
 

 

 

 

PARK CITY AMPD - HEIGHT AND PARKING BEST PRACTICES RESEARCH 

To: Hannah Tyler, Planner, City of Park City 

From: Jamin Kimmell, Senior Associate, Cascadia Partners LLC 

Date: October 15, 2020 

Subject: Best Practice Research on Height and Parking Code Standards 

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize research conducted by Cascadia Partners on best 

practices for regulating off-street parking and building height for developments with affordable housing 

units. The memo presents examples of similar communities that have recently updated their code, as 

well as developments that were enabled by the code update. The memo concludes with a set of 

recommended code concepts for the City to consider to more effectively incentivize private 

development of affordable housing. The memo is organized into the following sections: 

1. Background: This section reviews the context for this research and the City’s existing standards. 

2. Research Approach: This section discusses our approach to identifying case studies and 

gathering information on lessons and best practices from other communities. 

3. Case Studies: This section details four cases of similar communities that have recently updated 

height and parking standards: Ketchum, ID; Truckee, CA; Mammoth Lakes, CA, and Bend, OR. 

4. Recommendations: This section recommends a set of preliminary code concepts for the City to 

consider in updating the Affordable Master Planned Development (AMPD) standards. 

BACKGROUND 

Code Audit Recommendations 
In 2019, the City of Park City engaged Cascadia Partners to audit the Affordable Master Planned 

Development (AMPD) code provisions. The goal of the AMPD Code Audit was to understand the impact 

of the draft density bonus standards City staff had prepared for the AMPD and evaluate potential 

strategies for enhancing the financial feasibility of developing under the AMPD standards. Key 

recommendations of the AMPD Code Audit Report include: 

● Prioritize changes for smaller, infill lots 

● Strive for predictable, by-right standards 

● Use base zone setbacks 

● Eliminate large premier buffer 

● Focus on achieving active open space 

● Change lot coverage/building footprint standards for AMPD projects 

● Right size parking for infill projects 

● Allow one extra floor outside of historic districts 
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The report found that current parking requirements and building height limitations are significant 

barriers to private development of affordable housing. As shown in Figure 1, decreasing parking 

requirements and increasing height, in combination with other changes, could reduce the amount of 

“gap funding” needed to build an affordable housing unit by 70%. While this analysis assumed a public 

developer, it illustrates how reduced parking and increased height improves financial feasibility by 

allowing a project to spread the cost of development over more units. The report also demonstrated 

that increasing height without reducing parking requirements is insufficient because it would force the 

development to build underground parking, which is often either physically or financially infeasible. 

Figure 1. Funding Gap Analysis for Mixed Income Development, AMPD Code Audit Report 

 

Figure 2. Height and Parking Standards Illustration, AMPD Code Audit Report
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The City has adopted some of the recommended code amendments. This includes aligning with existing 

MPD standards for parking reductions, including applying the citywide parking ratio, allowing a parking 

analysis option, and in-lieu payment option. Open space code language was amended to reduce the 

minimum requirements from 50% to 20% of the site. The perimeter buffer requirement was eliminated 

for sites under 2 acres. 

Existing Code Standards for Parking and Building Height 

Park City’s existing code standards for building height in zoning districts targeted for AMPD are 35’ in the 

GC, RC, and HR1 zones, with a required step down to 23’ on a downhill facade in the HR1 zone. Existing 

code standards for parking include a base requirement of 1-2 spaces per unit depending on building type 

and unit size (See Table 1). There are two options for parking reductions in the current code. One option 

is a parking analysis, which requires a developer to submit a study that demonstrates the proposed 

parking is adequate. This incentive has not often been used due to the expense of conducting the study 

and the lack of certainty of approval due to the discretionary process. The second option is the in-lieu 

fee payment. This can solve the problem of allowing more development capacity on the site by reducing 

parking spaces, but it does not necessarily reduce the financial cost of meeting the parking standard. 

Table 1. Residential Parking Requirements, Park City 

Unit Type Spaces Required 

Duplex Dwelling 2 per Dwelling Unit (4 total) 

Triplex Dwelling 2 per Dwelling Unit (6 total) 

Multi-Unit Dwelling  

Apartment/Condominium not greater than 
1,000 sf floor Area 

1 per Dwelling Unit 

Apartment/Condominium greater than 1,000 
sf and less than 2,000 sf floor Area 

1.5 per Dwelling Unit 

Apartment/Condominium 2,000 sf floor Area 
or greater 

2 per Dwelling Unit 

 

The City opted to conduct this research to help explore options for updating parking and height 

standards, as recommended by the AMPD Code Audit Report. The City is interested in identifying 

standards that would remove financial barriers to development, while minimizing or mitigating the 

impacts of the code changes. Impacts to reducing off-street parking requirements may include greater 

utilization of on-street parking and potentially complications with snow removal. Impacts of increased 

height may include a change in the aesthetic character of certain areas, conflicts with scenic views, or 

loss of solar access. Options for addressing these issues are presented in the recommendations. 
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RESEARCH APPROACH 
The research approach for this memorandum included utilizing our network of previous projects, clients, 

and professional connections to identify potential case studies. The team scanned news articles on 

recent zoning code changes to incentivize development, particularly affordable housing, in cities similar 

to Park City The team also worked with City staff to obtain a list of peer or comparison cities that were 

used in previous projects. From this initial research, a set of peer cities were identified based on criteria 

such as mountain/resort communities, a tourism economy, and similar size to Park City. The team 

conducted interviews with staff planners from these peer cities to identify promising case studies and 

gather information on the lessons of the code update projects. 

