of the historic Main Street architecture in a more conceptual and 
innovative way.  Mr. Tursic presented another example of Parcel B viewed from the 
corner of Shadow Ridge and Empire.  He noted how the base was recessed and 
created a floating affect of the center portion of the building.  They reduced the corner 
of this building based on the feedback during the open houses.  Mr. Tursic commented 
on the vertical modulation of the building that breaks its scale and relates more to a 
human scale walking across the street.   
 
Mr. Tursic presented additional imagery of the other parcels contained in the Staff 
report. He spoke about facade length and variation, noting that the renderings do not 
tell the whole story.  They understand the importance of modulating the building, 
reducing the perceived length, and providing variation in design, specifically as it relates 
to the setbacks and building height.  Mr. Tursic noted that some revisions were made to 
the architectural massing of Parcel B.  One was to step the corner by a full story by 
distributing it across the parcel.  They increased the setbacks on top of the base or 
parking garage.  They relocated the amenity from one corner to opposite corner to 
maintain the mountain view as much as possible without having a physical pedestrian 
connection.  Mr. Tursic offered to create a new vantage point from the sidewalk that 
shows the real experience of the buildings and the mountains behind, rather than the 
straight-on elevations he was showing this evening.   
 
Mr. Tursic commented on the actual articulation.  He presented an elevation showing 
the setbacks from the property line.  The Lowell Street elevation facing the Resort 
showed the base at 22-1/2 feet from the property line, and how the building steps back 
from the base.  In an effort to demonstrate the design intent and the intent to comply 
with the LMC, they provided elevations with dimensions to show how they created 
vertical reveals, and in some cases less than the 120 feet as required.  Mr. Tursic 
stated that they dealt with the modulation in three different ways.  One is differentiation 
between the base, center of the building, and top of the building, none of which are on 
the same plane and all step back as they grow in height.  The second are the different 
building heights between the different components.  The last one is the vertical reveals 
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that vary in length and depth as it goes around the building.  Mr. Tursic presented the 
Manor Way elevation.  He noted that a lot of emphasis was put on the Empire Avenue 
elevation due to its proximity to the residential single-family homes.  The elevation 
presented was modified from the one shown in the Staff report.  They started to push 
the massing further back a much as possible.  Mr. Tursic pointed out that part of the 
requested setback of 22’ was an effort to create more modulation.  If the Planning 
Commission was not comfortable with that setback, they could push the facade all the 
way back to the parking structure to maintain the 25’ setback and create smaller 
reveals.  Mr. Tursic stated that in looking at the volumes above it, some are 35’ and 36’ 
away from the property line.  He stated that there was more articulation to the 
architecture than what was actually reflected in the renderings.  Mr. Tursic emphasized 
that this was still master planning architecture.  The design was very conceptual, and it 
was destined to change and further develop.  However, the intent of the elevations and 
the concept design was to show that there is a way to comply with the Land 
Management Code in terms of facade length and variations.           
 
Mr. Tursic presented the last Parcel B elevation on Shadow Ridge.  For this particular 
building, the base is 25’.  The main portion of the building with the housing steps out to 
20’.  As it climbs up, the upper levels step back an addition 10-15 feet.  Mr. Tursic noted 
that the same exercise was done for all the other parcel elevations facing residential 
developments.  He briefly reviewed those elevations to show design intent, setbacks, 
reveals, and articulation.   
 
Chair Phillips requested that the applicant provide the most recent drawings and 
elevations to the Staff.   
 
Chair Phillips understood that the building interiors were not developed in this 
conceptual stage; however, he would like to see cross-sections if they have the ability 
to provide those at this point.  Chair Phillips thought the cross-sections would help him 
better understand how these buildings are positioned in the ground.  He specifically 
wanted to see the cut profile through Buildings C, E and the plaza to understand the 
layers of the buildings.  Chair Phillips clarified that he was looking for the floor lines, the 
cut, and possibly the roof lines.  Mr. Schmidt believed they could provide those 
sections. He noted that they have grading plans, and a portion of the drawings are in 
Rebit.  Mr. Tursic understood the intent and he thought they could meet Chair Phillips 
request.  Chair Phillips emphasized that he was primarily looking for cross sections to 
get the full picture.   
 
Commissioner Suesser thought it would be helpful to see the extent of the below grade 
excavation for the buildings in terms of the excavation plan and the number of feet they 
anticipate digging down.  Mr. Schmidt reported that some of that information was 
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included in the excavation plan that was part of the thick packet that was previously 
given to the Planning Commission.  If Commissioner Suesser was looking for additional 
information, they would try to provide it.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy wanted to know the impetus for maintaining the 1200 stalls 
throughout the entire construction.  He asked why they would not consider having less 
parking for one ski season and increasing the transit.  Mr. Schmidt stated that the intent 
is to avoid disrupting the operations of the Resort.  He thought people’s habits would be 
dramatically disrupted even more than just construction.  Commissioner Kenworthy 
believed the value to flexibility on this project was worth more to the Resort than one 
season.  Mr. Schmidt was not prepared to speak to that value.  Commissioner 
Kenworthy understood that the impetus was Vail.  Mr. Schmidt replied that the impetus 
is that operationally they need to provide 1200 stalls for ski operations.  He believed a 
major disruption would not be good for anyone, including the City.   
 
Chair Phillips asked if maintaining a certain number of stalls throughout construction 
was part of the Development Agreement.  Mr. Schmidt stated that to his knowledge, it 
was not part of the existing Development Agreement.  Chair Phillips had the same 
question as Commissioner Kenworthy.  He thought the parking and phasing were 
dictating mass and building design because they were planning around the parking.  
Chair Phillips asked if they could go one season and ramp up another way to transport 
people, whether it would allow for more flexibility in the design.   
 
Commissioner Sletten stated that the last time this was under development in the early 
2000s when Parcel B was going to be a hotel, the punitive damages were significant for 
not having parking available from the start of the ski season to the end of the season.  
Commissioner Sletten believed a ski resort without parking is like Disneyland without 
parking.  It is impossible to operate the Resort effectively.  
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that there is a practical and pragmatic nature to providing parking at 
the base of the Resort.  If people cannot find parking they will choose to go elsewhere.   
 
