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Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the traffic analysis of the 
Treasure Hill Conditional Use Permit (CUP) as provided in the staff report and within the 
staff presentation, allow the applicant to discuss the traffic analysis, open the public 
hearing and provide the applicant and staff with direction on the items outlined.  No 
action is scheduled. (note: No changes have been made to the traffic studies within the 
past two years).  The public hearing should be continued to March 25, 2009. 

Topic
Applicant:   MPE, Inc. 
Location:   Creole Gulch and Mid-station of Sweeney Properties MPD 
Zoning:   Estate MPD (E-MPD) 
Adjacent Land Use:  Ski resort area and residential 
Reason for Review:  Conditional Use Permit is required per the Sweeney MPD 
Topic of Discussion:  TRAFFIC 

Summary of Previous Meeting
The Planning Commission reviewed the Treasure Hill Conditional Use Permit (CUP) on 
January 7, 2009 during a work session.  During this meeting, staff provided the Planning 
Commission with a brief history of the original Sweeney Properties Master Plan (SPMP)
and outlined the review criteria for the current Conditional Use Permit.   

Staff requested that Planning Commission review the proposed Affordable Housing plan 
and provide staff with a recommendation.  The Planning Commission unanimously 
recommended that the applicant have all the required Affordable Housing on-site, rather 
than have partial on-site in conjunction with payment an in lieu fee for the remainder as 
proposed by the Applicant.  The City Housing Authority (City Council) will review the 
proposed employee housing plan during the City Council work session and regular 
meeting on February 26, 2009.  The public and Planning Commission are welcome to 
attend.

Also discussed during the January 7th meeting was the process for CUP review as 
outlined by staff.  The Planning Commission agreed with concentrating on one aspect of 
the CUP review at a time and in the order outlined by staff (affordable housing, traffic, 
mass and scale, etc.)  The Planning Commission requested that staff provide a recap of 
each previous meeting within each newly prepared staff report.  The Planning 
Commission also requested copies of the original MPD exhibits in full-sized document 
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format as well as a document stating that each of the items requested during the April 
26, 2006 meeting were received.  The Planning Commission received each of the 
original MPD exhibits in full-sized format on January 28, 2009.  Exhibit E is the list of the 
requested items from the April 26, 2006 Planning Commission meeting followed by their 
location within the submitted documents.

Background
The Sweeney Properties Master Plan (SPMP) was approved by the Planning 
Commission on December 18, 1985.  The hillside properties consist of Creole Gulch 
and the Mid-station.  These hillside properties are the last two parcels to be developed 
within the SPMP.  The following is the maximum density allowed for each of the parcels: 

Creole Gulch  7.75 acres containing:  
     161.5 residential UEs  
     15.5 commercial UEs 
Mid-station   3.75 acres containing:

35.5 residential UEs
3.5 commercial UEs 

A combined total of 197 residential UEs and 19 commercial UEs were approved for the 
11.5 acre remaining development parcels.  A residential UE is 2000 square feet and a 
commercial UE is 1000 square feet.

Under the SPMP, each development parcel is required to attain the approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit from the Planning Commission.  On January 13, 2004, the 
applicant submitted a Conditional Use Permit application for the Creole Gulch and Mid-
station sites.   The CUP was reviewed by the Planning Commission from April 14, 2004 
thru April 26, 2006 in a series of twenty-three (23) separate meetings.

During the previous 23 meetings, Traffic was the primary topic of review by staff and the 
Planning Commission in 9 of the meetings.  Conditional Use Permit criteria 2, 4, 5, 6 
and 13 are related to traffic: 

2.  Traffic consideration including the capacity of existing streets in the area 
4.   Emergency vehicle access 
5.   Location and amount of off-street parking 
6.   Internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system 
13. Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and 

screening of trash pickup areas. 

In addition, the public concern regarding traffic was expressed in letters (Exhibit F) and 
meeting minutes through-out the previous two years of review.  Additional letters of 
concern have been received by staff since the CUP has returned to the Planning 
Commission agenda (Exhibit G).

The following is a timeline of the previous meetings which addressed traffic.  Rather 
than add the 23 previous staff reports and minutes as an exhibit to this report, they can 

Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 6 of 377



be viewed at the following Park City Municipal Corporation website: 
http://www.parkcity.org/citydepartments/planning/treasurehill.html.

Timeline of Planning Commission meetings regarding Traffic
(Summaries obviously may not include all comments or concerns)

May 26, 2004 – Planning Commission discussion on Traffic 
 Review of preliminary traffic study done by Project Engineering Consultants 

(PEC).  Study concludes: 185 AM trips and 246 PM trips at 100% occupancy.
Study assumes 1) 50% commercial business would be walk-in or from existing 
guests/residences and 2) average residential occupancy rate of 41% reduces the 
trips to 74 AM trips and 106 PM trips. Peak hours were identified as 7 AM to 9 
AM and 4 PM to 6 PM.  Ski resort traffic was not included in study.  The Study 
looked at Lowell and Empire Avenues, not the impact at the ski resort or the 
traffic signal at the Park Avenue (Route 224) and Deer Valley Drive Intersection.  
Trip reduction was estimated at 30% with the cabriolet and alternative modes of 
transportation.     

