
Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject:           Off-Street Parking Standards and Maximum 

Building Height for Master Planned 
Affordable Housing Developments 

Author:     Hannah M. Tyler, AICP  
Date:   October 28, 2020 
Type of Item:  Work Session   
 
Summary Recommendations 

Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the Cascadia Partners, LLC Memorandum, 
Best Practice Research on Height and Parking Code Standards for AMPD Update (Exhibit A) 
and staff’s discussion topics outlined in the Analysis Section of this report.  
 
Staff requests direction from Planning Commission on possible Land Management Code 
Amendments for Off-Street Parking Standards and Maximum Building Height for Master Planned 
Affordable Housing Developments. The following discussion is only intended to apply to qualifying 
Master Planned Affordable Housing Developments – staff is not proposing any blanket LMC 
Amendments for all developments as a part of this discussion. 
 
Acronyms 

AMI  Area Median Income 
AMPD  Master Planned Affordable Housing Development  
HUD  Housing and Urban Development 
LMC   Land Management Code 
ROI  Return on Investment 
VMT  Vehicle Miles Traveled  
 
Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-
15-1. 
 
Executive Summary and Background 
Since 2018, staff has been working on Land Management Code Amendments for incentivizing 
the development of Affordable Housing.  In 2018, the Affordable Housing and Planning 
Departments proposed LMC Amendments to incentivize Affordable Housing development 
through a density bonus program for Master Planned Affordable Housing Development 
applications (LMC § 15-6-7). The concept was that if a development (Public or Private) built 
more than 50% of a project as deed-restricted Affordable Housing, then they would be eligible to 
receive a density bonus that was scaled based on the AMI level served for the Affordable 
Housing units. The proposed 2018 LMC amendment restructured the entirety of the Master 
Planned Affordable Housing Development Section (LMC § 15-6-7) with amendments ranging 
from applicability to development requirements.  Please reference the May 17, 2018 City 
Council staff report for background of the previous LMC Amendment proposal.   
 
On May 17, 2018, City Council did not pass the ordinance proposed by staff for the density 
bonus program because they were not confident that the proposed ordinance would actually 
incentivize the development of affordable housing by private developers (May 17, 2018 City 
Council Minutes, Page 12). The City Council directed staff to retain Cascadia Partners, LLC to 
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assist City staff in determining if the then proposed LMC amendments could actually “move the 
needle” on incentivizing the development of Affordable Housing by both Public and Private 
entities.  
 
The issue identified by Cascadia Partners, LLC was that while a density bonus program can be 
an incentive to construct Affordable Housing, most developments in Park City could not actually 
achieve a density bonus because of development requirement barriers in the existing LMC. 
Cascadia Partner’s AMPD Code Audit Report (Final Report) identified areas of Park City’s LMC 
that could be amended to help incentivize the development of Affordable Housing using the 
proposed density bonus program framework.  Without the recommended LMC amendments, the 
density bonus could not be achieved in its entirety (or at all in some cases) because the 
constraints within the LMC limited developments to base zone density – meaning few or no 
developments could realize a density bonus at all.  A combination of LMC amendments would 
allow Affordable Housing developments to achieve a density bonus, including: a reduction in 
Setbacks, Open Space, and Parking Requirements; and an increase in Maximum Building 
Height standards. 
 
On December 5, 2019, City Council reviewed Cascadia Partners, LLC’s Final Report and gave 
staff direction to pursue the following LMC changes (identified by Cascadia Partners, LLC) in an 
effort to help incentivize the development of Affordable Housing, which staff is tackling in two (2) 
phases (December 5, 2019 Staff Report and Audio): 

 Phase I (adopted by City Council in January 2020 [Ordinance 2020-09]) 
o Reduce the boundary setback to the Zone Required Setbacks  
o Open Space Reduction 
o Master Planned Affordable Housing Development Parking Requirements to 

match existing Master Planned Development standards 

 Phase II (topics of this Work Session) 
o Increase Maximum Building Height 
o Parking Reductions or alternative Parking Requirements 

 
Figure 1: Cascadia Partners, LLC Funding Gap Analysis for Mixed Income Development, 
from their AMPD Code Audit Report in 2019. 
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Figure 1 helped illustrate the financial impacts of the recommended code amendments in an 
effort to incentivize affordable housing by updating the LMC to assist projects in achieving a 
density bonus.  Without the recommended LMC Amendments, the financial barrier and subsidy 
(funding gap) was far too great to justify development of additional affordable housing units 
beyond a development obligation.   
 