Mr. Schmidt walked through the justifications for the setbacks.  He pointed out that they 
had already talked about the setback locations where they were requesting exceptions. 
Mr. Schmidt reviewed the floor plans for Parcel B.  He agreed that parking was driving a 
lot of the design considerations; however, in the balancing act they attempted to provide 
significant offsets in terms of providing view corridors, open space, meaningful open 
space, and other benefits.  Mr. Schmidt pointed out that they were starting with the 
parking structure on Parcel B and they were trying to screen that parking structure with 
residential uses.  As they articulate the building and provide the variations Mr. Tursic 
spoke about, the ability to step out to the 10’ as needed to provide architectural 
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articulation is necessary in order to provide meaningful square footage within those 
residential spaces.  Mr. Schmidt explained that if they can only go out to 25’, there is a 
net loss of square footage and those spaces become narrow.  The spaces may not be 
usable or as usable and the square footage needs to go somewhere else, possibly 
higher in other portions of the building.  Mr. Schmidt believed that on balance, the 
request for 20’ is reasonable and enables them to achieve beautiful architecture by 
providing articulation and variation.  Mr. Schmidt thought it was important to understand 
that a change in one portion of the building would result in a domino affect somewhere 
else.  He cites examples to help the Commissioners understand how the building 
designs would be affected and why they were requesting to change the setbacks.   
 
Mr. Schmidt believed that the variation on setbacks they were requesting is reasonable 
and recognizes the dedication of open space from 1998, the density allotted to this 
property, and helps to fit a good portion of that density at the base and allow it to be 
clustered.   
 
Regarding justification for the building height exceptions, Mr. Schmidt presented a 
diagram showing variation in the roof lines.  While the buildings are tall, they tried to be 
thoughtful about it.  He reiterated the adjustments that were made to Parcel B that Mr. 
Tursic mentioned in his presentation.  Mr. Schmidt stated that as discussed in the 1998 
plan, this is the appropriate location for height.  He pointed out that transferring density 
from the open space up on the hill to this location requires the ability to go up in height. 
 Otherwise, they cannot achieve the densities that are permitted on the site.  
 
Robert McConnell, legal counsel to PEG Development, stated that with respect to the 
setback issue, the Code states that if it is determined necessary to provide desired 
architectural interest and variation.  He thought that was unfortunate language because 
the use of the term “necessary” makes it difficult.  Mr. McConnell remarked that the 
language cannot mean simply that if the size of the building is always reduced it is 
never necessary.  He stated that applying that standard to an MPD, which requires a 
certain amount of acreage, it becomes a non-issue or an impossible standard to meet.  
Mr. McConnell suggested that a better approach is that the necessity arises out of a 
variety of factors that are relevant to the current situation.  He noted that there is still the 
existing Development Agreement and entitlements, including prior exceptions for the 
setback and height requirements; a desire for open space preservation; and a prior 
determination to focus density from the overall resort into this base area.  Mr. 
McConnell recognized that single-family and other residential components have been 
built since 1998; however, they came in in the context of an approved Master Plan.  He 
pointed out that it was inevitable to have an abrupt transition from single-family 
residential to a resort village that has the kind of density that was sought, desired, and 
entitled with respect to this area.  Mr. McConnell stated that they can do their best to try 
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to mitigate that effect; but making the determination to focus the density in this area will 
create some level of abruptness moving from single-family to this type of project.   
 
Mr. McConnell stated that there is a need to balance the resort parking requirement and 
construction timing, the efficiency of construction, operation of the parking facilities, the 
desire to wrap the exposed parking structures, and the site planning and open space 
elements that have been discussed.  These all go towards a desire to maintain and 
achieve an overall package that can lead to a determination of necessity with respect to 
the desire to provide desired architectural interest and variation.  Mr. McConnell thought 
the Planning Commission should also consider the affordable housing element.  The 
Staff report states the desire for on-site affordable housing and this developer has 
proposed to provide that housing on site.  Mr. McConnell noted that affordable housing 
typically is not included in this type of a real estate area or resort village.  When the 
Planning Commission looks to make a determination of necessity, he encouraged them 
to look at it from a more wholistic view as opposed to whether it is necessary only 
because of the size of the lot.  
 
Mr. McConnell stated that height was less clear from his perspective.  He thought it 
should be a site-specific analysis and determination.  The Staff report stated that it did 
not meet the standard, but he has not been able to identify the standard.  Mr. 
McConnell thought Mr. Schmidt and Mr. Tursic did a good job identifying what they 
were trying to do and the vision, as well as how the articulation works both horizontally 
and vertically in these buildings.   
 
Mr. Schmidt referenced an image that was recently developed showing the view across 
the upper hardscaped plaza, the hotel and the view of the mountain across First Time.  
He thought it conveyed the sense of beauty and elegance, as well as the functionality 
and excitement they have for the base.   
 
Commissioner Suesser asked if the configuration of the buildings on Lot B that was 
shown was a potential configuration because it looked very different than what they had 
previously seen.  She thought the building looked broken up along Empire.   
 
Chair Phillips believed they were seeing an elevated plaza in green, and the blue 
identified the roofs.  He clarified that this was an illustration showing just the heights of 
the particular roof areas.  Chair Phillips did not believe the pathway as shown was at 
ground level.   
 
Mr. Schmidt explained that the colors represent the number of feet above the 35’ 
allowed within the zone.  He noted that it follows the same convention that was in the 
1998 plan.  Commissioner Suesser asked about the two paths that go out to Empire.  
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She asked if the roof was below the 35’ level.  Mr. Schmidt answered yes.  
Commissioner Suesser could see where they had dipped the roof down in an effort to 
create the view corridor.  Mr. Schmidt clarified that it is an elevated plaza.  The left side 
was two stories at approximately 20’ on the left side.  As the grade falls away it 
becomes taller on the right side.    
 
Chair Phillips opened the public hearing.  
 
Director Erickson read two emails that were received earlier in the day from Terri 
Whitney and Trent Davis. 
 
Ms. Whitney from Snowflower Condominiums reiterated her strong opposition to the 
single entrance to Parcel E, as well as the delivery entrance.  She would like the 
entrance redesigned and the delivery entrance moved to another location. 
 
Director Erickson summarized the comments from Trent Davis with Compass 
Management due to the length of the email.  
 