 Public Comment: None 
 Commissioner’s concerns: parking and snow storage; danger of Crescent 

Tramway; request for intersection study and comprehensive traffic study of area; 
request a service vehicle control plan in terms of health, safety and welfare; and 
incorporate previous traffic study of Four Seasons at Park City Mountain Resort 

July 14, 2004 – Planning Commission: 2004 Study presented by the consultant PEC 
(Exhibit A) 

 Review new PEC Traffic Study.  Study reviews project access points through the 
following intersections: Lowell Ave/Manor Way; Empire Ave/Manor Way; Lowell 
Ave/Shadow Ridge; Empire Ave/Shadow Ridge; Silver King Dr./Empire Ave; 
Park Ave/Empire Ave and Deer Valley Dr.  Traffic counts were performed on 
June 16, 2004.  To forecast a typical ski day, existing “non ski-day” counts were 
multiplied by the difference in the occupancy rate (June vs. February).  Study 
assumes 25 mph road, average width of 25 feet, intermittent parking on the 
street; and 30% trip reduction due to alternative modes of transportation 
(cabriolet/walking).  The traffic generation numbers were based on unit 
equivalents of hotel rooms, condominiums/townhomes, and the permitted 
commercial (19 UEs).  The study showed that by 2012 the level of service would 
decrease at the major intersections, but the project would contribute little to the 
existing delays.  Suggested mitigation measures included human traffic control, 
additional turning lanes, and a roundabout.   Below is the trip generation 
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expected during 100% occupancy: 

 Public Comment: Construction traffic disruptive to neighborhood; time of day and 
number of trucks must be addressed; take into account the construction impacts 
on the residents. 

 Commissioner Comment:  Cabriolet mitigation; City Engineer commending traffic 
work; need service vehicle and construction vehicle plan to be memorialized in 
approval documents; prohibit a lot of activity during Sundance; timeshare not 
allowed in zone but included in report; request staff to be sure the construction 
mitigation plan incorporates the location for construction vehicle parking.   

January 12, 2005 – Planning Commission discussion on PEC Traffic Study 
 Staff report outlined previous description in July 14th, 2004 meeting.  Also 

included a recommendation for additional signs directing traffic flow to and from 
the project.  Applicant introduced the following mitigation for traffic: 

o Pedestrian Connections.  Cabriolet and various footpaths and stairs 
between project and town. 

o Service Design.  Centralized, off-street, and covered.  No parking for 
project on Lowell or Empire Avenues.

o Ski in/out of project.  
o Onsite amenities. 
o No new public roads. 

Applicant presented personal traffic counts done during peak winter season and 
had PEC present findings of previous official traffic study.

 Public Comment:  Safety issues related to traffic; upper Empire is a one-way 
street with few places to pull over for others to pass; no sidewalks and no place 
for sidewalks; people must walk in the street; traffic report was an estimate of 
how many vehicles will be added;  provide photos of Lowell and Empire with 
pedestrians walking in the street, not unusual conditions; Empire is safe only to 
the extent that that drivers are polite and pedestrians are careful; width of road 
not accurate in report; no pedestrians are accounted for in any of the traffic 
studies; questions credibility of chart on page 10 showing how many people will 
come to resort at different times of day (no commercial between 7 AM -9 AM); 
practicality of proposed turning questioned; 1% truck traffic questioned; Swede 
Alley does not have residential area like Empire and Lowell; no parking within 
200 feet of entrance not realistic for those that live there without a garage; safety 
of cement mixers and steel bearing trucks not addressed; suggestion to create 
an additional entrance and exit; traffic study does not include quality of life for 
people who live on the adjacent residential streets; driving up Lowell is not 
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realistic, most people drive up Empire; structural stability of roads and grade 
major issue for construction traffic; concern for emergency vehicle access; quality 
of live regarding construction trucks, dust, and children safety; Lowell is one lane 
and has barely enough room for an SUV; concern for volume and frequency of 
cars, busses and shuttles; traffic congestion on 8th Avenue; increased traffic 
dangers along Norfolk; request for study on the impacts of development diverted 
to streets that can accommodate the increase in cars and traffic.

 Commissioner Comments: Existing development agreement in effect and bound 
by a legal contract; 30-35% increase in traffic over build out and developer needs 
to look at human health and safety not only traffic numbers; request for traffic 
impacts to be rated in terms of life safety issues; creating a central place with this 
project and a central place creates more demand and inclination to visit, do 
mitigators increase additional traffic; life safety issues relative to the residential 
community along Empire and Lowell rates at no impact or serious impact 
(response from PEC - winter impacts would depend on how quickly the road is 
plowed and how well it is cleared of snow.  Difficult to analyze because of 
impacts fluctuate in the winter.); buying down density by City.

January 26, 2005 – Planning Commission requires an additional traffic study.  New 
study parameters will be outlined by a Peer Review committee and funded by the City. 

 Focus on traffic study: Applicants to provide presentation on traffic for public 
benefit.  Presentation outlines construction mitigation plan and construction traffic 
impacts and mitigation.   Purpose of meeting is to focus on traffic and service and 
delivery, including construction-related traffic. Staff requested additional info 
regarding more accurate winter counts, more documentation and information 
regarding trip reductions, and information and ideas about the ability to further 
reduce trips with the centralization of certain activities. 

