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Summary Recommendations
PEG Development has submitted an application requesting to amend the 1998 Park
City Mountain Resort (PCMR) Development Agreement (DA), and specifically, to
replace expired Exhibit D of the DA, the 1998 PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study
Concept Master Plan, with a new Master Plan, known as the Park City Base Area Lot
Redevelopment Master Plan Study.
Staff recommends the Planning Commission make a formal determination on whether
or not the applicant’s submittal meets the definition of a substantive modification as
defined under LMC § 15-6-4(I), MPD Modifications, which states that “Changes in a
Master Planned Development, which constitute a change in concept, Density, unit type
or configuration of any portion or phase of the MPD will justify review of the entire
master plan and DA by the Planning Commission, unless otherwise specified in the
DA.”
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning District:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

PEG Development c/o Robert Schmidt
PCMR Base Parking Lots including Parcels SA-402E, SA-402-A1-A, SA-402-A-2, SA-253-B, SA-253-B-2-A, and SA-253-C
Recreation Commercial (RC)
Park City Mountain Ski Resort, Resort Support, Hotel, Single
Family and Multi-Unit Residential, Open Space
DA amendments require Planning Commission review and
approval and a finding of compliance with the Park City General
Plan and the Land Management Code

Acronyms
Park City Mountain Resort (PCMR)
Park City Mountain (PCM)
Development Agreement (DA)
Master Planned Development (MPD)
Land Management Code (LMC)

Recreation Commercial (RC)
Conditional Use Permits (CUP)
Comfortable Carrying Capacity (CCC)
Return on Community (ROC)
VR CPC Holdings, Inc. (VRCPC)

Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in
LMC § 15-15-1.
Proposal
On February 13, 2020, PEG Development submitted an application to the City Planning
Department to amend the 1998 PCMR Development Agreement (1998 DA) by replacing
expired Exhibit D, the PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study or Concept Master Plan,
with a new Master Plan. Additional information was submitted on April 20, 2020,
including a “Request for Exceptions to the Zoning Requirements for Height and
Setbacks.” The Planning Department has requested further information including the
amount of above grade parking for all parcels, and volumetric information for
compliance with LMC § 15-5-8 Façade Length and Variations. Only when this
information is submitted will the application be deemed complete and the public hearing
process begin.
Approval of the proposed amendment to the DA or a new MPD will result in either a new
or amended DA replacing the 1998 DA. The 1998 DA requires Subdivision and
Conditional Use Permits (CUP) for the individual Parcels A-E prior to development.
Background
The Planning Commission held Work Sessions on the application on May 27, 2020,
June 10, 2020, and June 24, 2020. Minutes from those meeting can be found here.
Previous Staff Reports and Presentations, additional project information and a proposed
project schedule can also be found on the City’s project webpage:
https://www.parkcity.org/departments/planning/park-city-mountain-base-area-developmentproject

Analysis
LMC §15-6-4(I), MPD Modifications
LMC § 15-6-4(I), MPD MODIFICATIONS, states that “Changes in a Master Planned
Development, which constitute a change in concept, Density, unit type or configuration
of any portion or phase of the MPD will justify review of the entire master plan and DA
by the Planning Commission, unless otherwise specified in the DA.”
As stated earlier, the applicant is proposing to amend the 1998 PCMR DA to replace
expired Exhibit D of the DA, the 1998 PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study Concept
Master Plan, with a new Master Plan, known as the Park City Base Area Lot
Redevelopment Master Plan Study. As the 1998 DA is entirely based on the PCMR
Base Area Master Plan Study, the Planning Department’s evaluation is that the
proposed amendment and substance of the new Master Plan Study constitutes a
substantive MPD Modification, and necessitates a new MPD and DA. It is the Planning
Department’s determination that a new Master Plan constitutes a change in
concept, Density, and configuration, and is a Substantive Amendment to the 1998
DA, and justifies review of the entire master plan and DA by the Planning
Commission.