KEY FINDINGS 
This section provides a summary of the most important findings of this research and the analysis of 

several case study examples. Broadly, we found that many tourism-oriented towns across the country 

have recently made or are in the process of making code updates to incentivize affordable housing. We 

identified approximately 30 cities that were making or had made code updates. We focused primarily on 

mountain communities in Colorado, California, Wyoming, and Idaho, as well as some resort-oriented 

towns in the northeast. Below are the key findings of this research: 

● We found more examples of cities reducing or modifying parking requirements to incentivize 

affordable housing than we found examples of cities increasing maximum height allowances to 4 

stories or higher. This does not necessarily indicate that there is not a need or demand for 

increasing heights in these communities. Instead, we found that many communities have been 

unwilling to increase maximum heights above 3 stories due to visual and character concerns. 

Additionally, as we outline below, it is difficult for developers to realize the benefits of 

increasing height if parking requirements make it impractical or impossible to build at that 

density level. 

● Increasing maximum height from 3 to 4 stories can offer efficiencies and enable higher densities, 

but it is highly contingent on the amount of parking required and the size of the site. If no 

off-street parking is required, then the benefits of increasing height are only limited by market 

absorption - the depth of the market for a unit with no on-site parking. If parking is required, 

then increasing height from 3 to 4 stories may be beneficial if (a) the site is either large enough 

to accommodate primarily surface parking or (b) the rents or pricing of the market rate units is 

high enough to offset the cost of underground parking and the site is large enough for 

underground or structured parking to be physically practical to build. 

● This basic dynamic underscores the challenge of accommodating parking at high densities, on 

relatively small sites (less than ¼-½ acre, or about 10,000-20,000 square feet). On these sites, it 

is often impractical or impossible to build underground parking. Thus, the project is constrained 

to surface and/or tuck under parking, which constrains the buildable area and density that is 

achievable on the site.  
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● Several of the communities we interviewed noted that land availability is a major issue for 

affordable housing, due to both geographic and economic factors that are prevalent in 

tourism-oriented mountain towns. Given this reality, it is important to be able to maximize the 

number of sites where it is feasible to build affordable housing. Thus, communities find it 

important to consider how parking and height standards apply to smaller sites. 

● Communities offer reductions to parking requirements for affordable housing projects in a 

variety of ways. Some cities offer a by-right reduction for any affordable units, usually to 1 space 

per unit or less or a complete exemption where no parking is required. Others offer by-right 

reductions that are more targeted, perhaps limiting them to a certain area, unit size, or in 

exchange for other improvements which are intended to reduce vehicle ownership (also known 

as Transportation Demand Management or TDM). Others offer reductions on a discretionary 

basis; the applicant must submit a study which demonstrates that parking demand will be lower 

than the code would otherwise require. Several of the staff at these communities noted that 

they tended to prefer by-right reductions because they are more objective and easier to 

administer in a fair and consistent manner. 

● Several planners noted that while in their town it is not typically practical for most households 

to not own a car. due to lack of transit options, there may be some households and locations for 

which it is viable to either not own a car or own a car and only use it intermittently. Those who 

do not use their cars on a daily basis may be willing to park at a distance from their home where 

parking is available. 

● The staff we interviewed have had limited experience dealing with the impacts of projects being 

built with little to no off-street parking. In most cases, it is unclear if the issue of overutilization 

of on-street parking has become a challenge, either because the magnitude of the impact was 

relatively low, or because the projects have not been fully occupied, particularly during the 

winter months when snow storage is needed and on-street parking may be impacted. 

● Communities also use a variety of approaches to mitigate the impacts of increased building 

height. These approaches include overall bulk and massing controls, usually maximum Floor 

Area Ratio. Facade articulation standards or limitations on blank walls are also intended to 

mitigate the visual impacts of larger buildings. More directly, height step-backs are a common 

and effective method to reduce the perceived scale and height of larger buildings, and to 

provide a more gradual transition from adjacent sites with lower buildings. Lastly, view corridors 

are also commonly used in mountain communities to preserve views of specific, important 

natural features. 
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CASE STUDIES 

Ketchum, Idaho 

Population 2,827 

Median Home Value $833,851 

Nearby Resort(s) Sun Valley Resort 

 

 
 

 

 

Background 
Until 2015, the City of Ketchum had a prescriptive, form-based code. The City expected development 

would respond to adoption of this form-based code by building smaller and more affordable units, but 

this did not occur. Ketchum continued to receive feedback from developers that parking regulations 

were the most restrictive aspect of the code, and the City responded by changing the way they 

regulated both density and parking. The City changed their code to regulate by Floor Area Ratio (FAR), 

rather than density. The code allows approximately three times more FAR for projects when 20% of 

units are affordable. See Table 2 for a breakdown of FAR bonus based on zoning districts in Ketchum. 

Table 2. FAR Bonus Incentives for Affordable Housing, Ketchum, ID 

Districts  Permitted Gross FAR  Inclusionary Housing Incentive  

GR-H  0.5  1.4  

T  0.5  1.6  

T-3000  0.5  1.6  

T-4000  0.5  1.6  

CC  1.0  2.25  

 

The City previously required 1-2 parking spaces per unit, depending on the unit size, with no reductions 

for affordable units or the location of development. Parking was an especially significant barrier to 

development on Ketchum’s standard lot size of 5,500 square feet, the most common size of 

development site Before the code change, a typical project would include 3-4 units, usually 
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condominiums, and the code required 7-8 parking spaces. The City realized this code encouraged larger, 

more expensive condo units. Developers were not able to create more, smaller units, even though the 

zoning did not limit residential density, because they could not accommodate the additional required 

parking spaces that were associated with the units on a smaller site. In order to receive the FAR bonus 

for affordable units, developers paid an in-lieu fee rather than build affordable units on site. The city 

hired a consultant who determined it was more expensive to pay the in-lieu fee than build the units, but 

the parking requirements drove developers to pay the fee because building the affordable units and 

providing associated parking spaces would too greatly impact their site plan and development program. 