 Work Session - Commissioner comments: Road barely wide enough for two cars 
on Lowell; consensus of Commissioners for additional traffic study including 
winter months, pedestrian traffic, parking and snow storage.  Concern for safety 
must be addressed in next study.  More definitive numbers on construction 
workers impact on road; and City Engineer clarifies that the development 
agreement did not require improvement to widen Empire and Lowell but rather to 
reconstruct them in the same dimensions so the pavement can withstand the 
construction impacts. 

 Applicant (regular meeting):    
1. Committed to safety of pedestrians 
2. Applicant addressed concerns of previous meeting (public and 

commissioner).  Clarified they are not interested in a “buy down.”
3. Construction Mitigation Plan presentation by Big D Construction 

 Phasing: Phase 1 hotel element.  Portions of retail and 
commercial element, and underground parking structure.
Excavated material will be moved up the hill on site.   

 Phase II is an elevated aspect of the project with 
condominium and residential units. 
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 Phase II is single family homes with a parking structure 
underneath and includes the lifts down to Main Street and 
the lifts going up the hill. 

 Ski runs will operate throughout the phases.  
 Bus employees in during construction 

 Public Hearing: Condition of roads; zoning has changed in past 20 years; roads 
fail regularly; parking at Sweetwater Condos; disagree with traffic study; no 
consideration to pedestrian; 75% access through Lowell to project; future liability 
of City insurance due to the project; health, safety, and welfare; increase in 
development of Lowell and Empire over the past 20 years; Citizens Allied for 
Responsible Growth (CARG) – facetious numbers in traffic report; Crescent Tram 
Road is direct access to Main Street from the 473 proposed parking spaces; soil 
removal will be dumped onto proposed open space.  Is this allowed; concern for 
soil contamination; bottleneck at Manor Way. 

 Commissioner Comments:  Concern with human health and safety (would like to 
have Ron Ivie, Kelly Gee, Eric DeHaan, and Jerry Gibbs involved at a PC 
meeting); traffic study to include winter traffic counts; traffic study to include 
proposed direction of traffic flow or mitigation of traffic flow to assist in mitigating 
impacts; pedestrian safety; do not agree with approach noted in study that states 
that a project of this complexity must be reviewed annually to re-examine 
conclusions and determine whether changes need to be implemented.  Do not 
agree with band-aid approach; disappointed that applicant is not willing to enter 
into negotiations with the City; recommend that the City pay for a study (1. look at 
bottlenecks on Manor Way, 2. impact to Crescent tramway from project, 3. 
analysis should indicate how many times Lowell and Empire could or would fail); 
need to look at impact on bottleneck at the end of ski day.  Will people staying at 
the lodges add to this or is this an assumption; hotel traffic may not peak, 
construction traffic will peak. 

March 24, 2005 – PEC addendum to Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) received (Exhibit B) 

August 10, 2005 – City funded traffic study by Fehr and Peers received by Planning 
Commission (Exhibit C).  Plan to review the study at Planning Commission on 
September 14, 2005.  Engineers will be in attendance.  Notice for public hearing. Study 
is available for public.

September 14, 2005 – Planning Commission review of Fehr and Peer traffic study.
 Fehr and Peers presentation. 

Fehr and Peers findings 
 Background and forecast traffic volumes prepared in original study and 

addendum by PEC, Inc were adequate 
 Confirmed accuracy of trip generation assumptions and calculation for 

peek winter use reported by PEC.  
Fehr and Peers recommendations 

 Prioritizing snow removal for impacted street; 
 Regulating and managing on-street parking;  
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a. Limit on-street parking to one side of street only 
b. Do not allow on-street parking on more than half of the roadway 

length of Lowell Avenue and Empire Avenue from Manor Way to 
the switchback.  At least half of these segments should be clear of 
snow and parked vehicles and allow two directional travel.  

c. Limit segment lengths of on-street parking to no more than six 
continuous parking spaces (150 feet) and separate each segment 
of on-street parking by a minimum of 150 feet. 

d. Prohibit on-street parking in the vicinity of the Lowell/Empire 
switchback 

e. Provide strict enforcement of parking restrictions during the winter 
season.

 Modifications to the Deer Valley Drive/Park Avenue intersection (DOT 
jurisdiction).  Mitigation necessary; 

a. Modify the eastbound approach to provide separate dual left turn 
lanes and a shared thru-right land, 

b. Provide southbound dual left turn lanes, and  
c. Replace the east/west split signal phasing with protected only left 

turns.
 Signalization (requires further study) or human traffic control during peak 

periods at the Empire/Silver King Dr. Intersection; 
 Managing “friction” created by pedestrians, pick-up/drop-off traffic, transit 

traffic at Lowell Avenue/ Manor Way (and Empire) with various 
improvements;

 Restricting or limiting turning movements to and from Crescent  and 
Empire/Lowell Avenues;

 Assuring, i.e. imposing conditions of approval, that traffic reducers 
proposed as part of the CUP, such as the cabriolet, ski runs, trails, 
staircases, improvements to the Crescent walkway, shuttles, etc. are built 
and operated per the approved CUP and any required agreements; and 

 Consideration of additional non-skier pedestrian connections to PCMR 
base from Treasure Hill such as sidewalks, shuttles, transit, etc. 

a. Lack of adequate non-ski pedestrian connections between 
Treasure Hill and PCMR 

Fehr and Peers Corrections for PEC Study 
 Forecasting for existing plus project traffic may not have accounted for 

background growth unrelated to Treasure Hill CUP that is likely to occur in 
the interim until construction (2012 design year).