Mr. Davis commented on the idea of a bridge over Lowell Avenue to the upper base 
area.  He stated that currently the pedestrian traffic from lot B to the upper plazas of the 
resort base area have no controls, thus it causes congestion for vehicles and 
pedestrians alike.  Pedestrians cross Lowell Ave towards the existing Transit Center at 
multiple points, thus stopping traffic.  A pedestrian bridge is not the answer.  PEG 
Development has a plan with defined crosswalks that will allow a safe crossing of 
pedestrians and keep the auto traffic flowing. 
  
PEG has stated that if a bridge can be built, it would have to go in the Fire Lane entry to 
the upper plaza, essentially in front of Baja Cantina.  If the planning commission allows 
this to occur, it will cause economic damage to the Lodge at The Mountain Village, 
village Loft and the retail, as the majority of traffic would be re-routed directly to the 
upper ski hill plaza,  majority of which is owned by Vail. We oppose this potential bridge.  
  
Mr. Davis referenced the first paragraph on page 92 of the Planning Commission 
Package where the Planning Department recommended day skier parking be shifted 
away from Parcel B. He stated that the parking on Parcel B is of the upmost importance 
to the entire upper base area.  Any significant reduction of day skier parking would 
redirect traffic away from the existing base area, especially the Lodge at the mountain 
Village, The Loft and its retail / commercial that depend on the day skier traffic.  He did 
not believe the impact of reducing day skier parking in parcel B has been fully evaluated 
nor the long-term impacts to the existing base area.  Please inform us how many 
parking spaces will be lost and how this will impact the upper plazas of the resort.  The 
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last paragraph on page 92 states that the Planning Department finds there is ample 
opportunity to add a transit facility on Parcel D”.  Mr. Davis stated that The Lodge, Loft 
and its commercial rely on the bus transit traffic to the property, not only for commercial 
but also lodging.   For years the Lodge and Loft has been proactive in asking all guests 
to use the Transit Center and not bring a vehicle to Park City.   By adding a Transit 
Center especially to the Shadow Ridge Drive side of Parcel B will have a negative 
impact on the existing upper plaza areas. We ask that the negative impacts on the 
existing Transit Center be investigated further.   We oppose any new Transit Center 
that will negatively impact the current traffic to the existing Transit Center and ask that 
the Planning Commission not approve a new Transit Center until all impacts can be 
reviewed and input given by The Lodge, Loft and retail.  
 
Mr. Davis commented on the alignment of Shadow Ridge Drive with the entry to the 
underground parking garage.  Although PEG development has committed to the Lodge 
to realign the intersection of Lowell, Shadow Ridge Drive, the entry roads to the 
underground parking and The Lodge, this continues to be absent from any plans.  
  
Regarding easements, Mr. Davis believed the new easement to the NAC building 
needed to have the participation of Vail, The Lodge, NAC and PEG.  A rough draft 
easement that can be reviewed by The Lodge has yet to be produced that incorporates 
the moving of utilities, the care, maintenance and expansion of sidewalks, and a Lodge 
drop off area for shuttle vans.  Mr. Davis stated that existing Transit Center needs to be 
upgraded.  We would like to understand how the existing easement reads, who is 
responsible for what (maintenance and Snow removal) and what the city involvement is 
and will be, going forward.     
  
Mr. Davis stated that The Lodge and the Village Loft have been at the base area for 
almost 40 years. These properties should be at the top of the list to being protected 
from any isolation and reduction in access from guests and day skiers.  
                                                                                                      
Jessica Nelson read an email comment that was received.  
 
Debra Hickey, a resident at 1485 Empire Avenue, had concerns with building heights, 
setback and density.  The project dwarfs the entire neighborhood.  She is a resident at 
Silver King Condominiums, and she did not think the new construction should be 
allowed to soar across the heights built in 1983.  Ms. Hickey stated that traffic flow up 
Lowell will be a nightmare and the proposal must be redesigned.  Ms. Hickey noted that 
the drawings shown do not depict from what vantage point.  It is difficult to imagine what 
is being shown, but everything looks massive and out of character with the charm of 
town.  Ms. Hickey did not agree with providing employee housing and affordable 
housing on prime mountainside real estate.  The City should let the developer purchase 
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a parcel out of this area to satisfy the requirement.  Ms. Hickey remarked that this 
space should be for public access to enjoy; not for a select few.  She stated that the 
parking stalls do not accommodate the needs.  Every weekend the locals are turned 
away shuttled in by bus or drop-off.  She wanted to know why they were not improving 
this situation.  Ms. Hickey requested that they demonstrate how the project aligns with 
the new 2020 Park City Vision.  
 
Jessica read three comments that came in through eComment. 
 
Nancy Lazenby stated that in the proposed calendar for this project, it looks like traffic 
will be addressed at a future Planning Commission meeting in September.  At that 
meeting, a third-party analysis of PEG Development’s proposed one-way traffic plan will 
be presented.  Ms. Lazenby assumed that this third party would not only review the 
proposed one-way traffic plan, but also considering alternatives such as two-way traffic 
or other solutions.  She also assumed that during the review they would be considering 
not only the ski resort traffic, but also the additional local traffic, utility vehicles, work 
trucks, dump trucks, trash pickup trucks, and emergency vehicles such as fire trucks, 
police vehicles, and ambulances on local Old Town streets that would be channeled 
through the Resort with PEG’s proposed plan.  Ms. Lazenby requested that someone 
let her know if her assumptions are not correct.  She wanted to know if the third-party 
report would be making recommendations, or if they would simply give an analysis of 
the proposed plan without recommendations.    
 
Ruska Dezerky stated that in reviewing the packet for Wednesday meeting there was a 
tremendous amount of information and topics to be discussed.  He had many questions 
and comments that he hoped would be answered during the meeting.  However, if at 
the end of the meeting, if any of the Commissioners or community members still have 
additional questions or comments, he asked them to confirm that these topics will be 
rolled over to a future meeting to continue the discussions. 
 