The City hired an architect to help them understand why developers did not opt to use underground 

parking on these smaller sites. The architect produced illustrations that showed there was no benefit to 

going underground because, due to the extra space needed for ramps and circulation, you could not fit 

more spaces than with tuck under and surface parking.  

Code Updates and Market Response 
To address these challenges, the City completely overhauled their parking standards for both market 

rate and affordable units. They reduced the base parking standard in key zones to 0-2 spaces per unit 

depending on unit size, with no parking required for units less than 750 square feet and only one space 

required for units less than 2,000 square feet (see Table 3). No parking required for affordable units. 

Additionally, there is no parking required for the first 5,500 square feet of retail uses, which encourages 

mixed use development on smaller, typical lot sizes. There is a credit for on-street parking spaces 

adjacent to the site for non-residential uses in the Community Core zone (downtown). There are other 

options for parking reductions such as submitting a parking analysis, implementing Travel Demand 

Management (TDM) strategies, shared parking, and paying a fee in-lieu of providing parking on-site. 

The City also provides a height bonus from 42’ to 50’ in the Community Core district for projects with 

100% affordable housing. There is no limit on the number of stories, but this bonus would allow 4-5 

story buildings. No developments have taken advantage of this height bonus yet, but three projects have 

taken advantage of the parking reductions. 

Table 3. Parking Requirements for Unit Size, Ketchum, ID 

Unit Type Spaces Required 

Residential multiple-family dwelling in all districts except CC, T, T-3000, 
T-4000, and LI-1, LI-2, and LI-3:  

  

  Units 0 to 2,000 square feet  1 parking space  

  Units 2,001 square feet and above  2 parking spaces  

Residential multiple-family dwelling within the Community Core (CC) 
District and the Tourist (T), Tourist 3000 (T-3000), and Tourist 4000 
(T-4000):  
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  Units 750 square feet or less  0 parking spaces  

  Units 751 square feet to 2,000 square feet  1 space  

  Units 2,001 square feet and above  2 parking spaces  

 

Development Example 1 

This development was a remodel and 6,550 sq ft addition to 

an existing building. The existing first floor includes three 

new retail spaces and two affordable housing units. The 

second floor addition included two new market rate 

residential condominium units. The development is located 

in the Community Core district and qualifies for reduced 

parking standards. The retail spaces and community 

housing units do not require parking, therefore, the 

development provided 4 enclosed garage spaces for the 

two condominium units. The City does not require a 

development proposal to assign parking spaces to a specific unit. They only require the proposal to show 

the required parking is provided. 

Development Example 2 

Two new developments were approved in 2018-2019 by Portland-based developer WDC Properties in 

downtown Ketchum. “Ketch” is a two-story development with 18 residential units and the second 

development, “Ketch II”, is a three-story building with 17 residential units and one retail space. Both 

projects are sited on a standard, 5,500 square foot lot. These two projects are the first market-rate 

rental apartment developments built in Ketchum in over 20 years. Unit sizes in both developments 

range from 255 square feet to 648 square feet. Since all of these units are under 750 square feet, no 

on-site parking is required. Together, the developments include five affordable units. 
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Key Lessons 
There are three primary lessons to draw from Ketchum’s success in encouraging use of the affordable 

housing incentives through reductions to parking requirements: 

1. The City targeted the reduction to several zones where they desired to see more affordable 

housing, and where demand for on-site parking from tenants may be lower due to access to 

transit and/or walkability to jobs, particularly service sector jobs such as restaurants and retail in 

their downtown. More tenants are willing to park off-site if they do not use their car everyday. 

2. Scaling the requirements by unit size, and requiring no parking for the smallest units, seems to 

have catalyzed development of small, market-rate rental apartments. At the same time, these 

developments also took advantage of affordability bonuses and built affordable units as well. 

3. Providing a complete exemption from parking standards for affordable units resulted in more 

affordable units being built on site and fewer fee-in-lieu payments. 

4. Exempting the first 5,500 square feet of retail space encouraged vertical mixed use 

developments with affordable housing units on smaller sites. 

There are some differences in the existing conditions between Park City and Ketchum that are important 

to note. The City operates public lots that allow overnight parking with monthly parking passes available 

on a first come, first serve basis at a flat monthly rate. This may have contributed to the success of the 

WDC projects, Ketch and Ketch II, because the public lots were within walking distance of the property. 

The City currently does not provide subsidized parking permits for affordable units. Another difference 

between Ketchum and Park City is that Sun Valley Resort provides employee housing and bus service for 

employees. This could potentially reduce the demand for off-street parking with housing because there 

are alternative modes of transportation for resort employees.  

 

Truckee, CA 

Population 16,561 

Median Home Value $666,302 

Nearby Resort(s) Heavenly Mountain Resort 
(Lake Tahoe) 

 

 

Background 
California has had a statewide Density Bonus Law in place for many years. The law requires local 

jurisdictions to offer between 1-4 incentives or concessions to zoning standards based on the size of 

project and depth of affordability. The developer chooses which incentives or concessions but must 

demonstrate that granting the concession will reduce the costs of the project. Parking requirements 
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must be limited to no more than 1-2.5 spaces per unit based on the number of bedrooms. The law offers 

up to a ten percent increase in the maximum permitted structure height. 