 Assumed no use on Crescent Tram from Treasure Hill.  Expect increase 
of 10% worst case scenario.

 Concern regarding TIA underestimating the delay at Deer Valley Drive and 
Park Avenue. 

 Also looked at potential capacity limitations resulting from snow storage 
and on-street parking.

Fehr and Peers also assessed: 
 Public safety in regards to emergency access 
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 Roadway capacity of Lowell Avenue and Empire Avenue 
 Intersection capacity and queuing  
 Pedestrian connectivity 

 Public Hearing:  Demonstration of pedestrian safety on Empire; problems and 
inconveniences that residents will endure if the City applies some of the 
recommended restrictions for Treasure Hill; many changes over past 20 years; 
concern regarding City liability for safety of pedestrians; Study must be done in 
the winter during peak conditions; need to pay attention to pedestrian safety; 
solutions good for developer but not acceptable to the local residents; on-street 
parking needed unless provided close by.  Eliminating the parking does not 
eliminate the need for parking for the local residents. Reducing parking not fair 
to local residents; restricting parking on Lowell Empire with impact parking on 
Norfolk and 8th adversely; proposed recommendations will not work and are 
unsafe; Lowell Ave under development agreement is major access.  PCMR and 
PC transit give Lowell Avenue back to citizens; Park City made a fundamentally 
wrong decision by not including a sunset clause in the development.  Reconsider 
that conditions have changed dramatically; impacts to Norfolk and Woodside not 
addressed.  Parking will be impacted on these streets. Cannot accommodate 
more parking; Matter of public safety; neighbor’s house has been hit by sliding 
car in winter; where will residents park, how will snow removal function; 
pedestrians: no room for sidewalks and study mentioned shuttling pedestrians 
but did not add the numbers to the report; no projection of vehicle traffic during 
construction; in winter roads reduced to one lane; degrade quality of life; and City 
is responsible for pedestrian safety 

 Commissioner Comments: Utah is a very liberal state in terms of vesting laws. 
Entitlements and density are vested and no choice but to address the project; 
good study and good mitigation but does not fit the reality; liability of City raised.
Want to know the City’s liability before moving forward; how can parking 
mitigation be handled without penalizing the existing residents; human factor of 
experience that the study does not work; pedestrian component is a huge issue 
and do not know how that is being resolved; vehicle and pedestrian traffic should 
be separated to the greatest extent possible; health, safety, and welfare on public 
and pedestrian safety and the degradation of the quality of life that would result 
from the increase traffic.  Proposed plan will not work.  Health, safety, and 
welfare issues not adequately addressed within Study. 

October 12, 2005 – Planning Commission review of Traffic 
 List of thirteen questions raised during the September 14th meeting that have not 

been addressed by the consultants, staff, or Planning Commission; listed eleven 
possible conditions of approval to mitigate traffic; liability was clarified that any 
new road or pedestrian improvement will meet applicable standards and are 
unlikely to increase City liability.  The City’s liability for the existing condition is 
minimal.  The City is allowed to prioritize on-going maintenance and upgrades to 
its historic roads in the CIP in accordance with legal standards; ask 
commissioners to look at list of issues and identify the primary issues.  Staff will 
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take them to consultants and allow them enough time to prepare a formal 
response or explanation of their finding.

 Applicant: they have conceded as much as they are willing to concede and at 
some point the government needs to have the integrity to honor its commitments; 
brief history of project; right to use road and have access on Lowell and Empire 

 Park City Mountain Resort: Jenni Smith.  Need to meet as a group: City, PCMR, 
Applicant, and a representative of the neighborhood. 

 Public Hearing: Support for Sweeney effort on site plan; funicular is a 
tremendous benefit to Old Town residents and tourists; concern with traffic 
volume; construction impacts; HMBA: more beds on Main Street; vitality of Main 
Street economy on project; mitigation of traffic can be worked out; convention 
facilities would add a viable aspect to all of Main Street; adding stairs at 8th street 
wonderful; not adequately demonstrated how they intend to separate the 
pedestrians from the vehicular traffic; protect quality of life of old town residents 
and safety; mass transit should be allowed from SLC; need for convention 
center; Main St. does not get local business and depends on tourists; gondola 
from top of Main to Deer Valley 

 Director Putt reiterates LMC CUP, “There are certain uses that, because of their 
unique characteristics or potential impacts on the municipality, surrounding 
neighborhoods, or adjacent land uses, may not be compatible in some areas or 
may be compatible only if certain conditions are required that mitigate or 
eliminate the detrimental impacts.”  Suggests that the Planning Commission have 
a discussion with consultant focus on how suggested mitigation measures make 
the traffic, circulation, and the pedestrian issues better.