Without limiting the Planning Commission’s review of the full MPD, staff understands
current expectations of the Commission are to focus primarily on the following:
Scope of Review Table
Topic

How Reviewed

Relevant Code

Perimeter Setback
Reductions
Height Exceptions

Newly applied for

New Site Plan

Substantive Amendment to
Exhibit D of the 1998 DA
Substantive Amendment to
Exhibit K of the 1998 DA

15-6-5(C)
15-2.16-3(C), (E), and (G)
15-6-5(F)
15-2.16-4
15-6-5(G)

Parking

Newly applied for

Traffic and Transportation
Mitigation

Substantive Amendment to
Exhibit J of the 1998 DA

Density

1998 DA including
allocation between parcels;
net reduction proposed
Blended proposal per 2015
COA

Affordable Housing

Phasing Plan

Substantive Amendment to
Exhibit H of the 1998 DA

15-6-5(E)
and comparison to
mitigation in existing MPD
Traffic and Transportation
Master Plan and
comparison to mitigation in
existing MPD
1998 DA

current LMC/Housing
Resolution for parcels B-E
based on employee
generation; propose
incorporating 23 bed
deficiency but not apply
new housing
resolution; pending review
of Housing Authority
15-6-4(G)(7) requires a
Phasing Plan

Differences between 1998 DA and Current Application
As laid out in the May 27, 2020, Staff Report, there are a significant number of
differences between the 1998 PCMR Concept Master Plan and the current application,
which constitute a change in concept, Density, and configuration, including but not
limited to:
1. The shifting of density and total square footage to Parcel C which is
explicitly prohibited per Section 2.1.1 of the 1998 DA;
2. Changes to building setbacks and height variations;
3. The amount of above grade garage space;

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Changes to pedestrian connectivity, plaza/open space and view corridors;
Changes to the number of provided parking stalls;
Changes to the Phasing and Traffic Mitigation Plans;
Proposed use of City property; and
The proposed bifurcation of resort operations and base development.

1) As proposed, Parcel C exceeds the allowed square footage approved in the
1998 Concept Master Plan Study, which is explicitly prohibited in the 1998
DA. Section 2.1.1., of the 1998 DA, states that the square footages, volumetrics
and unit equivalents in the PCMR Base Area Concept Master Plan Study are
maximums permitted for each development Parcel, and that if the Planning
Commission approves less than the maximum square footages outlined for any
given Parcel, square footage cannot be transferred from one Parcel to another
Parcel. The following table compares the allowed and proposed gross square
footage for Parcel C.
Parcel Gross Square Footage Allowance and Proposed Table Summary
Accessory
Gross
Res Support
Use to
Exempt Residential & Accessory
Resort
Parking, MEP,
Retail
SF
Use @ 10% Operations Commercial
Convention

Total

Parcel C
Allowed

159,000

15,900

18,000

(1)

(2, 3)

192,963

Proposed

129,370

53,967

18,000

6,520

113,285

207,857

The 1998 Concept Master Plan Study and DA allows for a maximum of 192,963
square feet of development on Parcel C. The current application calls for
206,857 square feet of development, which exceed the maximum permitted for
Parcel C. This change constitutes a change in concept, Density, and
configuration, and is a Substantive Amendment to the 1998 DA.
2) The current application calls for changes to the location, setbacks and
heights of the proposed buildings versus the 1998 Concept Master Plan.
The height and setback variations granted in the 1997 MPD and 1998 DA were
site specific and tied to the expired Concept Master Plan Study and do not run
with the land. Again, the DA notes that the volumetrics in the 1998 Concept
Master Plan represent maximums that can be achieved on any given Parcel.
The heights of buildings in the 1998 Plan are 78’, 75’, 60’ and 83’ respectively.
The heights of the buildings in the current application are 86.5’, 82’, 74’, and 85’.
The Planning Department notes that the applicant submitted a letter on April 20,
2020, that requests exceptions to the underlying zoning standards and current
MPD standards for setback and building height. Specifically, the applicant is
requesting that building heights of up to 7 stories be permitted as depicted