The City’s current parking requirements without the state law are: 

● Studio and 1 bedroom units - 1.5 spaces per each unit with 1 space per unit in a fully enclosed 

garage. Spaces not required to be in a garage for affordable housing units. 

● 2 bedrooms or more - 2 spaces per each unit, with 1 space per unit in a fully enclosed garage. 

Spaces not required to be in a garage for affordable housing units. 

Code Updates and Market Response 
The City of Truckee has permitted two recent projects that qualify for the Density Bonus Law and have 

taken advantage of the parking reduction concession. 

Development Example 1 

Truckee recently approved an affordable housing 

development, Frishman Hollow II, that includes two 

30-unit buildings and two fourplexes. The development 

totals 68 units, from studios to 3 bedrooms, with units 

for 50%-80% AMI. The standard code would have 

required 155 parking spaces, but with the parking 

reduction concession, 112 parking spaces were required. 

This is the breakdown of the parking by unit size: 

● Studios and one-bedroom units: One parking space 

● Two- or three-bedroom units: Two parking spaces 

● Four or more bedroom units: 2.5 parking spaces 

The City also allowed on-street parking to count towards the off-street requirement, which allowed the 

development to provide more parking. The development also qualified for additional concessions 

including reduced setback and reduced individual outdoor spaces (decks/patios/balconies). 

Development Example 2 

The City received a development proposal for a 138- unit apartment building, with 132 of the units deed 

restricted to “locals” and 6 of them deed restricted to low income households. The City allowed for 

concessions to the parking requirements, such as no requirement for covered parking and reductions to 

the quantity with a parking management plan. The parking management plan included 80% of parking 

standard requirements with an area identified for future parking, if needed. While 291 parking spaces 

were required based on the code for apartment development, the City agreed to 238 parking spaces due 

to the parking management plan. 
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Key Lessons 
Although the Town of Truckee had not adopted its own code incentives for affordable housing units, the 

state Density Bonus Law effectively provided for these incentives. The Town reported that 

developments that include affordable housing units commonly request reductions to parking standards, 

underscoring the need to provide more regulatory flexibility for these types of projects. The Town noted 

that scaling the requirements by unit size was well-received by stakeholders and the community 

because unit size is associated with the rate of vehicle ownership and parking demand.  

It is also important to note that only very large projects have taken advantage of the Density Bonus Law. 

This is likely because the law is a discretionary approval which requires the developer to submit an 

analysis to demonstrate the need for the reduction and to negotiate the level of the reduction with the 

City. This requires a commitment of time and expense that smaller developers may not be willing or able 

to undertake. 

 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 

Population 8,127 

Median Home Value $800,000 

Nearby Resort(s) Mammoth Mountain Ski 
Resort 

 

 

 

 

Background 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes’s current parking requirements for multi-family uses range from 1-3 

spaces per unit depending on the number of bedrooms (see Table 4).  The City wasn’t seeing many 

developers take advantage of the existing state Density Bonus Law so the City developed code 

incentives for smaller projects to build restricted affordable housing or “locally” restricted affordable 

housing, which requires full-time occupancy and excludes second homebuyers. The state law only 

applies to developments with a minimum of five units, and is not as advantageous for smaller projects. 

With a limited supply of large sites zoned for multi-family, the Density Bonus Law was not often used. 

Thus, Mammoth Lakes created a local density and concession bonus, regardless of zone, for projects 

that provide deed restricted workforce housing. The local concessions include up to a 25% reduction of 
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the required number of guest -parking spaces and up to a 10% increase in the maximum permitted 

structure height. 

Additionally, in 2018, California state legislature passed the Streamlined Ministerial Approval Process (SB 

35). This bill requires a streamlining of affordable housing development approval, meaning it is reviewed 

through a  ministerial process (staff review) and is exempt from California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) review. Affordable housing developments are eligible when they provide a minimum of 50% 

affordable units at 80% or below Area Median Income (AMI). Qualifying projects can only be reviewed 

through objective design standards. The bill also provides incentives, or concessions, for affordable 

housing with varying levels of concessions based on the percentage of affordable units and type of 

affordability. These concessions include a reduction in parking requirements and a height bonus for 

qualifying projects. The SB 35 program was better suited for small sites and small projects. 

Table 4. Parking Requirements for Multi-family, Mammoth Lakes, CA 

Land Use Metric Type Required Parking Spaces 

Multi-Family Bedrooms 1 1 

2 2 

3 2 

4+ 3 

Guest 
Parking 

2 spaces for each 4 units up to 12 units 
1 space for each 4 units for the 13th to the 48th units 
1 space for each additional 6 units above the 48th unit 
Spaces shall be accessible to guests and shall not be 
reserved for individual units. 

Code Updates and Market Response 
SB35 limited the Town to requiring a minimum of 1-space per unit or no parking required if located 

within half-mile of transit for qualifying projects. The bill also allows for a 10% height bonus for 

qualifying projects. One development has been proposed under the new state mandate.  

Development Example 

A developer recently proposed converting an existing 

commercial building to create an 11-one-bedroom apartment 

development.  All of the units will be restricted to households 

below 80% of AMI. The project proposes to rehabilitate two 

existing commercial buildings to accommodate apartments 
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ranging between 720-740 sq ft, with five covered garages and the remaining parking as surface. This 

project qualified for the SB35 objective standard review and concessions. The Town’s existing code 

would have required at least 13 parking spaces. SB35 allows for the site to only have 11 parking spaces, 

which essentially eliminates the guest parking requirement. This project did not pursue the height bonus 

as a concession. 