Staff retained Cascadia Partners, LLC in August 2020 to conduct research on the Phase 2 
topics.  Cascadia Partners, LLC was asked to provide research on similar communities’ 
approaches to removing financial barriers for Affordable Housing Development, looking 
specifically at Maximum Building Height and Parking Requirements – staff requested case 
studies from similar communities that had incentive-based affordable housing land use codes 
for Maximum Building Height and Off-Street Parking Standards and also had developments built 
utilizing those codes.  Cascadia Partners, LLC finalized their memorandum, Best 
Practice Research on Height and Parking Code Standards for AMPD Update (Exhibit A), in 

early October. 
 
Tonight’s discussion is focused on the Maximum Building Height and Off-Street Parking 
Standards, but staff will be returning to Planning Commission with a Work Session on the 
mechanics of the Density Bonus Program for Master Planned Affordable Housing 
Developments (LMC § 15-6-7), including but not limited to Area Median Income (AMI) levels, 
percentage of a development required to be affordable, residential vs. commercial development, 
etc.  It is staff’s goal that after tonight’s Work Session and the future density bonus program 
Work Session, staff will have all feedback necessary to bring back polished LMC Amendments 
for the LMC § 15-6-7 Master Planned Affordable Housing Developments for consideration and 
recommendation to City Council in 2021.    
 
The discussion for this Work Session is based on the concept that moving forward, projects 
utilizing the Master Planned Affordable Housing Development application process will not be 
100% Affordable Housing Units which is consistent with the initial LMC Amendments proposed 
by staff in 2018. At this time, staff is targeting a minimum of 50% Affordable Housing Units.  
While the LMC Amendments from 2018 were not adopted, as stated previously, staff will be 
returning with a future Work Session including a discussion on Applicability (Percentage 
Affordable).  The goal is to adopt LMC Amendments that foster opportunities for reasonable 
ROIs to develop Affordable Housing beyond an underlying development obligation.  
  
Analysis 
 
(I) Cascadia Partners, LLC, Memorandum: Staff recommends the Commission review 

the Best Practice Research on Height and Parking Code Standards for AMPD 
Update (Exhibit A).  

 
(II) Staff recommends the Commission review the following additional information 

and discussion topics prepared by Staff in response to the Cascadia Partners, 
LLC Memorandum (Exhibit A). 

 

Staff has prepared discussion topics and supplementary information in this section as a follow up 
to the Best Practice Research on Height and Parking Code Standards for AMPD Update (Exhibit 

A).  As stated in the Executive Summary and Background section of this report, Cascadia 
Partners, LLC was asked to identify best practices for regulating Off-Street Parking and Maximum 
Building Height for Affordable Housing developments.  
 

https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-6-7_Master_Planned_Affordable_Housing_Development
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-6-7_Master_Planned_Affordable_Housing_Development


Cascadia Partners, LLC included case studies and sample land use codes from the following 
cities: 

 Ketchum, Idaho 

 Truckee, California 

 Mammoth Lakes, California  

 Bend, Oregon 
 
The memorandum concludes with a set of recommended code concepts for the City to consider in 
an effort to be more effective in incentivizing private development of Affordable Housing.  Staff 
has teased out some supplementary information to the recommended LMC amendments to 
provide additional data and commentary as it relates to Park City specifically.   
 
Cascadia Partners, LLC recommends the following LMC Amendments for Off-Street Parking 
and Maximum Building Height Standards (Arial italics).Staff has provided commentary and 
supplementary information in normal Arial font following each recommendation subsection topic. 
As a reminder, the following discussion is only intended to apply to qualifying Master Planned 
Affordable Housing Developments – staff is not proposing any blanket LMC Amendments for all 
developments as a part of this discussion. 

Recommendations for Off-Street Parking: 
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 

 
Cascadia Partners, LLC created a very concise table of Off-Street Parking Standards for 
Residential Developments based on Park City’s existing LMC which will be a great reference 
point for this discussion. 
 
Figure 2: Cascadia Partners, LLC table of Off-Street Parking Standards for Residential 
Developments, page 3, Exhibit A: 

 



Planning staff has provided supplementary data and analysis for each of the recommended 
LMC amendments.  Staff requests that the Commission review the supplementary data and 
provide direction for staff to continue to investigate the long-term impacts of reductions in 
parking based on current data. There are also some mitigation strategies and policy level 
decisions that will need City Council review and direction. 
 
1. Scale parking requirements by affordability and unit size 

Cascadia Partners, LLC recommended: 
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. 

 

Park City Municipal Corporation’s Affordable Housing Department included a question about 
vehicle ownership on their 2020 Affordable Housing Compliance Survey. At the time this report 
was drafted, the Affordable Housing Department had received responses from 67% of the City’s 
Affordable Housing households.  Almost half (48%) of the responding Affordable Housing 
households own two (2) vehicles and another 30% own one (1) vehicle. Of the responses 
received, one (1) household has responded that they do not own a car.  Figure 3 identifies the 
responses received thus far regarding vehicle ownership.   
 