Debra Rentfrow noted that the developer has said they will have over 1500 parking 
stalls after starting Parcel B ready for the 2021-2022 ski season, yet state that they only 
need 1200 stalls.  She asked if it was possible to build parking on Parcels D and E first 
to go in 2021-2022 and still meet that number.  Ms. Rentfrow wanted to know why the 
hotel on Parcel C needs to go second.  She did not believe the slide shown included 
those stalls in 2022-2023, but it does in 2023-2024 after the hotel opens.  Mr. Rentfrow 
thought the majority of the slides were deceiving and not actually from the ground level 
looking at the structure.  The view corridor originates inside the home at the corner of 
14

th
 and Empire, not from the street.  She stated that a farmer’s market will not fit on 

the open space on Parcel B and will tear up the soft landscaping.  Ms. Rentfrow asked 
how Parcel B was being labeled as a village when there is no pedestrian walkway.  She 
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noted that Parcel E shows 543 underground stalls being built March to December, and 
she wanted to know why that could not be done on Parcel B in the same timeframe.  
Ms. Rentfrow asked if the proposed sidewalks were still only 6-10’ instead of the 
recommended 15’.  Stairs were mentioned as an issue, yet the hardscape plaza is full 
of them.  She wanted to know why stairs are a problem elsewhere.  Ms. Rentfrow 
referenced a comment by the developer that the community has habits and will not use 
transit or off-site parking, yet they were willing to change habits to walk around Parcel 
B. She asked if only some habits need to be changed.  Ms. Rentfrow noted that the 
developer referenced that people would jaywalk in their response to a question included 
in the meeting packet.  She asked if there was any open space on Parcel B.   
 
Jessica Nelson noted that those were the submitted written comments.  All comments 
would be included in the file and will become part of the record. 
 
Several people on Zoom had raised their hands to make public comment.   
 
Chair Phillips stated that people could give public comment on any issue related to the 
project; however, their comments would have more impact if they are relative to the 
topic being discussed on that particular evening.  He noted that some of the comments 
this evening pertained to topics that will be discussed on other meeting dates 
throughout the process.  Chair Phillips pointed out that the Planning Commission has 
access to all the public comments, and they can review them at any time.     
 
Nancy Lazenby thanked the Planning Commission for the opportunity to speak.  She 
also thanked Planner Ananth for the work she did preparing for this meeting and the 
information provided.  Ms. Lazenby thanked PEG Development for their efforts so far in 
adjusting their plans.     
 
Ms. Lazenby believed that 80% of the issues related to Parcel B, with 20% of the issues 
in the other areas.  She stated that if they can address the issues in Parcel B it might 
take care of the issues on the other Parcels.  Ms. Lazenby asked everyone to keep an 
open mind.  Everyone was striving for the same goal, which is for the community, Vail, 
PEG Development, and the ski industry to benefit from this development and for it to be 
an asset to the community.  Ms. Lazenby thought the developer appeared to have their 
hills dug in on Parcel B and she encouraged them to listen with an open mind and think 
outside their box.  Ms. Lazenby thought Planner Ananth did a good job on Parcel B 
identifying some of the major issues and concerns that the community had with what 
PEG was presenting.  The developer had made some changes and she appreciated 
their effort; however, there are still problems on Parcel B that she hoped could be 
resolved.  Ms. Lazenby thought Planner Ananth brought up a good point that the 
parking is basically doubling from what currently exists at PCMR if this plan goes 
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through.  She stated that the pedestrian and auto incidents on Lowell and Empire have 
been a challenge to date.  Doubling the parking stalls and forcing people across Lowell 
will only increase those problems.  PEG has proposed crosswalks as the solution, but 
everyone knows that when pedestrians get to the crosswalk, they start crossing whether 
cars are there or not.  She believed they would have quite the cluster on Lowell as twice 
the amount of people try to cross Lowell with their skis and kids, and buses going 
through, as well as additional local commuter traffic trying to get through.  Ms. Lazenby 
believed that putting as much parking as is proposed in Parcel B will create not only 
pedestrian/auto accident, but also challenges.  She noted that Planner Ananth 
identified another issue with the building along Empire Avenue as being one giant 
building and not blending in with the community.  Ms. Lazenby clarified that she was 
highlighting these issues because the community and the developers have the 
opportunity to make this right.  Putting all the parking in Parcel B not only creates 
problems with the look of the building, but also the number of people trying to cross 
Lowell.  It also puts all the visitors in the location of this parking lot that does not benefit 
the goal of getting everyone to go to this beautiful plaza that PEG designed as the focal 
point of Park City Mountain Resort.  She pointed out that if you park in Parcel B there is 
no way people will grab all their ski equipment and walk a quarter of a mile up the road 
to this plaza.  They will cross the street at Lowell and go to Pay Day Lift and Crescent 
Lift.  At the end of the day, people will not go through the plaza if their car is in Parcel B. 
 Ms. Lazenby noted that the 1998 plan had the parking underneath Parcels C, D and E, 
which does two things.  If a visitor comes to Park City and drives into the Resort, the 
first thing they want to do is find parking.  Putting the parking at Parcels C, D, and E 
eliminates all the obstacles and challenges of people driving through Lowell.  People 
can park their car, go up the elevator, and land at the plaza.  Ms. Lazenby emphasized 
that it makes sense to have parking by the plaza.  It does not make sense to have 
people driving through the entire resort to park at the far end of the resort and deal with 
all the issues.  Ms. Lazenby stated that if timing is the only obstacle for not putting all 
the parking under Parcels C, D and E, they should address that issue and find a short-
term solution so they are not faced with decades of a bad resort.  Ms. Lazenby stated 
that in 1998 there was a plan and a timeline to create that parking structure under 
Parcels C, D, and E within the 1200 parking stall limitation within one year.  Mr. Schmidt 
with PEG Development said in his presentation that doing that would take two years.  
She stated that even if it is two years, she believed they could find a short-term solution. 
 Ms. Lazenby believed the developer could figure out alternative parking for a few 
hundred stalls during one ski season if the Resort can figure out what to do through 
Covid-19.  She asked the developer to think outside the box and beyond digging in their 
heels on the only solution of Parcel B having 800 parking spots.  She urged the 
developer to look at alternatives to find the right solution.  Ms. Lazenby stated that this 
was not her area of expertise.  She is a local citizen who was looking at this from a 
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commonsense point of view.  They all have the same long-term goal of creating the 
right solution for PCMR.                                         
Steve Hancock understood that in addition to the location of the parking and the chess 
game of what gets built when in order to preserve the 1200 parking spaces, he thought 
it appeared that a trade-off was being made on the height of the buildings.  From the 
presentations, it sounded like the buildings need to be built higher because there is not 
enough time to excavate to make the parking garages deeper.  Mr. Hancock pointed 
out that the inconvenience of less parking for one year is temporary, but increased 
height on buildings that are heavily out-of-scale is forever.  Mr. Hancock noted that 
sometimes 1200 spaces are not enough spaces on weekend and powder days.  He 
assumed that once it becomes parking garages instead of surface lots it will be paid 
parking, which will do a lot to help regulate the demand.  When more than 1200 cars 
approach the resort area, the whole town turns into gridlock.  Mr. Hancock stated that 
he is one who gave up on parking and is now willing to use transit more often.  
However, in his observation, the current PCMR transit stop is really not convenient.  Mr. 
Hancock remarked that with the surface lots, people who arrive early can park at the 
edge of the snow.  Often times there is a traffic jam at the bus drop-off area because 
cars are trying to drop off at the same time.  After being dropped off, it is a long walk 
across the plaza in ski boots and up a flight of stairs to another long walk.  Mr. Hancock 
was disappointed that a new transit stop for PCMR was not reimagined.  If they want to 
help promote the use of transit, making it more convenient would go a long way in 
achieving that goal.   
 