in the proposed MPD. Under the current LMC, the RC District allows for
Building Height up to thirty-five feet (35’) from Existing Grade.
Additionally, the applicant is requesting that a 20-foot perimeter setback be
permitted where 25 feet is required. The Planning Commission may reduce
perimeter setbacks to the underlying zone required setback if it is necessary to
provide desired architectural interest and variation. The underlying RC zoning
district allows for a 20-foot perimeter setback, as does the 1997 MPD and 1998
DA. However, because these variations were approved for a specific site plan
that the applicant is proposing to change, these changes constitute a change
in concept, Density, and configuration, and are a Substantive Amendment
to the 1998 DA.
3) The current application calls for a significant amount of above grade
garage space not included in the total square footage calculations in
comparison to the 1997 MPD and 1998 DA, increasing the apparent
Development Floor Area Ratio or mass of the proposal beyond the total
square footage allowance. Parcel B includes 314,457 square feet of exempt
square footage, Parcel C calls for 113,285 square feet of exempt square footage,
Parcel D calls for 35,590 square feet of exempt square footage, and Parcel E
calls for 215,445 square feet of exempt square footage totaling 678,777 square
feet of exempt square footage, a significant portion of which appears to be above
grade garage structures. While the DA and the LMC do exclude below grade
parking from the Total Building Square Footage, above grade parking should be
counted. The LMC § 15-2.16-3, Lot and Site Requirements, and 15-2.16-8,
Parking Regulations, notes that above grade parking structures count towards
the Development Floor Area Ratio, and that Common Parking Structures require
a CUP.
A good example of this is Building B. The 1998 Concept Master Plan allows for a
building of up to six stories and the allowed building area is 323,519 square feet.
Elevations of this parcel show three buildings with a pedestrian staircase
between Building 2 and Building 3 and three levels of parking m below grade.
The proposed plan for Building B shows two levels of parking below grade and
between one and three stories at least partially above grade making a 226,659
square foot building actually much larger. The Planning Department has
requested additional information and calculations from the applicant showing the
actual amount of building above grade. These changes constitute a change in
concept, Density, and configuration, and are a Substantive Amendment to
the 1998 DA.

Figure 1. Elevation of Building B from Lowell Avenue from the 1998 Master Plan Study.

Figure 2. Section View of Parcel B from the 1998 Master Plan Study. Note that the vast
majority of parking appears to be below grade.

Figure 3. View of proposed Parcel B from the northwest corner (Shadow Ridge and
Lowell Ave)

Figure 4. Proposed Level 4 of Parcel B. Note that this floor of the garage is above
grade but is not counted in the square footage of the applicant’s current submittal. The
applicant recently submitted additional information showing that 137,500 square feet of
the 311,000 square feet of parking is above grade and thus contributes to the mass of
the proposed structure.

4) The 1998 Concept Master Plan took care to preserve an important view
corridor and pedestrian connection from 14th Street. This view corridor and
pedestrian connection did two important things: it broke up the mass of this large
block and structure, and it allowed for pedestrian connections to the Resort
serving residents who walk to the resort from having to walk around this large
block. This change constitutes a change in concept, Density, and
configuration, and is a Substantive Amendment to the 1998 DA.