Figure 3: Park City Municipal Corporation 2020 Affordable Housing Compliance Survey – 
Vehicle Ownership Data.  This data represents 67% of the Affordable Housing 

Households.   
 

Quantity of Vehicles 
Owned Per Household 

Quantity of Households 
Responded 

Percentage of 
Data Set 

0 1 1% 

1 47 30% 

2 76 48% 

3 28 18% 

4 3 2% 

5 1 1% 

6 1 1% 

Total Responses 157  

 
Without this “complete” Park City-specific data, staff has collected data from several sources to 
gain a better understanding of travel behaviors and the likelihood of vehicle ownership or 
vehicle accessibility.  This research includes data from the US Census and American 
Community Survey, Summit County Area Median Income (AMI) data, as well as national- and 
state-wide transportation and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) data.   
 



Currently, the Area Median Income (AMI - 100%) for a Summit County household size of three 
(3) persons is $102,510.  The average AMI served by recent City-sponsored and private 
developer Affordable Housing developments within Park City limits is 80% - 120% - these 
incomes are based on a household size of three (3) persons. Figure 4 identifies the current AMI 
Matrix for Summit County based on household income and household size. This AMI matrix is 
used by Park City Municipal Corporation’s Affordable Housing Department for all selection 
processes and qualifications for Affordable Housing developments. 
Figure 4: 2020 Summit County AMI (Area Median Income) Based on HUD Income Limits 
 

 Family Size 

% of 
AMI 

One (studio) Two (1-br) Three (2-br) Four (3-br) Five (4-br) Six (5-br) 

30% $          23,919 $          27,336 $           30,753 $       34,170 $       36,904 $        39,637 

40% $          31,892 $          36,448 $           41,004 $       45,560 $       49,205 $        52,850 

45% $          35,879 $          41,004 $           46,130 $       51,255 $       55,355 $        59,456 

50% $          39,865 $          45,560 $           51,255 $       56,950 $       61,506 $        66,062 

60% $          47,838 $          54,672 $           61,506 $       68,340 $       73,807 $        79,274 

80% $          63,784 $          72,896 $           82,008 $       91,120 $       98,410 $      105,699 

100% $          79,730 $          91,120 $         102,510 $     113,900 $     123,012 $      132,124 

120% $          95,676 $       109,344 $         123,012 $     136,680 $     147,614 $      158,549 

150% $        119,595 $       136,680 $         153,765 $     170,850 $     184,518 $      198,186 

175% $        139,528 $       159,460 $         179,393 $     199,325 $     215,271 $      231,217 

200% $        159,460 $       182,240 $         205,020 $     227,800 $     246,024 $      264,248 

 
Based on the relatively high income levels in Park City as well as the community’s “active 
lifestyle” (camping trips, outdoor recreation/trailhead travel, etc.), staff is not confident that a 
majority of lower income households (below 100% AMI) do not own vehicles or do not have 
access to a vehicle.  Most literature on the nexus between vehicle ownership and low income 
households focuses on HUD programs for housing voucher recipients in major metropolitan 
areas – this is a different population (much lower AMI/poverty level) and very different urban 
environment setting.  For households above the poverty line, there is increasing evidence of 
vehicle ownership or access to vehicles1. 
 
The US Census American Community Survey has data from 2018 identifying statistics for 
“vehicles available” for households in Summit County.  The data set is titled 2018 Summit 
County Physical Housing Characteristics For Occupied Housing Units. According to the 2018 
Summit County Physical Housing Characteristics For Occupied Housing Units data set, 2.0% of 

households in Summit County have “no vehicles available”. The majority of households (43.4%) 
have access to two (2) vehicles. Household income was not a data point in the 2018 Summit 
County Physical Housing Characteristics For Occupied Housing Units data set. Figure 5 

identifies all accessible data for “vehicles available” for Summit County households from 2018.  
 
Figure 5: US Census American Community Survey 2018 Summit County Physical 
Housing Characteristics For Occupied Housing Units: Car Ownership by Household  
 

                                            
1
 https://www.governing.com/topics/transportation-infrastructure/gov-car-ownership-poverty.html  

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=car%20ownership%20summit%20county%20utah&tid=ACSDP5Y2018.DP04&hidePreview=false
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=car%20ownership%20summit%20county%20utah&tid=ACSDP5Y2018.DP04&hidePreview=false
https://www.governing.com/topics/transportation-infrastructure/gov-car-ownership-poverty.html


 % of Population Margin of Error 

No Vehicles Available 2.0% +/-0.7% 

1 Vehicle Available 21.4% +/-1.9% 

2 Vehicles Available 43.4% +/-2.5% 

3 or More Vehicles Available 33.1% +/-2.1% 
Source: 
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=car%20ownership%20summit%20county%20utah&tid=ACSDP5Y2018.DP04&hideP
review=false  

According to the Texas A&M Transportation Institute Transportation Policy Research Center2, 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) measures the amount of travel for all vehicles in a geographic 
region over a given period of time, typically a one-year period. It is calculated as the sum of the 
number of miles traveled by each vehicle.  