Doug Lee stated that he is one of the owners of 1356 Empire Avenue, which is the 
home immediately south of the project.  They have owned this home since the 1980s 
and they have seen the City and the traffic grow exponentially since those days.  Mr. 
Lee echoed the comments made by Ms. Lazenby and Mr. Hancock.  In terms of the 
parking shell game and the calculus to make it work, Mr. Lee did not think that meant 
needing a four-story parking garage fronting on a street like Empire Avenue that is 
exclusively single-family homes.  Mr. Lee stated that what he heard from the 
development team in one of the town halls was to have retail and townhouses fronting 
all the way around the complex, including Empire.  At that time, he was also told there 
would only be two stories of parking, one below grade and one above grade.  Mr. Lee 
stated that he was seeing this project in its current incarnation for the first time this 
evening and he was a little bit of shock.  Mr. Lee remarked that in addition to what Ms. 
Lazenby and Mr. Hancock said about trying to be good neighbors and trying to do what 
is best for all the stakeholders, Mr. Hancock added that there were a lot of comments 
and reactions from the development team regarding the setback exceptions and height 
exceptions.  He stated that in terms of the setbacks, the standard is that the exception 
must be absolutely necessary for architecture and variation.  The standard is not to 
achieve a wider driving lane, a wider corridor or an extra row of parking spaces.  Mr. 
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Hancock noted that the attorney for PEG Development said that the justification for 
height exceptions were arbitrary and vague.  However, in reading the ordinance, he did 
not believe they were arbitrary and vague at all.  Section F, paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 are 
quite clear that in return for permitting additional height, the developer should minimize 
visual impact on adjacent structures, provide adequate landscaping and buffering from 
adjacent properties and uses, and the additional building height needs to result from 
more than the minimum open space required and results in the open space being more 
usable.  Mr. Lee thanked the Staff, the Commissioners and the Developer for sharing 
so much information.  As the project develops, he hoped their concerns would be 
addressed.                                                                  
 
Angel Moschetta stated that she has tremendous appreciation for this process.  The 
Planning Commission and the Planning Department are once again putting in 
unbelievable time and effort on a major project.  Ms. Moschetta also recognized the 
work of the developers who invited her to an engagement and learning session early on 
in this process.  Ms. Moschetta understood that this project would only go through if 
PEG Development can make the project pencil out.  While she believes they have been 
responsive to some community concerns and issues, they were already embarking on a 
path where the developers are seeking to avoid a new MPD and seeking a number of 
exceptions.  She anticipated there would be many more to come.  Ms. Moschetta stated 
that in recent discussions of county planning and development matters, there has been 
talk about making exceptions where there is undeniable and significant benefit for the 
community.  She sees plenty of upside for Vail Resorts, the potential seller of these 
parcels, if PEG develops according to their plans.  However, she did not see a 
tremendous upside for the community.  Ms. Moschetta believed Vail was ignoring the 
only right thing to do with these parcels, which is the one option with the most 
community benefit.  As a result, the Planning Commission and Parkites are facing 
another Treasure-like planning process that drags on unnecessarily.  Ms. Moschetta 
clarified that she referenced Treasure because in her first comments at a Treasure 
planning commission meeting, she suggested that the solution was in the City and the 
Sweeney’s coming together on a deal.  With the same inspiration and optimism in mind, 
Ms. Moschetta proposed the following and hoped that Vail and PEG could save the 
community and lessen undo headaches pursuing a project that should not occur.   Ms. 
Moschetta suggested that instead of selling all of the parcels to PEG, that Vail retain 
one parcel and commit exclusively to developing work force and affordable housing on 
that parcel.  She realized it would upend the current plans and economics of the project 
and force everyone back to the drawing talk.  To that, she would say so what and good 
luck to all parties involved.  Ms. Moschetta hated to see everyone spend months trying 
to condition and reason a bunch of exceptions when there is not tremendous to the 
community in development of parcels that have just been sitting there for years.  
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Bob Bernstein, an owner at Three Kings Condominium, had not heard much discussion 
about those who live north of this project.  They talked about building E being the 
highest building on the site and an exposed loading dock.  Mr. Bernstein noted that 
Three Kings has had several conversations with the developers, and they were great 
and listened to what they had to say.  Mr. Bernstein stated that their biggest concerns 
are traffic flow and not wanting to end up being the new main bus terminal for Park City 
Mountain Resort.  Another issue is control of their parking.  Mr. Bernstein stated that he 
was giving a tepid support to PEG Development because thus far they have been 
happy to have the dialogue, but they were looking forward to seeing the needs of Three 
Kings, Pay Day, Crescent Ridge, Silver Ridge, and others addressed in the future.   
 
Ed Parigian noted that if the parking charge is $20 per day and someone skis 50 days 
per year, they would end up paying $1,000 to park during the season.  He suggested 
that PEG make 200 parking spaces available for locals up to 10:00 a.m. versus trying to 
catch the bus.  Mr. Parigian remarked that locals typically only ski for a couple of hours 
and if the local parking is still available after 10:00 a.m. they could open it up to the 
public.  He believed his suggestion would alleviate some of the parking issues.  Mr. 
Parigian commented on the building height on Parcel B.  It is very high and quite a bit 
above the allowed height. He thought it would create a cavern on Empire if the 
exception is allowed.   He stated that making Empire one-way between Manor Way and 
15

th
, and all the parking is loaded towards Parcel B, all the traffic will come down 

Empire and then to 14
th
 to the east and 15

th
 to east and through the neighborhood on 

Woodside and on to Park Avenue, and create a parking jam in that location.  Mr. 
Parigian stated that besides the inconvenience if Empire is one-way, it will also ruin the 
neighborhood.  He understood that traffic was an issue for the next meeting, but he 
wanted everyone to think about it before the next meeting and the consequences if they 
allow it.  Mr. Parigian thanked the Commissioners for their diligence, and he looked 
forward to the next meeting.                               
 