 Commissioner comments: First identify and define the incremental impacts; real 
issues are incremental increase in traffic, pedestrian, delivery vehicles, and 
construction vehicles; applicant must return with plans that address the issues 
caused by development; Crescent Road will be utilized more than forecast; 
General Plan: maintaining the quality of life in Old Town, must find a way to 
maintain quality of life; tourist cause less traffic than residents or employees; City 
partnership in project needs to be defined (enforcing parking on Lowell); 
applicant and PCMR work on future of Lowell; need to address the following 
impacts:

1.  Incremental impacts 
2.  Construction traffic 
3.  Pedestrian/vehicular conflict exploration and definition 
4.  Feasibility of mitigation attempts 
5.  City’s role in mitigation 
6.  Study of Crescent Tram 
7.  Employee traffic plan 
8.  Input from City: Public Works, City Engineer,  
9.  General Plan application 
10.  Protect quality of life 
11.  PCMR involvement short and long term 
12.  Existing entitlements 
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December 14, 2005 – Planning Commission review of Traffic; additional presentation 
by Fehr and Peers (Exhibit D) 

 Resume traffic review discussion requesting traffic consultants provide info on 
three specific issues 

1) An understanding of the incremental impacts of Treasure Hill 
2) An understanding of the traffic impacts of construction and the proposed 

construction mitigation plan, and
3) An understating of the pedestrian/vehicular conflicts 

Staff conducted a parking analysis of existing off-street parking on Lowell and 
Empire Avenue: 173 units in area and 345 off-street parking spaces in garage or 
driveway.

 Fehr and Peers Update (Exhibit D): Elaborated on previous study and included 
additional recommendations.  Created a chart to compare PEC report and FP 
report.
Recommendations include: 

1) On Street Parking:  provide a parking option if on-street parking is allowed 
for one side of the street in 150 foot increments of parking/no-parking 

2) Existing roadway options 
a. Widen existing roadway:  Must consider travel lanes (10’ minimum 

each direction), snow storage (6’ min.), Pedestrian walkway (5’min), 
and parking (8’ min.)

b. Restrict and enforce parking 
c. Construct stair and walkway connections to old town 

3) Trip generation:  Future trip generation - background traffic should have 
been increased based on an area study of growth or other proposed 
developments, to provide a more comprehensive/accurate estimation of 
future traffic.  However, net impact of development would remain similar. 

4) Pedestrian Access: Sidewalk could be built by City.  Other 
recommendation is a walkway could be striped on west side of Lowell Ave 
in road.  No parking allowed.  Snow plows would clear walkway with road.  
Construct stairs via 8th, 9th and 10th avenue right of ways during phase one 
of construction 

5) Construction mitigation: simple but appropriate.  Further development and 
refinement of plan is appropriate 

6) Intersection mitigation 
a. Deer Valley Dr./Park Ave: Current problem needs to be addressed 

with co-ordination between UDOT and Park City.  TH will add 6.6% 
more traffic during the peak hour 

b. Empire Ave/Silver King: Human traffic control at end of day.  
Further study recommended for signalization 

c. Lowell and Empire at Manor Way: restrict parking further from 
intersections and control snow storage at intersections to improve 
site distances.

7) Crescent Tram Road: Discourage use.  Possibly prohibit right turns from 
Empire Avenue and left turns from Crescent Tram 

8) Snow Removal: Should receive prioritized snow removal treatment 
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9) Signage: project should be signed to encourage guest to use Lowell to 
travel to and Empire to travel from Treasure Hill.

 Commissioner Questions 
1) Why up Lowell and down Empire 

a. Answer: maximize right-hand turns 
2) Do industry standards take into consideration annual snow fall and cold 

temps?
a. Yes.  This study took these coefficients into consideration. 

3) If parking is limited to one side how many of the existing 300 spaces will 
be lost? 

a. 300 spaces were in garages or driveways.  None will be eliminated.  
4) Can intersection be widened to have two left turn lanes? 

a. Yes.   
5) Have they looked at widening Manor Way or adding a sidewalk? Can it 

handle large construction vehicles? 
a. Four Seasons was going to improve pedestrian and traffic 

improvements on Manor Way.  City Engineer states that Manor 
Way needs additional attention.  There is not enough right-of-way.

 Open Public Hearing: Lowell Avenue ideas are workable.  Concern from Empire 
Avenue; Construction timing?  10 – 15 years rumored; Who will pay for snow 
removal during construction when there is no revenue from project? 

 Commissioner Comment: Applicant must be responsible for mitigating the 
incremental impacts generated by project; construction impacts must be shown 
better; continued. 

February 8, 2006 – Additional questions were outlined by Planning Commissioner 
Charlie Wintzer regarding traffic impacts. Below is the list from the February 8, 2006 
Planning Commission meeting minutes: 

1. Commissioner Wintzer requested that someone show him that the 
recommendations contained in the traffic study could physically work. 