Based on data from the US Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration3, the 
state of Utah saw an increase in VMT by 2.3% on all roads based on a year-over-year analysis 
looking at September 2018 and September 2019. The analysis included 91 monitoring stations 
across Utah’s rural arterial roads, urban arterial roads, and the interstate highway system.  
According to the University of Utah Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute, from 2018 to 2019, the 
population grew by 53,596 people. This annual growth rate of 1.7% matches the previous year’s 
percent growth4. A portion of the VMT increase in Utah may be tied to population growth (a 
population with overwhelming car-ownership5), but according to the US Department of Energy, 
national trends also point to increased VMT because of low petroleum prices and economic 
recovery from the Great Recession6. 
 
What these data points and analyses tells us is that households in Summit County have access 
to vehicles and on a national- and state-wide level, the population is driving vehicles more year-
over-year. The future of car ownership is largely unknown with the proliferation of car share 
programs, electric bikes, transportation network companies, and Park City’s free transportation 
system.  Park City staff is not blind to the shift towards electric vehicles and other 
environmentally friendly lifestyle choices, but the data available points towards some level of 
vehicle demand (parking demand) for primary residents and our visitors.  
 
The COVID-19 pandemic has brought an influx of new primary homeowners relocating from 
other communities who are purchasing in the Market Rate categories.  According to the Trends 
outlined on page 64 of the General Plan Volume I7, based on 2010 US Census data, 
approximately 85% of housing units were second homes (nightly rentals, vacant, etc.). The 
2020 US Census will provide the City with updated population and residency statistics, 
especially with any influx of new primary homeowners during the COVID-19 pandemic period.  
 
In Park City, Market Rate Units overwhelmingly become second homes or Nightly Rentals. 
While there may not be a daily parking demand for second homes or nightly rentals, when these 
units are in use, there may be a parking demand for a rental car. Many second homeowners 
also store a car at their residence in Park City.   

                                            
2
 https://static.tti.tamu.edu/tti.tamu.edu/documents/PRC-2016-2.pdf  

3
 https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/travel_monitoring/19septvt/19septvt.pdf  

4
 https://gardner.utah.edu/wp-content/uploads/StateCountyPopEst-Dec2019.pdf  

5
 https://datausa.io/profile/geo/utah#num_vehicles  

6
 https://afdc.energy.gov/data/10315 

7
 https://www.parkcity.org/home/showdocument?id=12369  
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Cascadia Partners, LLC researched other communities and specific case studies to develop 
what they refer to as “right-sized” parking requirements (Figure 6) for both Market Rate and 
Affordable Units.  Staff thinks this is a great first step to reducing parking while still providing 
most residents of developments with an option to park their vehicle or vehicles. Staff finds that 
the City Council will need to also provide policy direction regarding potential mitigation 
strategies (ex: possible City-owned satellite parking lots).  With policy direction from City Council 
along with some of the other tactics outlined in the following subsections (car shares, distance 
to transit, etc.), staff believes that a reduction in the Off-Street Parking Requirements for 
Affordable Housing units could be appropriate for Park City.   
 
 
Staff requests direction from the Commission on the following: 

 Does the Commission want to reduce Off-Street Parking Requirements for Affordable 
and/or Market Rate Units based on the recommended requirements outlined in Figure 
6? 

  
Figure 6: Cascadia Partners, LLC’s recommended Off-Street Parking Requirements for 
Master Planned Affordable Housing Projects, page 16, Exhibit A 

 
2. Provide additional reductions for projects on small sites. 

Cascadia Partners, LLC is recommending two (2) approaches: 

 Off-Street Parking reduction for developers to deduct 5,000 square feet per floor from 
the sum of total floor area that is used to calculate parking requirements.  

 A complete reduction in Off-Street Parking Requirements for projects on lots with an 
area less than 5,000 square feet – meaning no Off-Street Parking required for these 

“smaller projects” on smaller lots.   

Both of these approaches would help incentivize the use of the Master Planned Affordable 
Housing Development process because of the high financial impacts of providing Off-Street 
Parking on-site. According to Cascadia Partners, LLC, 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. 