No other hands were raised on zoom and no eComments were submitted during the 
public hearing.  
 
Chair Phillips closed the public hearing.                   
 
Commissioner Thimm believed that keeping the affordable housing being on site was 
the right decision.  It places workforce housing where it is needed.  From a 
sustainability standpoint, the workforce being able to walk to work is important.  
Commissioner Thimm noted that the Staff report outlines the fact that there is more 
density and more intensity of use planned for Parcel C.  In terms of uses and massing 
for the project, he agreed that if they were staying within the overall allowed UEs and 
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square footages, increasing the intensity of use on Parcel C and decreasing it in the 
other areas is the right answer.   
 
Commissioner Thimm understood that transportation is a topic for the next meeting; 
however, he wanted to mention a few things.  Currently, the plan depends on 
acquisition of property from the City, but they have been told that there is no plan in 
place to do that.  Commissioner Thimm stated that if they are going to be talking about 
transportation and if the roundabout situation is going to be the solution, there either 
needs to be a plan for acquisition or to adequately discuss transportation.  
Commissioner Thimm stressed the importance of discussing a Plan B transportation 
plan at the next meeting that honors the current property ownership.  Commissioner 
Thimm noted that the Staff report and the public indicated concerns about the potential 
congestion of the transit station.  He wanted to make sure that the third-party traffic 
consultant addresses those concerns between now and the next meeting.   
 
Commissioner Thimm thought the CUP approval level was the appropriate time to 
address architectural character because they were currently in the master 
planning/conceptual level.  In terms of looking at architectural character, Commissioner 
Thimm believed the direction they were seeing now with more detail is a good direction 
that should continue.  With respect to reduction in setback, Commissioner Thimm 
referenced a comment by the applicant that it was unfortunate that the LMC is written 
the way it is written.  He pointed out that the language in the LMC is the lens the 
Planning Commission needs to look through for justification of the findings that need to 
be made.  Commissioner Thimm believed the applicant was moving towards making 
the findings, but the Commissioners have no choice but to look through that lens.  
Commissioner Thimm remarked that the Staff report indicates that the Planning 
Department recommends that the applicant consider creating more variation in 
massing, and he generally agreed with that recommendation.  Commissioner Thimm 
stated that he would talk more about that with respect to the volumetrics.  In response 
to a question in the Staff report about pushing review of the landscape plan to the CUP 
level.  Commissioner Thimm thought the CUP level was appropriate for that review.  
 
Commissioner Thimm referred to the question at the July 8

th
 meeting as to whether this 

should be a new application or a review of the existing approval.  He recalled that the 
Planning Commission determined that they could handle it as either a review of the 
existing approval or as a new application. The Planning Commission left that decision to 
the applicant and the decision was made for it be a review of the existing approval.  
Commissioner Thimm thought the Planning Commission made it clear that the 
Development Agreement and approval of 1998 is the lens they would be looking 
through for review.  However, from the applicant’s presentation, he got the impression 
that the volumetrics would not be looked at closely.  Commissioner Thimm referred to 
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the 1998 Development Agreement and noted that Section 2.1.2 states that the 
volumetrics outlined in the PCMR Base Areas Master Plan Study are intended to 
communicate to potential developers that building height and facade variation are 
critical components of this project.  The volumetrics represent maximums that can be 
given on any parcel.  The vertical and horizontal articulations that are specified in the 
volumetrics are the minimums that must be met.  Commissioner Thimm emphasized 
that the Development Agreement that is in place and that the Planning Commission 
indicated on July 8

th
 would be the lens they needed to look through cannot be ignored.  

He stated that when they think about trying to achieve the architecture and massing that 
is part of the intent for this area, it is important to look at breaking down the overall 
mass and distributing the volume into smaller pieces.  Commissioner Thimm noted that 
pages 255-282 of the May 27

th
 Staff report contain the volumetrics that show the 

massing that was intended.  He pointed out that with the alternative configuration of the 
roadway system, the buildings will have a different configuration.  Commissioner Thimm 
stated that the Planning Commission needs to see volumetrics that are analyzed in the 
same way they were analyzed in the 1998 approval in order to correctly review the 
changes to the original approval and to reach a point where they are comfortable with 
an approval or recommendation of this application.   
 
Commissioner Thimm noted that the number of UEs was being reduced from 353 to 
262 with this application, and he thought that should be taken into consideration as they 
move through the process.       
 
Commissioner Kenworthy stated that having the affordable housing on-site is important 
and the right thing to do.  Putting it outside of town or in another part of town is not just. 
 Commissioner Kenworthy agreed with the developer that the wholistic view is the only 
way this project should be judged.  He agreed with Commission Thimm about the UEs. 
 There are some elements to the proposed development that have negative impacts.  
To be able to balance those, they need to look at everything in detail.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy noted that the transit center was mentioned several times this 
evening.  He asked Planner Ananth to confirm they would be diving deeper into the 
transit center at a later meeting to see if it will suffice for the traffic.  Planner Ananth 
verified that the transit center would definitely be discussed at the September meeting.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy referred to the 1200 parking stalls that are “required” during 
construction. He believed the value of having 18 months, the time needed to go 
underground, and the time needed to do a lot of different things, is really important.  He 
hoped that Vail would at least discuss pulling the cap of the vision so the developer can 
at least consider offsite parking for one winter.  Commissioner Kenworthy agreed that it 
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is not the ideal situation, but it is how Park City and Vail have operated before PEG 
Development came in with a proposal to develop that property.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy thought transferring the density to Parcel seemed viable 
based on this first view.  He stated that Parcel B is the puzzle.  He hoped that at least 
one 18-month term could provide the developer with the options needed to be 
profitable, and that Vail is supportive of the developer and the City with this project and 
understands there may need to be flexibility on that issue.    
 
Commissioner Kenworthy noted that the one-way entrance and exit off of Parcel E was 
mentioned several times.  He believed that 500-600 spaces were proposed for that 
building.  He was unsure how that would function, and he looked forward to the transit 
and parking studies on that particular issue.   
 