Key Lessons 
Mammoth Lakes offers an example of a town that recognized the importance of incentives for 

affordable housing development on smaller sites in distributed locations. Despite the presence of the 

Density Bonus Law, the Town went further to adopt affordability incentives that were more suitable for 

smaller projects. This local law was superseded, in part, by a new state mandate (SB 35), that achieved a 

similar objective. Both the local and state policies underscore the need for incentives that work for small 

sites. 

The Town planning staff noted that the local incentive program did not provide as significant of a 

parking reduction as SB 35. The Town conducts an annual review of the affordability incentives, and they 

expect to consider whether the reductions have been significant enough to incentivize affordable 

housing developments to use the local code incentives. 

 

Bend, OR 

Population 97,590 

Median Home Value $475,132 

Nearby Resort(s) Mt Bachelor Ski Resort 

 

 

 
 

 

Background 
The City of Bend went through an urban growth boundary expansion and through that process identified 

code changes needed to promote housing options and affordability. In 2016, the City adopted a plan for 

the central westside area that identified a preferred land use plan and set transportation investments. 

The Central Westside Plan emphasizes a mixed use land use pattern with goals to reduce car trips and 

increased alternative transportation mode trips. Through these processes, the City created new mixed 

use zones to achieve the goals of the Plan.  

Code Updates and Market Response 
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A market analysis was conducted for the Central Westside Area to understand the development 

incentives needed to spur housing development in this area, as well as the urban growth expansion. This 

included raising the height within this project area depending on the zone. The height increased to 45 

feet (about 4 stories) in some zoning districts within the area, while the MU zone included a height 

increase to 65 feet (about 6 stories). 

Within the MU and MN zones, there are parking reductions for both residential and commercial uses. 

The parking requirements were reduced to 1 space per housing unit, regardless of size and type and 1 

space per 500 square feet of commercial for all commercial uses. For uses within the Mixed Urban Zone, 

which is a predominant portion of the central westside area, the amount of off-street parking required 

may be reduced by one off-street parking space for every on-street parking space abutting the 

development, up to 100 percent of the requirement. While the City has not seen affordable housing 

development yet, there have been market rate apartment developments. 

Development Example 1 

A recent development proposal by a Seattle-based developer 

in the central westside area is a 141- unit apartment, The 

Eddy apartments, which are currently under construction. 

The zone, Mixed-Use Riverfront (MR), does not require any 

retail within the development. The residential units are all 

market rate and range from studios to 2-bedroom. The 

development proposal was submitted with the new height 

increase of 4 stories with an additional 5 foot variance for the roofline. Since this development only 

includes market-rate apartments, there is no additional parking reduction, but the project did benefit 

from previous reductions for market rate units to one space per unit. 

Development Example 2 

Another recent proposed development is The Hixon 

apartments, a six-story mixed use building with 203 residential 

units and 20,000 square feet of ground floor commercial. The 

building recently opened and provides studios to two-bedroom 

apartments. It is the City’s first mid rise apartment building 

located in the Mixed Urban zone. Since this development only 

includes market-rate apartments, there is no additional parking reduction, but the development 

provides bike parking for residents. 

Key Lessons 
Bend is one of the fastest growing cities in the nation and now has a population of nearly 100,000, but 

many of its residents still view it as a small town. Through a regional growth management planning 

process, the City confronted the reality that it would need to grow more densely, allow taller buildings, 

and promote less auto-dependent development patterns. The height increases in the central westside 
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area were proposed in this context, which helped the community see how the change fit into the 

broader plan to manage growth.  

After the City’s Urban Growth Boundary expansion and recognizing the need to more aggressively 

incentive housing development, particularly affordable housing, the City started undertook a plan  for 

the “core area” in 2018. The Core Area had underperformed,development has been limited to single 

story retail and remodels and no housing had been built, despite it being allowed in the zone. The Core 

Area Project, approved in May 2020, identified and removed regulatory barriers to development, 

particularly for housing. The new zoning requires 1 parking space per unit, but parking can be reduced to 

0.5 space per unit for affordable housing. No developments have been formally proposed yet but the 

City expects to see projects take advantage of the new, reduced parking standards. 

CODE RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the City both right-size parking requirements and increase maximum 

building height from 3 to 4 stories in order to encourage private development of affordable 

units in mixed-income projects.  

As identified in the Code Audit Report, these code changes will allow the costs of development to be 

spread over more units, thus improving financial feasibility. There is limited benefit to increasing height 

limits without reducing parking requirements. The case studies in this memo illustrate this issue as well - 

parking is cited as a key barrier to affordable housing development more often than height maximums, 

and is a necessary prerequisite to building at the higher densities allowed by increasing height. 

Based on this case study research and our knowledge of current best practices, below we outline 

specific, concept-level code amendments to implement this recommendation. 

Off-Street Parking 

Recommended Approach 
We recommend the City right-size parking requirements by adopting the following package of five code 

changes: 

1. Scale parking requirements by affordability and unit size 

2. Provide additional reductions for projects on small sites. 

3. Allow a credit for on-street parking along the frontage of the site 

4. Allow a credit for off-site parking spaces that will be dedicated to the use 

5. Provide by-right reductions for projects that take measures to reduce parking demand 

Taken together, this package of code changes would improve the financial feasibility of developing 

affordable housing by reducing the cost burden of parking requirements and providing more flexibility to 

meet parking needs. These changes are also targeted to the City’s goal to encourage private affordable 

housing development. Below we provide a more detailed discussion of each conceptual code update. 
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We outline additional factors to consider to tailor the code standards to Park City and provide model 

code language for some recommendations.  