At this time, the Master Planned Affordable Housing Development section is designed for 100% 
Residential projects.  This is something that can and will be discussed at the next Work Session 
regarding Applicability and the Density Bonus framework, but this is a key detail as the example 
in Ketchum for a parking reduction is for a mixed-use project (Commercial and Residential).  It 
can make sense to reduce parking for a small mixed use project because of the differing hourly 

demands (Commercial during the day and Residential at night).   

Staff is struggling to identify the data to support the reduction of parking completely for a 100% 
Residential “small project” without additional tactics to reduce the impact (see other subsections 
for tactics). Based on data represented in the previous subsection, we do not have data to 

support that these residents will not own vehicles or have access to vehicles.   

Staff requests direction from the Commission on the following: 

 Does the Commission want to reduce Off-Street Parking Requirements for “small” 
projects on lots with an area of 5,000 square feet or less? 

 Does the Commission want to reduce Off-Street Parking Requirements for “larger 
projects” at a rate of 5,000 square feet per floor from the sum of total floor area that 
is used to calculate parking requirements? 

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

Cascadia Partners, LLC recommends allowing a credit (one for one) for every on-street public 
parking space that abuts the site.  This is a clear incentive with large benefits for smaller 
projects that could achieve the entirety or majority of an Off-Street Parking requirement through 
on-street parking.  An example of a recent smaller scale existing Affordable Housing project that 
would have benefited from a credit program like this is Woodside Park Phase I. Functionally, 
staff has the following concerns with a credit program for use of the Public Right-of-Way for 
Parking: 

 Public parking is not dedicated or reserved on a space-by-space basis; therefore it is not 
guaranteed. 

 The development would now impact the Public Right-of-Way. 

 If in the future, the City removed public parking (for example to create a Complete 
Street), how would the City address the loss of Public Parking with developments that 
used public parking for their parking reduction?  

o On October 1, 2020, City Council recently reviewed the Transportation Planning 
update which included a discussion on Street Cross Sections in response to the 
Park City Vision 2020 and 2011 Traffic and Transportation Master Plan (Staff 
Report). The 2011 Master Plan recommends roadway configurations based on 
the type of road and width, (neighborhood street vs. arterial, etc.) and prioritizes 
by mode if width is unavailable to accommodate design elements. Many cross-
sections prioritize parking and cars. Community momentum has shifted to better 
support pedestrians, bicyclists and transit. 

 Staff would prefer allowing such reductions in areas with Parking Management Plans 
(residential permit program) that includes permitted and patrolled parking.  An example 
of this type of program is in the Historic Districts, map here. 

o This approach will have staffing impacts to the City as the current Parking 
Department is staffed to support the capacity of the existing Parking Program.   

 Impacts to snow removal and other public infrastructure/utility concerns. 

https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/703246/Transportation_Planning_Efforts_Update.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/703246/Transportation_Planning_Efforts_Update.pdf
https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?mid=1k1oQiubR3HegYUAa4n-ZI90b80Y&ll=40.64450049876504%2C-111.49801978226435&z=15


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. 

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. 

 
Staff requests direction from the Commission on the following: 

 Does the Commission want to allow credit for off-site parking spaces that abut a 
development site? 

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

Cascadia Partners, LLC recommends allowing a credit (one for one) for every parking space 
that is provided in an off-site location (with clear agreements and dedication).  They recommend 
that the off-site location would have to be within 800-1,000 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. 

As long as the distance of the off-street parking location is reasonable and a clear agreement is 
in place, staff finds that this could be a feasible option as well. 
 
Staff requests direction from the Commission on the following: 

 Does the Commission want to allow a credit for off-site parking spaces that will be 
dedicated for use by the subject property? 



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

demand 

Cascadia Partners, LLC recommends creating a framework for allowing a reduction in Off-Street 
parking requirements based on measures taken to reduce parking demand by providing other 
transit/travel options for residents (and guests).  Staff prefers clear criteria for a reduction for 
predictability and consistent application of the code.  Because the City’s current process is 
discretionary and requires the submission of a parking analysis/study prior to receiving a 
reduction, many developers do not take this path due to the cost and time needed to complete a 
parking analysis/study – especially when there is no guarantee of the reduction being granted 

by the Planning Commission.  

Cascadia Partners, LLC’s recommendation of a clear list of measurable strategies would not 
only be predictable, but would be much simpler to regulate and apply.  They believe that 
developers are more likely to use a clear set of criteria than a discretionary process. 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. 

Staff is supportive of the general concept behind the sample code language and intent of the 
clear list of measurable strategies. Staff is also supportive of maintaining the option for 
developers to submit a parking analysis/study should they believe they can mitigate parking 
beyond this set of criteria – this additional parking analysis/parking study would remain 
discretionary and require review and approval by the Planning Commission. 
 