Commissioner Sletten echoed Commissioners Thimm and Kenworthy.  Commissioner 
Sletten stated that he previously sat on the Blue-Ribbon Housing Commission and he 
emphasized the importance of having affordable housing on-site.  For traffic and other 
issues, it would be unconscionable to move it off-site.    
 
Commissioner Sletten noted that the typical ski season ends the first or second week in 
April.  He heard the applicant say it was from March 15 until Thanksgiving.  
Commissioner Sletten pointed out that they were cutting out two to three critical weeks 
of the ski season in order to meet their needs.  Commissioner Sletten thought there 
might be other alternatives for moving parking off-site, but to the extent that Vail 
prevails on that issue, they will need to be flexible.  He believed the winter season this 
year and next year will be critical for the overall economic health of Park City.   
 
Commissioner Sletten referenced his disclosure that he has had an office at the Resort 
Center for over 20 years.  During the winter he would never think about walking through 
parking lot B to get down to Empire from his office on Lowell, or to get down to Park 
Avenue.  While the view corridors are important, the actual issue of pedestrian traffic 
through that area, at least during the winter months, should be taken off the table 
because it is not walkable right now.  Commissioner Sletten agreed with the comments 
about taking a hard look at the transit portion of their review to see if there are other 
alternatives.  Splitting up the drop-offs would be a benefit in terms of pedestrian safety. 
 
Commissioner Van Dine agreed with Commissioner Kenworthy about the 45-60 extra 
days of work to put the parking an extra level deeper.  She stated that excavating 
Parcel B deeper for a long-term benefit of decreased height was something that should 
definitely be explored.  Commissioner Van Dine struggled with the heights and the 
exceptions on Parcel B.  She did not believe the massing on the building lends itself to 
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the resort base area.  She agreed with the public comment about putting the majority of 
parking on Parcel B, and at the same time pushing people down towards Parcel C and 
D.  Commissioner Van Dine stated that she had a hard time with Building B and how it 
fits into the greater look and appeal of the base area in general.  Commissioner Van 
Dine agreed with most of the comments expressed by the other Commissioners.  She 
looked forward to future traffic and parking discussions.   
 
Commissioner Suesser concurred with all of Commissioner Thimm’s comments.  She 
disagreed with Commissioner Sletten that it is not important to be able to walk from the 
Resort down to 14

th
 Street and down to Park Avenue.  They are trying to create a more 

walkable community and the idea of creating more pedestrian friendly streets in Old 
Town is critical.  It is vital for people to be able to walk from the Resort to town and to 
Park Avenue to reach Main Street.  Commissioner Sletten believed that was envisioned 
in the 1998 proposal.   She stated that the town put so much energy into walkability and 
alternate transportation, and this is a great opportunity to get people out of their cars 
and have the ability to access the Resort easily.  Commissioner Suesser thought it was 
very important for this project to keep that in mind.   
 
Commissioner Suesser thought transferring the density to Parcel C is an acceptable 
place for density.  She suggested that the developer should look at putting more public 
parking under Parcel C because they want to get people out of their cars at that 
location to avoid driving up Lowell and creating more congestion.  It would also allow 
the public to enjoy the beautiful plaza that is envisioned. She agreed that people 
parking in Lot B will not utilize the plaza because it is too far away.   
 
Commissioner Suesser stated that with respect to the setbacks and the language in the 
LMC, she agreed with Commissioner Thimm that they need to use that language as the 
lens to analyze and determine if the setback exceptions being requested meet the LMC 
criteria.  Commissioner Suesser agreed that the Commissioners need to see more 
architectural articulation from the developer in order to do that analysis.   Commissioner 
Suesser would like to see more transit center improvements.  She did not think there 
was much creative thought given to the transit center, nor were significant 
improvements proposed.  She thought they should explore moving the transit center the 
end of Lowell because it makes sense to get people on the hill sooner and to avoid the 
bigger problems that will be created if they bring people up through the Resort.   
 
Commissioner Suesser recognized that 1200 parking stalls during construction is a 
tricky calculation.  She had sympathy for the developer, but the community needs to live 
with this development for a long time.  It is important to make sure they make the right 
decisions for the long term and not just to meet a construction timeline.  She believed 
PEG Development heard that message with all the comments this evening.   
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Commissioner Hall agreed that there needs to be substantial good cause for the 
setback reduction.  She did not think what was currently proposed meets the standard 
of desired architectural interest and variation.   
 
Commissioner Hall referred to the site plan and stated that her biggest issue was 
inadequate pedestrian and bicycle circulation, as well as access to the community plaza 
and getting skiers to the chair lifts.  Commissioner Hall echoed the comments of the 
other Commissioners regarding access.  She reiterated that she would like to see a 
modification for improved pedestrian and bicycle circulation.  Commissioner Hall 
empathized with a lot of the public comment.  She appreciated all the people who 
logged on and waited to speak and those who submitted written comments.   
 
Commissioner Hall reiterated that in looking at the Staff report and what they were 
being asked to do, she would like to see better good cause for the exceptions to the 
setbacks and the building height.   
 
Commissioner Thimm commented on Empire Avenue where the parking structure is 
actually the face of the building along the side. In terms of what is across the street and 
respecting that part of the neighborhood, if there was a way to bring some residential 
units that might have brownstone style stoops at the entry, it would tend to soften the 
Empire Avenue face.  If they deal with the massing on the Empire Avenue side, it will go 
a long way in answering some of the questions that have been raised with regard to 
Parcel B.  Chair Phillips agreed. 
 
Chair Phillips thought the Planning Commission heard good public input this evening 
and it was all fairly consistent.  He recognized a fantastic Staff report and the hard work 
by Planner Ananth.  Chair Phillips thought the applicant put forth a good description of 
how and why they came to where they are and how they see this project.  He noted that 
it is a balloon analogy where they push and pull, and everything eventually gets shuffled 
around.  He thought the applicant had done a good job of looking at how to put this 
project together.  In general, he thought the applicant had done a good job and they 
appeared to be receptive to the input.  He encouraged the applicants to continue with 
how they have conducted themselves. 
 