In addition to these five recommended updates, we identify two additional strategies for right-sizing 

requirements and managing parking demand more effectively: targeting reductions to specific areas and 

adopting a on-street parking permit program. These two additional strategies do not directly impact 

financial feasibility of developing affordable units, but can help to mitigate potential impacts of reducing 

parking requirements for certain projects. 

1.  Scale parking requirements by affordability and unit size 
Reducing parking requirements for projects with affordable units is a direct method to encourage 

private development of affordable units, but there are two options to this approach: 

● Option 1: Reduce parking requirements for all units in the project 

● Option 2: Reduce parking requirements for the deed-restricted, affordable units 

Option 1 provides a more significant incentive, but it is less directly linked to the association between 

lower income households and lower vehicle ownership. Option 2 is a less significant incentive, but is 

more clearly linked to a household type that is more likely to own no or fewer cars.  

 

This approach can be combined with a reduction based on unit size to more precisely target low-vehicle 

households, as unit size is more directly correlated with household vehicle ownership than the 

affordability of the unit. The City currently employs this approach for all multi-unit dwellings. To 

encourage both smaller units in general (market rate or affordable) and deed-restricted affordable units, 

we recommend restructuring the requirements as presented below in Table 5. This approach would only 

apply to projects that qualify for the AMPD density bonus. It provides an extra reduction for units under 

750 square feet, which are much more likely to be studio or 1-bedroom units with smaller households. It 

also provides a complete exception for affordable units under 750 square feet. As seen in the Ketchum 

example, this type of standard has proven successful in incentivizing the inclusion of 1-2 affordable units 

on projects on smaller lots.  

 

Table 5. Recommended Parking Standards for AMPD Projects 

Current Requirement Recommended Requirements 

Dwelling Size All Units Dwelling Size Market Rate Units Affordable Units 

<1,000 sf  1 space per unit < 750 sf 0.5 spaces per unit None 

1,000 - 2,000 sf  1.5 spaces per unit 750 - 1,000 sf 1 space per unit 0.5 spaces per unit 

>2,000 sf  2 spaces per unit 1,000 - 2,000 sf  1.5 spaces per unit 1 space per unit 

  >2,000 sf  2 spaces per unit 1.5 spaces per unit 
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2.  Provide additional reductions for projects on small sites. 
Parking requirements are a greater obstacle to development on smaller sites, where undergrounding 

parking is not viable and surface parking consumes a greater proportion of the site area. Yet, 

development of small, distributed sites is a key housing production strategy. Thus, it makes sense to 

provide a reduction or exemption to parking requirements for projects on small sites. It is important to 

write this standard so that the reduction is scaled in proportion to the size of the site, ensuring that (a) 

sites just above the maximum size threshold also benefit from the reduction and (b) as a matter of 

fairness, larger sites can also utilize the reduction, though it will account for a smaller proportion of the 

project’s overall parking requirements. 

We recommend allowing for a developer to deduct 5,000 square feet per floor from the sum of total 

floor area that is used to calculate parking requirements. For a project on a 5,000 square foot lot, this 

would equate to a complete exemption from parking requirements. For projects on sites greater than 

5,000 square feet, the reduction would scale down in proportion to the size of the development.  

This scaled reduction recognizes that parking requirements are relatively less burdensome on larger lots 

because it is physically feasible to build underground parking or to accommodate parking on a surface 

lot, which is significantly less expensive than underground or tuck-under parking. Surface parking spaces 

cost approximately $3,000-$5,000 per space, tuck under parking costs approximately $20,000 per space, 

and underground parking can cost between $20,000 and $40,000 per space. 

The City of Ketchum uses a similar approach to encourage mixed use developments in their downtown 

district. They provide a reduction of 4 parking spaces per 5,500 square feet of lot area. We recommend 

scaling the reduction by floor area, not lot area, because it provides a greater incentive to maximize the 

density and fully utilize the site. Below is an example of this approach from Bend, OR: 

The amount of off-street parking may be reduced to zero for a maximum of 10,000 square feet 

per floor. When using this parking reduction, it must be calculated prior to any other reductions. 

3.  Allow a credit for on-street parking 
Providing a reduction of one off-street parking space for every on-street parking space that abuts the 

site is a direct and straightforward way to reduce parking requirements. It is especially beneficial for 

smaller sites and for sites on corners with more street frontage. It does not regulate the actual users of 

the on-street parking. A local example where this reduction would have provided additional space for 

affordable units is the Woodside Park, Phase I. If the City had provided on-street parking credits then 

there would have been significant additional square footage to build additional affordable units. 

Below is an example of code language from the City of Bend, OR: 

B.    Credit for On-Street Parking.  

1. The amount of off-street parking required may be reduced by one off-street parking 

space for every on-street parking space abutting the development, up to 50 percent of 

the requirement, except as specified in subsections (B)(1)(a) and (b) of this section. 
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a. Uses within the CB Zone shall not receive credit for on-street parking, but have 

the option to pay a fee in lieu of providing off-street parking per BDC 3.3.200. 

b. For uses within the MU and MN Zones and in the Bend Central District, the 

amount of off-street parking required may be reduced by one off-street parking 

space for every on-street parking space abutting the development, up to 100 

percent of the requirement. 