Staff requests direction on the following:  

 Does the Commission want to create a set of criteria to establish measures to reduce 
parking demand and assign Off-Street Parking Reductions to each measure?   

 Is the Commission supportive of staff research to find the nexus between the 
recommended mitigation and the reduction in parking?  

 Does the Commission want to maintain the option for developers to submit a parking 
analysis/study to request an additional parking reduction with review and approval by 
the Commission? 

 
 



Recommendations for Maximum Building Height: 
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 

 
The following chart (Figure 6) identifies the existing Maximum Building Height Standards. The far 
right column identifies if the Zoning District allows additional height of five feet (5’) through 
Building Height exceptions for Roof Pitches greater than (>) 4:12 (does not include any existing 
Building Height exceptions for features like, chimneys, antennae, etc.) for all Zoning Districts in 
Park City: 
 
Figure 6: Existing Maximum Building Height standards in Park City. 

Zoning District 
Maximum Building 

Height (in feet) 

Does the Zone Allow 
an Additional 5 feet 
for Pitched Roofs  

>4:12  

Historic Residential-Low Density (HRL) 27 No 

Historic Residential-1 (HR-1) 27 No 

Historic Residential-2 (HR-2) 27 No 

Historic Residential-Medium Density 
(HRM) 

27 
No 

Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) 32 No 

Historic Commercial Business (HCB) 
30 at the Front Lot Line 
with a stepback to 45 

No 

Recreation and Open Space (ROS) 28 Yes (33 feet) 

Protected Open Space (POS) 28 Yes (33 feet) 

Rural Estate (E-40) 28 Yes (33 feet) 

Estate (E) 28 Yes (33 feet) 

Single Family (SF) 28 Yes (33 feet) 

Residential (R-1) 28 Yes (33 feet) 

Residential Development (RD) 28 Yes (33 feet) 

Residential Development-Medium Density 
(RDM) 

28 
Yes (33 feet) 

Residential-Medium Density (RM) 28 Yes (33 feet) 

Recreation Commercial (RC) 35 Yes (40 feet) 

Regional Commercial Overlay (RCO) Underlying Zone Height  

General Commercial (GC) 35 Yes (40 feet) 

Light Industrial (LI) 30 Yes (35 feet) 

Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ) Underlying Zone Height  

Public Use Transition (PUT) 
30 at the Front Lot Line 
with a stepback to 45 

Yes 

Community Transition (CT) 28 Yes (33 Feet) 



Maximum Building Height is measured from either Existing or Final Grade.  The result of these 
differing standards is a varied number of Stories achieved. When Maximum Building Height is 
measured from Existing Grade, many developments excavate below the Existing Grade mark 
which can achieve an additional Story – the perceived height of the structure is greater than what 
the Zone allows for Maximum Building Height.  When Maximum Building Height is measured from 
Final Grade, the resulting Structure measures exactly what the Zone allows for Maximum Building 
Height.   
 
1. Allow a one-Story height bonus AMPD projects to allow 4-Story buildings 
Cascadia Partners, LLC is recommending allowing Master Planned Affordable Housing 
Developments build up to four (4) Stories in order to achieve a Density Bonus. Park City’s existing 
Zoning Districts with a Maximum Building Height of 45 feet typically result in four (4) Story 
developments. If the Commission was interested in allowing four (4) Stories in Zoning Districts 
where Maximum Building Height is less than 45 feet, staff would recommend allowing the Building 
Height up to 45 feet based on previous building development in Park City. Because it is feasible to 
squeeze five (5) Stories into 45 feet, the Commission could recommend a maximum number of 
Stories in addition to Maximum Building Height.  Any structure in excess four (4) Stories poses the 
following concerns from an infrastructure and construction standpoint: 

 International Building Code (IBC) Construction Requirements: For structures 
greater than four (4) Stories, the IBC requires a different construction method which 
inherently increases the cost of construction.  

 Utility Impacts: Park City’s utility infrastructure has been developed based on known 

development standards and future projections for developments. Capacity is 
determined by building heights and densities. For example, in some instances, the 
Water Department would not be able to service a structure greater than four (4) Stories 
due to issues with water pressure and capacity.   

 
If given direction to pursue a requirement for a maximum number of Stories, staff would iron out 
concerns about the definition of a Story and how that applies to basement levels versus the four 
(4) Stories above grade.  Definition of Story, per LMC § 15-15-1: 
 

STORY. The vertical measurement between floors taken from finish floor to finish floor. 

For the top most Story, the vertical measurement is taken from the top finish floor to the 
top of the wall plate for the roof Structure. 