Chair Phillips generally agreed with the Staff’s comments.  Pushing the landscape plan 
to the CUP level is appropriate, as well as some portions of the architectural review.  
Chair Phillips was comfortable with shifting the density to Parcel C.  In looking at the 
plan with the setback requests, he thought the logic used to place the buildings was 
well-done overall.  He also thought they had improved the view corridor drastically as 
people enter the Resort.  Chair Phillips was in favor of most of the requested setback 
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reductions on all of the buildings.  However, he agreed with the Staff on Building B, and 
with the comments by the public and Commissioner Thimm regarding Building B.  Chair 
Phillips thought it was important to maintain the connection up through 14

th
 Street, 

especially since the City is making an effort down lower to create connectivity.  It is also 
seemed to be an important component in the original Development Agreement.  He felt 
strongly about finding a way to make that happen.   
 
Chair Phillips stated that another reason the exceptions should be given is because 
without those exceptions they will need to move the building into the view corridor.  He 
pointed out that the exceptions are primarily corners or short facades of buildings.  It is 
not a large exception and it is not creating an issue with the facade like it does on 
Building B.  He stated that if there is a way to continue the connection to 14

th
 Street, 

that will help break up that facade.  
 
Chair Phillips liked Ms. Lazenby’s comment about the 80/20 on Parcel B.  He believed 
that is where most of the work needs to be done.  Chair Phillips noted that many of the 
comments were geared towards transportation and parking, which highlights the 
importance of those issues.   Chair Phillips understood from the presentation this 
evening that parking was dictating how this project was playing out.  Chair Phillips 
believed the City would like to have more involvement with the transit portion.  Chair 
Phillips stated that he would personally like to see the City, Vail, and this applicant 
partner and work together on the transit hub portion of this project.  He outlined 
opportunities for the transit hub that might be possible if all the parties can work 
together.  He suggested that if they could build the transportation component first, they 
might be able to get through one season without full parking and move that balloon in a 
direction that would benefit everyone and help address concerns with height, setbacks 
and the other issues they were trying to balance.  
 
Jessica Nelson reported that she received two additional eComments after the public 
hearing was closed.  She wanted Sherry Harding and Justin Keyes to know that their 
comments were received, and they would be included in the Staff report that goes to 
the Planning Commission before the next meeting.  Jessica clarified that their 
comments would not be read aloud this evening because they came in after the public 
hearing was closed.  
 
Planner Ananth stated that the City Attorney asked her to inform the Planning 
Commission that there is a proposal in front of the City Council to rezone the Municipal 
Golf Course adjacent to this project to further protect it from encroaching development. 
 Planner Ananth reported that her recommendation to the City Council was to allow time 
to continue evaluating this roundabout.  That evaluation was not fully completed to see 
if those roundabouts and the potential taking is imperative to help drive transit to the 
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Resort.  Planner Ananth stated that the City Council is very set on potentially protecting 
this land from the development.  She remarked that if the Planning Commission wanted 
to weigh in on either holding off or moving forward, now would be the time to express 
their thoughts and she will take their comments to the City Council on September 17

th
.   

 
Commissioner Suesser asked for further clarification.  She understood where the 
roundabout was being proposed by the developer and she knew it would require City 
land from the Municipal golf course.  She asked if the City Council was so concerned 
that they wanted the Commissioner’s thoughts on whether or not to protect the golf 
course.   
 
Planner Ananth explained that the Parks and Recs Commission, as part of the Parks 
and Rec master planning process has proposed the creation of a new zone that would 
be called the Urban Park Zone.  The zone is intended to protect five iconic City owned 
parks: Rotary, Creekside, Prospector, City Park, and the Golf Course from 
development.  The idea is to prevent the public or private from proposing development 
opportunities on these City-owned parks.  This new zone was spurred by a housing 
project that was proposed on the park in front of the Library.  Planner Ananth noted that 
the Planning Commission discussed the Urban Park Zone in a work session on May 
13

th
 and again on July 8

th 
when they recommended that the City Council consider the 

new zone.  However, when the Planning Commission reviewed the proposed zone, it 
only included the northern portion of the Municipal Golf Course, but not the southern 
portion because this project was being proposed and the Staff had not finished their 
evaluation.  Planner Ananth stated that when the City Council reviewed the new zone in 
a work session, they wanted to look at preserving the entire golf course from 
development.   
 
Chair Phillips understood from previous discussions that the purpose of the new zone 
was to protect the land.  At that time, he was conflicted because they were proposing to 
create a new zone and in the middle of that discussion, they were talking about using 
some of the golf course for construction.  Chair Phillips did not believe they could have 
it both ways.  He was still conflicted, and a part of him was still saying no.  Chair Phillips 
believed the zone has a strong purpose and they should follow through with it.  In his 
opinion, the new road configuration will need to be moved.   
 
Commissioner Thimm asked if the new zone precludes rights-of-way occurring within 
that zone.  He pointed out that it would essentially be moving the right-of-way.  It would 
not be a building.  Planner Ananth was not prepared to answer that question and 
offered to look into it further.   Commissioner Thimm asked if there is a Plan B if the 
property is not acquired.  Planner Ananth answered yes.   
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Mr. Schmidt commented on the roundabout issue and the right-of-way.  He noted that 
PEG Development became aware of this a couple of weeks ago when the zone was 
expanded from the north half to south half, and it became an issue.  He stated that 
PEG is committed to looking at alternatives and looking at the Plan B.  They were still in 
that process and did not have answers as to what they can or cannot do.  Mr. Schmidt 
stated that the option of moving roundabouts changes the geometry and when that 
happens, they do not function as well or function at all.  He reported that the options 
being evaluated are to move the roundabouts, change the geometry, and see if there 
are impacts.  If they cannot evaluate a roundabout, the only other option is to evaluate 
a signal at those intersections.   
 
Commissioner Kenworthy thought the City Council should be made aware that the 
Planning Commission did not have a chance to analyze the transit plan for this critical 
use, which he considers good cause and a City benefit.  He hoped the Council would 
understand and delay action until the Planning Commission has the opportunity to 
analyze it and provide input.  
 
Director Erickson thought the Planning Commission should leave it to the City Council.  
He noted that they talked about two-phased zoning for the golf course and the Staff 
would provide a recommendation as soon as the transit options are reviewed on Silver 
King Drive.                             
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Thimm moved to CONTINUE the public hearing process for 
the Park City Mountain Resort Base MPD modification to September 23, 2020.  
Commissioner Suesser seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
 
 
 
The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 10:25 p.m.   
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