2. He requested a scaled aerial photo showing the area with all the improvements 
recommended in the study, starting at Park Avenue going up to the project 

3. He wanted to see the turning radius for the largest truck that would be allowed on 
the street at each intersection. 

4. He requested that the applicant show how traffic will be handled at the Resort 
Center and whether any easements will be granted to the City. 

5. He wanted to make sure there is enough land in the right-of-way by Cole’s and 
Jan’s to widen the road and whether UDOT would allow them to change the 
road.

6. He wanted to know how and where they would put walking traffic. 
7. He wanted to know what widening Lowell and Empire would do to the existing off 

street parking. 
8. He wanted to know if the City could make the commitment suggested in the 

traffic study for stepping up snow removal and parking enforcement. 
9. He wanted to know how this project will impact the traffic compared to what 

exists today and to what degree the traffic will be increased. 
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10. He wanted to know ho much additional traffic would be added to the streets 
during the ten year build out period.

Review Process 
The developments of Creole Gulch and Mid-station must be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission as a Conditional Use Permit and must comply with the development 
parameters and conditions of the original Sweeney Properties Master Plan approval. 

Conditional Use Permit Review 

The fifteen Conditional Use Permit review criteria have not changed since the original 
submittal.  The following are the criteria against which the application must be evaluated 
when considering whether or not the proposed conditional use mitigates impacts of 
traffic:
2.  Traffic considerations including capacity of the existing streets in the area; 
4.  Emergency vehicle access; 
5.  Location and amount of off-street parking; 
6.  Internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system; 
13.Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and screening 

of trash. 

Master Plan Development Parameters and Conditions 

The Planning Commission will also review conformance with the approved master plan 
of 1986.  This includes conformance with the development parameters and conditions, 
as well as the ten findings identified in the original SPMP.  The following are the 
development parameters and conditions which relate to traffic:

December 18, 1985 Sweeney Master Plan Findings:

4.  The commercial uses will be oriented and provide convenient service to those 
residing within the project. 

5.  The required parking can readily be provided on-site and in enclosed structures. 

December 18, 1985 Master Planned Development--Development Parameters and 
Conditions:

3.  The approved densities are those attached as an Exhibit, and shall be limited to the 
maximums identified thereon.  Parking shall be provided on-site in enclosed 
structures and reviewed in accordance with either the table or the approved 
Restrictions and Requirements Exhibit or the adopted ordinances at the time of 
project approval. All support commercial uses shall be oriented and provide 
convenient service to those residing within the project and not designed to 
serve off-site or attract customers from other areas (emphasis added).
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4.  Access to the Town Lift and Creole sites shall be provided by a private roadway with 
acceptable emergency access and utility easements provided.  No city maintenance 
of these streets is expected.  All utility lines shall be provided underground with 
private maintenance required wherever located in inaccessible locations or outside 
approved easements.

7. All easements, deeds, and/or rights-of-way shall be provided without cost to the City 
and in accordance with the Master Plan documents and phasing plan approved.
Likewise, it shall be the developer’s sole responsibility to secure all easements 
necessary for the provision of utility services to the project.

8. The Master Planned Development approval only conceptually established the ability 
of local utility service providers to supply service to the projects.  It does not 
constitute any formal approval per se.  The applicant has been notified that 
substantial off-site improvements will be necessary and that the burden is on the 
future developer(s) to secure various easements and upsize whatever utility lines 
may be necessary in order to serve this project.  Prior to resale of this property in 
which this MPD approval is carried forward, or prior to any conditional use 
application for any portion of the MPD, a utility plan addressing water, fire flows, and 
sanitary sewer, storm drainage, cable utilities, and natural gas shall be prepared for 
review and approval by City Staff and the Snyderville Basin Sewer Improvement 
District.  Part of the plan shall be cost estimates for each item of utility construction 
as it is anticipated that costs for these utilities will be major.  All such costs shall be 
paid by the developer unless otherwise provided.  If further subdivision of the MPD 
property occurs, the necessary utility and access improvements (see below) will 
need to be guaranteed in roads, and access questions which will need to be 
resolved or upgraded by the developers at their cost, in addition to impact fees, 
water development and connection fees, and all other fees required by City 
Ordinances are as follows: 

a) Empire Avenue and Lowell Avenue will be the main access routes to the 
Creole Gulch site.  As such, during construction these roads will need to 
carry heavy traffic, probably in the vicinity of up to 300 heavy trucks per 
day.  At the present time and until the Creole Gulch site develops, Empire 
and Lowell south of Manor Way are and will be low-volume residential 
streets, with a pavement quality, width, and thickness that won’t support 
that type of truck traffic.  The City will continue to maintain the streets as 
low-volume residential streets, including pavement overlays and/or 
reconstruction.  None of that work will be designed for the heavy truck 
traffic, but in order to save money for the developer of the Creole Gulch 
site, he or she is encouraged to keep the City Public Works Director 
notified as to the timetable of construction at Creole Gulch.  If the City is 
notified that the construction is pending such that an improved pavement 
section can be incorporated into normal City maintenance projects, then it 
is anticipated that the incremental additional cost of the additional 
pavement thickness (which is likely to be in the vicinity of 3 additional 
inches of asphalt over the entire 46,000 linear feet [25-foot asphalt width] 
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of Lowell/Empire south of Manor Way, or approximately $80,000 additional 
cost in 1986 dollars) could be paid by the developer with said amount 
deducted from future impact fees paid to the City as long as it did not 
exceed the total future impact fees.  However, if the increased pavement 
section is not coordinated with the City by the developer such that the 
pavement of Lowell and Empire south of Manor Way remains inadequate 
at the time the Creole Gulch site is developed, then the developer shall 
essentially reconstruct the entire 4,600-foot length of Lowell and Empire 
south of Manor Way at his or her cost, which with excavation and 
reconstruction of an anticipated 6-inch asphalt thickness on top of 10 
inches of road base, plus all other normal construction items and costs, 
would be in the approximately cost range of $300,000 to $400,000 in 1986 
dollars.  Further, because that reconstruction would be inconvenient to 
residents and the City, and because delays, impacts, and potential safety 
hazards would be created over and above normal City maintenance of 
existing streets, that action by the developer would be a new impact on 
City residents and the cost therefore would not be deductible from any 
developer impact fees. 