Figure 5. Note the View Corridor and Pedestrian Connection from 14th Street

5) The proposed number of parking stalls is substantially different than the
1998 Concept Plan. When the MPD was approved in 1997 it contained
extensive parking analysis based on the relationships between lodging, parking,
and mountain capacity, including the Comfortable Carrying Capacity (CCC,
which is a measure of the number of visitors that can be effectively served by the
mountain facilities while maintaining a comfortable skiing atmosphere). Finding
13 of the 1997 MPD approval details the parking requirements for the project and
notes that “Total skier parking for the ski area is 1700 stalls, of which 1200 exist
in the surface parking lots. These 1200 surface stalls will be replaced by 1800
underground stalls for the exclusive use of the Resort….”
“Parking for the Resort’s Accessory Uses and or Support Commercial to the
Resort are included in the 600 additional parking stalls that will be built for the
Resort uses…. Resort employees are generally parked off site and will be

transported by: local busing to proposed employee housing, the continuation of
the Employee parking program on the Munchkin Lane site, and the Resort’s
Employee busing program which services Provo, SLC, and the Heber areas.”
The current application notes that there are presently 1,186 parking stalls on the
surface parking lots and the plan amendment proposes to replace those stalls
with 1200 structured stalls on Parcels B and E. Although there is parking on
Parcels B-E for the condo and hotel uses (488 stalls, some of which may be
shared with the Resort as Managed Parking) the current application does not
discuss the additional 600 parking stalls included under the 1998 Concept Plan
or employee shuttles/parking. It is the Planning Departments opinion that the
number of parking stalls in 1998 were negotiated based on that application
which included a Traffic Mitigation Plan, a Parking Mitigation Plan, a
Mountain Upgrade Plan, Resort Employee Housing, and a Resort Employee
busing program, some of which were never implemented or do not exist
today.
The Planning Department notes that the Resort utilizes a significant amount of
parking at the High School on weekends and this is not mentioned in the
applicant’s Parking and Traffic Study. These changes constitute a change in
concept, Density, and configuration, and are a Substantive Amendment to
the 1998 DA and should be reviewed under the current LMC and compared
with mitigation proposed in the 1998 DA.
6) The applicant will need to replace a number of Exhibits to the 1998 DA. In
addition to Exhibit D, a number of other Exhibits will need to be replaced, notably
the Exhibit H the Master Phasing and Construction Management Plan, and
Exhibits J and K, the Traffic and Parking Mitigation Plans, consistent with the
current project as part of the proposed amendment. These changes constitute
a change in concept, and are a Substantive Amendment to the 1998 DA and
should be reviewed under the current LMC.
7) Use of City Property. A new traffic circulation pattern is being proposed through
the resort which includes two new roundabouts at the Empire Avenue/Silver King
Drive intersection and the Lowell Avenue/Silver King Drive intersection. In order
to construct roundabouts as proposed the applicant is proposing to take
approximately 4,000 square feet of land from the Park City Golf Course (which
will also necessitate the removal of some mature trees) instead of building a
smaller development on their own land. This change constitutes a change
in concept and configuration and is a Substantive Amendment to the 1998
DA.
The submitted application does not discuss how the applicant intends to acquire
this property. Transit and Connectivity, Traffic, Parking and Circulation will be
discussed further at a later public hearing and are critical to the success of the
private development and the community at large.

8) The 1998 DA analyzed the base area project and ski operations as a whole,
in addition to individual elements. The current applicant is effectively
proposing a bifurcation of obligations of the DA and is proposing mitigation for
the base area development only, which is challenging because the resort
operations and base development are inextricably linked and some combined
impacts formed the basis for the mitigation strategy embodied in the original
conditions of approval and site plan. This change constitutes a change in
concept, and is a Substantive Amendment to the 1998 DA.
For all of the reasons stated above, the submitted application is substantively different
than the 1997 Large Scale Master Plan and 1998 DA, and meets the requirements
described in LMC § 15-6-4(I), MPD MODIFICATIONS, including a change in concept,
Density, unit type or configuration of any portion or phase of the MPD and therefore
justifies review of the entire master plan and DA by the Planning Commission under the
relevant code laid out in the Table on page 3 of this Staff Report.
Process
Once it has been determined 1) if the application is a substantive modification to the
1998 DA; and 2) the applicant submits a complete application, the City will proceed with
the public hearing process and a substantive review of the application, organized
around topics, and further analysis for compliance with LMC § 15-6, Master Planned
Developments, and other relevant Code, will be completed.
The regulatory process and requirements for Master Planned Developments are
outlined in LMC § 15-6, Master Planned Developments.
To approve an MPD, the Planning Commission is required to make the Findings
outlined in LMC § 15-6-6(A-O).
Appeals of Planning Commission action shall be conducted in accordance with LMC §
15-1-18.
Once the Planning Commission has approved an MPD, the approval is put in the form
of a Development Agreement. The DA must be ratified by the Planning Commission,
signed by the City Council and the Applicant, and recorded with County. Minor
administrative modifications are allowed. Construction is required to commence within
two (2) years.
After an MPD is approved the developer must subdivide each individual parcel and seek
Conditional Use Permits for each respective parcel.
Project Review Schedule
The Planning Department is still proposing the following public hearing schedule,
grouped by topics, subject to modification as necessary:

Date
July 8, 2020

July 22, 2020 - Tentative

July 30, 2020 - Tentative

August 26, 2020

September 23, 2020

October 22, 2020

November – Date to Be
Determined

Anticipated Agenda
Planning Commission Site Walk - 3:00-5:00 PM
Meet at PCM Transit Center
Face Masks are Required
Public Hearing @ City Hall/Zoom Webinar - 5:30 PM
Planning Commission determination on issue of LMC § 156-4(I), MPD MODIFICATIONS, which states that “Changes
in a Master Planned Development, which constitute a
change in concept, Density, unit type or configuration of any
portion or phase of the MPD will justify review of the entire
master plan and DA by the Planning Commission, unless
otherwise specified in the DA.”
Planning Commission Public Hearing
Architecture, Site and Landscape Design
Exceptions to Height and Setback Requirements
Opportunity for public input
Housing Authority Public Hearing
Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan
Opportunity for public input
Planning Commission Public Hearing
Transit and Pedestrian Connectivity, Traffic, Parking and
Circulation
Recap of July 30 City Council Public Hearing on the Housing
Mitigation Plan
Opportunity for public input
Planning Commission Public Hearing
Utilities and Project Phasing Plan
Sustainability
Other topics that come up or remain open
Opportunity for public input
Public Hearing
Final topics/review of any plan revisions
Review of Draft Findings of Fact and Conditions of Approval
Opportunity for public input
Planning Commission Vote
Hold as needed

Notice
On May 13, 2020, notice of the May 27, 2020, Work Session was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published on the Utah Public Notice
Website and Park Record on May 13, 2020. At the May 27,, 2020, Work Session it was
announced that the Planning Commission would discuss the project again in a Work
Session or possible public hearing on June 10, 2020, and again on June 24, 2020. After
the scheduled site walk on July 8, 2020, the Planning Commission will hold a public

hearing limited to the issue of scope of review, and is expected to make a determination
on the issue of LMC § 15-6-4(I), MPD MODIFICATIONS, which states that “Changes in
a Master Planned Development, which constitute a change in concept, Density, unit
type or configuration of any portion or phase of the MPD will justify review of the entire
master plan and DA by the Planning Commission, unless otherwise specified in the
DA.”
Public Input
Public comments received to date are attached to this Staff Report (Exhibits A). Public
input received after the publication of this Staff Report will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission and attached to subsequent Staff Reports. The Planning Department is
compiling all public comments and will be putting together a document that
addresses these questions as the project is reviewed beginning with the July 22,
2020, Staff Report.
Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission make a formal determination on whether
or not the applicant’s submittal meets the definition of a substantive modification as
defined under LMC § 15-6-4(I), MPD Modifications, which states that “Changes in a
Master Planned Development, which constitute a change in concept, Density, unit type
or configuration of any portion or phase of the MPD will justify review of the entire
master plan and DA by the Planning Commission, unless otherwise specified in the
DA.”
Exhibits
Exhibit A -

Public Comments Received to Date