 
Allowing developments to increase building height to 45 feet to achieve four (4) Stories does pose 
concerns regarding compatibility with existing neighboring developments which could be 
addressed by supplemental LMC amendments that address bulk, massing, and scale – more on 
that in the following subsections.  Staff has provided some high level and initial thoughts on height 
increases in the different Zoning District typologies below. Staff did not provided analysis for 
Zoning Districts where the Maximum Building Height is already 45 feet. Staff requests direction 
from the Commission on which Zoning Districts staff should consider for a One (1) Story Height 
Bonus to allow Four (4) Stories (Zoning Map). Staff understands that in addition to a compatibility 
analysis, a thorough and robust public outreach effort will need to be completed for each of the 
affected Zoning Districts and the larger community.   
 

 Historic Districts (HR-L, HRM, HR-1, HR-2, HRC, and HCB): 
o Existing Maximum Building Height: 27 feet for residential and 30  45 feet for 

commercial Zoning Districts. 
o Staff is not supportive of any changes to Maximum Building Height standards in 

the Historic Districts. The Historic Districts and the Design Guidelines For 

https://parkcity.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=aa328e9cfdfb4cbeb8e8a542addf9a03


Historic Districts and Historic Sites are designed around Historic Integrity and 
Compatible development – any increase to the existing Maximum Building 
Heights would compromise the success of these efforts.  

 Predominantly Residential Zoning Districts (RD, E, and SF): 

o Existing Maximum Building Height: 28 feet 
o Staff finds that there could be concerns with increasing Maximum Building 

Heights in existing neighborhoods that are predominately residential and not 
located within resort-oriented areas. The existing Maximum Building Height in 
these zones has resulted in mostly one (1), two (2), and some three (3) Story 
Single Family, Duplex, Triplex and Multi-Unit Dwellings. Allowing a 
development with a fourth (4th) Story could seem very out of context – the next 
subsection addresses some land use code strategies that could be deployed to 
address this.    

 Mixed Residential, Commercial, and/or Resort Oriented Zoning Districts (RDM, 
R-1, RM):  

o Existing Maximum Building Height: 28 feet 
o These Zoning Districts are a mix of residential and commercial or are located 

within resort-oriented areas (like near the Deer Valley base area). Due to 
existing topography, this is an area where many structures are already four (4) 
Stories or where four (4) Stories could be compatible with the correct massing 
and architecture – the next subsection addresses some land use code 
strategies that could be deployed to address this.   

 Resort-Oriented and Commercial Zoning Districts (RC, LI, and GC): 
o Existing Maximum Building Height: 30 or 35 feet 
o These areas have many developments that have been granted a Height 

Exception through the Master Planned Development process; therefore, an 
increase in Maximum Building Height to allow a fourth (4th) Story, would not be 
out context. Additional mitigation strategies addressed in the next subsection 
could be deployed to address any incompatibility.  

 Highway 40 Entry Corridor Zoning Districts (CT): 
o Existing Maximum Building Height: 28 feet 
o This Zoning District includes a wide variety of Uses ranging from Residential in 

Park City Heights to the Intermountain Healthcare Hospital and USSA Center 
of Excellence.  Due to the complex development patterns. This Zoning District 
is difficult to assign a typology to. With that said, the development is intended to 
act as a transition to development within the City, encouraging low-density 
development that are visually compatible with the natural landscape and 
provide open space opportunities.  Additional mitigation strategies addressed in 
the next subsection could be deployed to address any incompatibility 

 Open Space Zoning Districts (POS and ROS): 

o Existing Maximum Building Height: 28 feet 
o Development is generally very limited in the Open Space oriented zones.  Staff 

is not supportive of an increase Maximum Building Height in the open space 
Zoning Districts.    

 
Staff requests direction from the Commission on the following: 

 Which Zoning Districts, if any, should staff consider for a One (1) Story Height Bonus 
to allow Four (4) Stories? 

 Does the Commission want to codify a Maximum Building Height (ex: 45 feet) 
and/or a maximum number of Stories?     



 
2. Require height stepdowns adjacent to lower intensity zones 
The concept behind a height stepdown to adjacent lower intensity zones is to limit the drastic 
change between a lower Maximum Building Height and the taller development.  Staff would 
push for this along the edges of a development, not just when a development is adjacent to 
another Zoning District.  This could be applied as a specific setback for the fourth (4th) Story 
either from the edge of the building or from the property line. A similar tactic is used in the 
Historic Districts for all front facades (adjacent to the Primary Public Right-of-Way) so this is a 
concept that both staff and the local development community have used.  In the Historic 
Districts, there is a 10 foot “step-back” required for the front façade so the front each 
development is only 23 feet at the street and raises to 27 feet beyond that 10 foot step.  This 
would help to address concerns with bulk, massing, and scale and could allow the increase in 
Maximum Building Height in Zoning Districts like the predominantly residential areas or other 
Zoning Districts with a Maximum Building Height of 28 feet.  
 