2. On-street parking shall follow the established or approved configuration of existing 

on-street parking, except that angled parking may be allowed for some streets, where 

permitted by City, ODOT and/or County standards. One on-street parking space shall be 

defined as follows: 

a. Parallel parking, each 24 feet of uninterrupted curb, where allowed; 

b. Forty-five-degree diagonal, each with 14 feet of curb, where allowed; 

c. Ninety-degree (perpendicular) parking, each with 12 feet of curb, where allowed; 

d. Curb space must be connected to the lot that contains the use; 

e. Parking spaces will not obstruct a required clear vision area or violate any law; 

and 

f. On-street parking spaces credited for a specific use may not be used exclusively 

by that use, but shall be available for general public use at all times. No signs or 

action limiting general public use of on-street spaces is permitted. 

4.  Allow a credit for off-site parking spaces that will be dedicated to the use 
In some cases, a developer may own or have an agreement to use another parcel of land that is close to 

the development site. The City could consider allowing parking spaces on this site to count towards the 

project’s off-street parking requirement, as long as the parking area is within approximately 800-1000 

feet of the development. Below is example code language for off-site credits (La Pine, OR): 

Off-site parking. To allow flexibility in the location of required parking and to encourage efficient 

utilization of land, required parking may be located up to 800 feet from the development. Such 

parking shall be designated and signed as assigned to the remote development. Confirmation of 

the parking assignment shall be required prior to occupancy of the development. 

5.  Provide reductions for projects that take measures to reduce parking demand 
The City currently offers a process for reducing parking requirements by submitting a parking analysis. 

The analysis requires the applicant to provide information about how much parking is projected to be 

needed, how it will be managed, etc. One element of that analysis is to provide “a plan to discourage the 

use of motorized vehicles and encourage other forms of transportation.” This is a useful provision 

because it gives the developer an option for taking steps to try to reduce the parking needs of the 

residents of the development, but many developers will not be interested in submitting a parking 

analysis because it (a) can be expensive and time-consuming to conduct and may require hiring a 

specialist and (b) is a discretionary approval so there is no guarantee that the parking plan will be 

approved. 
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In addition to this existing parking analysis option, we recommend providing a simpler, by-right and 

objective approval process for specific measures that can reduce parking demand and vehicle use. These 

by-right reductions are more likely to be used because developers will perceive them as more certain to 

be improved, so long as they take the necessary steps.  The code language below provides an example of 

a by-right reduction for features that can reduce parking demand (Oregon Model Code for Small Cities): 

Transit: Site has a bus stop with frequent transit service located adjacent to it, and the site’s 

frontage is improved with a bus stop waiting shelter, consistent with the standards of the 

applicable transit service provider: Allow up to a [20] percent reduction to the standard number 

of automobile parking spaces; 

Carshare: Site has dedicated parking spaces for carshare vehicles: Allow up to a [20-30] percent 

reduction to the standard number of automobile parking spaces; 

Motorcycles/Scooters: Site has dedicated parking spaces for motorcycles, scooters, or electric 

carts: Allow reductions to the standard dimensions for parking spaces; 

Bicycle Parking: Site has more than the minimum number of required bicycle parking spaces: 

Allow up to a [5-10] percent reduction to the number of automobile parking spaces. 

We recommend maintaining the option to submit a parking analysis and seek a discretionary approval to 

reduce parking requirements as an alternative to the by-right reductions. In some cases, the project may 

not qualify for the by-right reductions, so the option for a discretionary approval may be useful and 

allow for the City to consider project-specific factors. 

Additional Strategy: Target reductions to a specific location  
Parking requirements need not be applied on a citywide basis. There are often areas that are more 

suitable for reduced off-street parking. There are several approaches to right-size parking by location: 

● Transit-oriented or walkable areas: Reduce requirements in areas/zones with high walkability 

and/or transit access, where it may be more practical to not own a car or to use it less 

frequently. If the standard is based on proximity to transit, we recommend applying it to all sites 

within a ½ mile of a transit stop, as this distance has been found to generally be the maximum 

distance people are willing to walk to use transit regularly. 

● Capacity of on-street parking: Reduce requirements in areas/zones where on-street parking is 

underutilized and can be available at least partially available in the winter months.  

● Growth focus areas: Parking requirements can be reduced in areas/zones where the 

community’s goal is to produce more affordable housing units, or housing units in general, 

because they would benefit the vitality of the neighborhood or contribute to broader growth 

management goals. Downtown areas or neighborhoods adjacent to downtown are often a focus 

for new housing development.  
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Additional Strategy: Manage on-street parking through a residential permit program 
Implementation of an area residential parking permit program can more efficiently allocate parking 

resources among users. Area parking permit programs are intended to ensure that on-street parking 

spaces remain available for priority users, e.g. residents within a specific “permit district boundary” and 

may restrict parking for visitors, employees or “non-residents” during certain or all hours of the day and 

night.  

Height and Massing 

Recommended Approach 
While it is crucial for Park City to reduce off-street parking to encourage private development of 

affordable housing, it is also important for the City to provide height increases for affordable housing 

developments - both changes will enhance financial feasibility. We recommend the four following 

conceptual code updates to increase building heights while regulating the bulk and massing of buildings 

to ensure visual compatibility with the character of Park City.  

1. Allow a one-story height bonus AMPD projects to allow 4-story buildings 

2. Require height stepdowns adjacent to lower intensity zones 

3. Apply maximum building length standard 

4. Apply a facade articulation standard 

In addition to these four recommended updates, we identify three additional strategies for mitigating 

potential impacts of allowing 4-story buildings: targeting increases to specific areas, requiring stepbacks 

from the street, and protecting view corridors. These strategies may be appropriate if the City desires to 

take further steps to address the aesthetic concerns of larger buildings, however, they are more likely to 

have a negative impact on financial feasibility of developing affordable housing than the recommended 

code updates. 