9. To minimize additional construction traffic impacts, on-site material 
stockpiling/staging and parking shall be provided during the course of construction.
Similarly, cut and fill shall be balanced and distributed on-site whenever practical, 
with any waste material to be hauled over City specified routes.  Also at the time of 
conditional use review/approval, individual projects or phases shall provide detailed 
landscaping, vegetation protection, and construction staging plans.

Applicant’s Proposed Traffic Mitigation

Traffic Mitigators 
1. Improvement of Lowell Avenue 

a. Uphill sidewalk 
b. Two Travel Lanes 
c. Downhill Parking 

2. Cabriolet to Main Street 
a. Extended hours (Hours of operation will reflect bus hours of operation) 
b. Connection to Main Street Trolley 
c. Connection to Park Avenue bus 

3. Beginner ski run 
a. Top of Payday to Town Lift Base 

4. Pedestrian Connections 
a. Trails, stairs, and sidewalks 

5. On-site Amenities 
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Construction Mitigation 
1. No public road transport of mass excavation material. 
2. No construction staging or parking on public roads.  Workers park and ride from 

remote location. 
3. Up-front improvement of Lowell Avenue.  Widened road section and sidewalk. 
4. On-site traffic control manager.  PCMR coordination and public website updates.

Coordinator for human traffic control for major deliveries.  
5. Wash station and graveled entrance.  Keeps streets clean 
6. Construction traffic limited to Lowell Avenue. 
7. Construction delivery schedule modulation.  Adjusted to account for weather, 

day-skier flow, special events, holidays, etc.
8. Priority completion of landscaping adjacent to neighbors and public street 
9. Scheduled dust abatement. 
10.Secure site with aesthetically sensitive fencing.

Previous Mitigation Measures recommended by Staff (October 12, 2005 Planning 
Commission Meeting).  Fiscal responsibility for mitigation is in bold. None of the 
proposed mitigation has been decided upon. 

1.  Construct a sidewalk (possibly a 5’ paved and 3’ soft for additional snow storage) 
on the west side of Lowell Avenue from the project to PCMR- there is room within 
the dedicated Lowell Avenue ROW for these improvements (Applicant);

2.  Construct additional staircase connections between Empire and Lowell in both 
the 9th and 10th Street ROW - to direct pedestrians off of Empire and onto a 
designated pedestrian/bike lane that would lead directly to PCMR without 
causing additional pedestrian conflicts at Manor Way (such connections already 
existing in 11th and 12th streets) (Applicant);

3.  Reconstruct Empire and Lowell Avenues to clearly delineate auto travel lanes, 
gutters, and possibly provide bulb-outs and additional paved “off-street” parking 
spaces along Empire Avenue (such as was done on Park Avenue) (City and 
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Applicant);
4. Enforce no parking within the drive-lanes (as is done on Park Avenue), as well as 

no parking on the west side of Lowell (currently in effect), with the goal being no 
net loss of resident parking on these streets, but reducing all day skier and resort 
parking on these streets-implement residential parking program) (City);

5. Implement no parking (i.e. no day skier parking and no PCMR or Sweetwater 
employee parking) on the east side of Lowell in front of the PCMR Administration 
building and Sweetwater, which causes snow removal issues (City and PCMR);

6. Construct people mover, ski lift, or gondola between the project and Main Street 
and/or Ski Resort prior to issuance of any certificates of occupancy (Applicant);

7.  Construct new stairs in the 6th Street ROW (already a requirement of the MPD) 
(Applicant);

8.  Construct new stairs from the project to Crescent walkway with additional 
improvements to the walkway (already a requirement of the MPD) (Applicant);

9.  Construct new stairs in the 8th Street ROW between Norfolk and Woodside 
(Applicant);

10. Improve and/or prioritize snow removal on Empire and Lowell Avenues (City);
and

11. Pedestrian crossings and traffic flow improvements at PCMR (Lowell Avenue, 
Empire and Manor Way, etc. (Applicant and PCMR).

Analysis 
Staff has identified the following areas of concern from the previous Planning 
Commission Meetings and current review:  proposed uses and traffic generation; 
human element of health and safety; on site parking; and displaced parking.  No new 
traffic analysis was requested by staff at the close of the 2004-2006 review, and no new 
traffic analysis has been received by staff.