Figure 7: Cascadia Partners, LLC Example of a Massing Concept with a Stepdown, page 
20, Exhibit A. 
 

Staff requests direction from the Commission on the following: 

 Does the Commission want to impose a required stepdown for development adjacent 
to a lower density zone or along the periphery of a development? 

 If so, would the Commission prefer that requirement from the edge of the 
building or the property line? 
 

3. Apply maximum building length standard 

A maximum building length standard is beneficial in controlling the mass and scale of a building 
when you have very large/long structures. Cascadia Partners, LLC, stated [A]s 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. 

See #4 below for additional staff commentary as the LMC already addresses this through LMC 

§ 15-5-8.  

 

Figure 8: Cascadia Partners, LLC Example of a Massing Concept with a Maximum 
Building Length Standard Applied, page 21, Exhibit A.   

 
 
4. Apply a facade articulation standard 

Façade articulation and length is regulated in Park City’s Historic Districts through the Design 
Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic Structures as well as on a City-wide scale through LMC 
§ 15-5-8. In the Historic Districts, this type of Design Guidelines is intended to encourage new 
development that is compatible with Historic Structures – developments are encouraged to use 
similar solid-to-void ratios and articulation patterns found on Historic Structures so new 
developments or historic additions do not contrast too greatly from existing Historic Structures. 
LMC 15-5-8 is intended to regulate large buildings outside of the Historic Districts to reduce bulk 
and mass: 
 

LMC § 15-5-8 Facade Length And Variations 

1. Structures greater than sixty feet (60'), but less than 120 feet in length must exhibit a 
prominent shift in the facade of the Structure so that no greater than seventy five percent 
(75%) of the length of the Building Facade appears unbroken. Each shift shall be in the 
form of either a ten foot (10') change in Building Facade alignment or a ten foot (10') 
change in the Building Height, or a combined change in Building Facade and Building 
Height totaling ten feet (10').  

2. Structures that exceed 120 feet in length on any facade shall provide a prominent shift in 
the mass of the Structure at each 120 foot interval, or less if the Developer desires, 
reflecting a change in function or scale. The shift shall be in the form of either a fifteen 
foot (15') change in Building Facade alignment or a fifteen foot (15') change in the 
Building Height. A combination of both the Building Height and Building Facade change 

https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-5-8_Facade_Length_And_Variations
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-5-8_Facade_Length_And_Variations
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-5-8_Facade_Length_And_Variations
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-5-8_Facade_Length_And_Variations
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-5-8_Facade_Length_And_Variationshttps://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-5-8_Facade_Length_And_Variationshttps://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances


is encouraged and to that end, if the combined change occurs at the same location in 
the Building plan, a fifteen foot (15') total change will be considered as full compliance. 

3. The special facade and volume requirement of the Historic District are found in LMC 
Chapter 15-2 and in the Historic District Architectural Design Guidelines. 

4. The facade length and variation requirements apply to all sides of a Building.  

Cascadia Partners, LLC has provided two (2) options of codes that could address façade 
articulation (Page 21 Exhibit A). Visual examples of both options are available in Figure 4 below: 

 Option #1: Set a limit to 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. 

 Option #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. 

 
Figure 4: Cascadia Partners, LLC Examples of Façade Articulation Options #1 and #2 
Represented in Massing Concepts, page 21, Exhibit A.   

  
Option #1 Option #2 

 
Staff finds that the existing LMC already addresses façade length and articulation.  Does the 
Commission want to amend this existing requirement? 

 

 Next Steps: 

 Density Bonus Work Session with Planning Commission 

 Park City Municipal Corporation will explore the feasibility of creating a survey of 
vehicle ownership and/or vehicle accessibility for current Affordable Housing unit 
residents, past Affordable Housing applicants, and current individuals on the City’s 
waitlist or other tracking lists. 

 Thorough and robust public outreach effort with each affected Zoning District and the 
larger community.  

 
Department Review 
The Planning, Affordable Housing, Engineering, and Legal Departments reviewed this staff 



report. Staff has also met with the Public Utilities, Building, and Parking Departments about 
specific section of the report.   
 
Notice 

Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website on October 10, 
2020. 
 
Public Input 

Staff did not receive any public input at the time this report was published specific to this staff 
report.  
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A: Cascadia Partners, LLC, Memorandum: Best Practice Research on Height and 

Parking Code Standards for AMPD Update  