1.  Allow a one-story height bonus AMPD projects to allow 4-story buildings 
As identified in the Code Audit Report, we recommend allowing a one story height bonus for projects 

that qualify for the AMPD standards. This would allow for 4-story buildings, which are an efficient 

construction type and, in combination with reduced parking standards, can allow higher density 

developments, which spread the cost of development across more units. Top address concerns about 

the impacts of this height increase, we recommend the following three code updates to regulate scale, 

bulk, and massing. 

2.  Require height stepdowns adjacent to lower intensity zones 
The purpose of a height stepdown is to both reduce the 

perceived height and scale of the building but also to 

produce a more gradual transition to shorter buildings that 

are adjacent to the site. Stepdowns are typically applied 

conditionally based on proximity to a lower intensity zone 
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district and only apply to the side or rear of the building which abuts the lower intensity zone. 

By contrast, stepbacks (described below) are typically applied to the street facing facade and intended 

to break down the massing of the building viewed from the street. Stepdowns are advantageous 

because they require building height to respond to local context as they are contingent on the maximum 

heights of the adjacent zone district. Stepdowns have similar disadvantages as stepbacks - they have a 

negative impact on feasibility by reducing floor area and adding complexity to the construction; 

however, unlike stepdowns, stepbacks will not apply to every building on every site, and more directly 

address the issue of compatibility with neighboring properties. 

3. Apply maximum building length standard 
As buildings increase in height, the visual impact of the 

horizontal length of the building becomes more prominent. The 

facade is larger in area and may be perceived to be out of scale 

with the facades of surrounding properties.  

A direct way to address this issue is to establish a maximum 

building length. This standard requires that any building over 

[75-150 ft] long must be either broken up into two separate 

buildings or there must be an offset in the wall that is 

significant enough to give the appearance of two separate facades. 

The advantage of this standard is that it addresses the horizontal scale of the building, which is not 

addressed via stepback requirements. And compared to a typical “facade articulation” standard (see 

below), it is more likely to ensure that there is a perceptible break in the wall plane which divides the 

facade into two separate, smaller facades. Facade articulation requirements can result in minor 

undulations across a very large facade, which can be repetitive and ineffective in breaking down the 

perceived bulk of a larger building. 

3. Apply a facade articulation standard 
Facade articulation standards typically operate in one of two ways: 

1. Set a limit the amount of contiguous “blank wall area” on a 

facade, which is an area that is not set apart from other adjacent 

areas of the facade by a change in materials or an offset or recess. 

2. Require a minimum amount of “articulating elements” be 

incorporated on the facade which effectively break up the facade 

into multiple, smaller facades. Articulating elements are windows, 

balconies, changes in materials, wall offsets and recesses, pillars, 

and other similar elements. These standards typically require a 

minimum of one or more elements for a specified horizontal 

distance along the facade, such as 30-40 feet. 
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The advantage of facade articulation is that it allows for flexibility for a variety of architectural styles, 

usually does not significantly increase construction costs, and they generally avoid monotonous facades. 

As noted above related to maximum building length, the disadvantage of a facade articulation standards 

is that it can be ineffective in reducing the perceived bulk of a larger building. The articulating elements 

may provide some texture and visual relief to the wall plane, but the overall massing and perceived scale 

of the building is unchanged. If implemented in combination with the maximum building length 

standard, then facade articulation is more effective at reducing the perceived mass of the building. 

Additional Strategy: Target height increases for particular zones or overlay areas  
Many of the communities we researched had identified a special area where increased building heights 

(or reduced parking requirements) were most appropriate and acceptable to the community. Often, the 

locations where increased height may be acceptable are not coterminous with existing zone districts. If 

so, consider either a (a) height plan or a (b) overlay zone to target heights to particular locations. 

(a) A height plan is a map within the zone district that identifies the maximum height as it varies 

within the district. This works if the increased height only applies in one zone. 

(b) A height overlay zone may be appropriate if a similar increase in maximum height will apply 

across multiple zone districts. 

Additional Strategy: Height stepbacks  
Stepbacks are requirements that one or more of the upper 

story(s) of a building are set back from the main wall plane, 

usually at least 5-10 feet. A height stepback is typically applied 

above a certain wall height and specifies the horizontal distance 

that the upper story(s) must setback. They are a widely used 

technique to reduce the perceived height and scale of a 

building and also have the effect of reducing the “boxy” 

character of a larger building. The stepback requirement is usually applied to any street-facing facade. 

The advantage of stepbacks is they are a straightforward code standard to write, administer, and 

interpret from the perspective of the applicant. They are also very effective in reducing the perceived 

height and bulk of a building. A disadvantage of a stepback is that it can reduce financial feasibility by 

both reducing floor area and adding construction costs due to a more complicated design. 

Additional Strategy: View corridor protections 
If preserving views of particular natural or built features is 

important, then view corridor protections are necessary. Below 

we summarize a typical process for establishing view corridors 

and using them to regulate building height and massing. 

First, an inventory of view corridors must be established. The 

inventory should identify the viewpoints from which view 

corridors begin, the frame of the view to be protected (usually 
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centered around one or more focal points such as a mountain, tower, bridge or other natural or built 

feature). The view corridor should be mapped in plan view, and images should be taken from the 

viewpoint to document the view to be protected. 

Second, view corridor protection standards should be written. 

The standards can be written in a discretionary manner, such as 

“Buildings shall not conflict with any identified view corridors” 

or a more objective manner, such as “Buildings shall not exceed 

25 feet in height on any property within the mapped view 

corridor”. Applicants should be required to submit a view 

corridor analysis which demonstrates compliance with the 

standard. 
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