Proposed Use and Traffic Generation 

Use is a directly correlated to amount of traffic.  Both the PEC and Fehr & Peers traffic 
analysis was based on 264 hotel rooms, 19 condominiums and 19 unit equivalents of 
commercial.  Not included in the traffic report are the impacts of the additional support 
commercial and meeting space (up to 5% of gross floor area).  The Master Plan was 
very specific in stating that the commercial use was for the convenience of those 
residing within the project and was not to serve off-site or attract customers from other 
areas.

December 18, 1985 Sweeney Master Plan Findings:

4.  The commercial uses will be oriented and provide convenient service to those 
residing within the project. 

December 18, 1985 Master Planned Development--Development Parameters 
and Conditions:
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3.  The approved densities are those attached as an Exhibit, and shall be limited 
to the maximums identified thereon. Parking shall be provided on-site in 
enclosed structures and reviewed in accordance with either the table or the 
approved Restrictions and Requirements Exhibit or the adopted ordinances at 
the time of project approval. All support commercial uses shall be 
oriented and provide convenient service to those residing within the 
project and not designed to serve off-site or attract customers from 
other areas (emphasis added).

In this respect, the businesses on-site should not create more traffic in terms of visitor 
traffic.  It will create an increase in commercial service trucks providing goods and 
services to the support commercial.  The current traffic analysis is not an accurate 
representation of the total proposed support commercial and meeting space areas.
The study only includes the 19 unit equivalents of support commercial allowed under 
the MPD.  It does not include the additional 5% support commercial/meeting space as 
allowed within a hotel under the 1985 LMC Section 10.12.  Staff finds that the traffic 
analysis should include the number of service vehicles necessary to provide services to 
the additional support commercial areas/meeting space.   Currently, the applicant’s 
proposal exceeds the additional 5% support commercial/meeting space that may be 
dedicated under Section 10.12 of the 1985 Land Management Code.  This non-
compliance must be resolved prior to the next Planning Commission meeting.  Staff is 
working with the applicant on this issue.    

In reviewing the conditional use permit, the Planning Commission must conclude that 
the proposed support commercial complies with the findings and development 
parameters and condition.

Support Commercial Use is defined by the Land Management Code Section 15-15-
1.49. as

Commercial Use, Support.  A Commercial Use oriented toward the 
internal circulation of a Development, for the purpose of serving the 
needs of the residents or users of that Development, and not persons 
drawn from Off-Site.  

The proposed development includes ballrooms/convention space, bars, lounge, gift 
shop, restaurant/bar, deli, a Creole Mine exhibit, and uncategorized commercial space.
Staff does not find that the Creole Mine exhibit and the large amount of 
ballroom/convention space will only be utilized by those residing within the project.  The 
applicant is required to find a solution from attracting off-site customers to the site. 
Further mitigation and explanation of the uses are necessary.  If the applicant does not 
suggest a solution from attracting off-site customers to the site, planning staff would 
suggest that the Planning Commission not allowing the additional 5% of meeting space.
The additional 5% is not entitled density and the impacts of the additional 5% must be 
mitigated as well.
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Does the Commission concur with Staff’s finding that the proposed 
commercial space does not meet the support commercial requirement of 
the MPD? 
Does the Commission concur with Staff’s finding that the existing traffic 
study does not take into consideration the traffic impacts of the additional 
5% of support commercial as allowed by the LMC for hotels and nightly 
rental condominiums?

Pedestrian Circulation 

Road width and snow were major factors.  The City has three priority levels for snow 
removal.  Lowell Avenue and Empire Avenue are currently “Priority 1” streets, the 
highest level for snow removal.  Priority 1 streets with over two inches of snow must be 
plowed once within an eight hour period.  The City budget includes funds for all Priority 
1 streets to have snow hauled off-site to assist in widening the roads once per year.  For 
fire and safety reasons, some roads experience multiple snow hauling events to 
maintain the width for an emergency vehicle.  With the proposed widening of Lowell 
Avenue to 37.5 feet wide, more snow storage will be created and therefore a greater 
road width will be able to be maintained.  The proposed sidewalk will decrease the 
amount of available snow storage on the shoulder of the road.  Sidewalks create added 
snow maintenance and often more snow hauling.

Many of the previous Planning Commission meeting minutes were concerned with the 
safety of pedestrians in regards to the increased traffic on Lowell and Empire Avenues.  
The Commission raised many questions previously regarding the safety of pedestrians.
The previous studies did not quantify the level of safety for pedestrians with the 
increased traffic from the development, nor did the studies quantify the degree that 
pedestrian safety has been improved due to the proposed mitigation measures.  The 
studies did suggest mitigation measures to enhance pedestrian safety issues: 
sidewalks, staircases, and human traffic control.  The applicant has proposed a five feet 
wide sidewalk extending the entire length of Lowell Avenue in order to mitigate impacts 
of human safety.  The applicant is also willing to build staircases between Lowell and 
Empire Avenue to assist in getting pedestrians from Empire to the new sidewalk on 
Lowell.

Does the Planning Commission find that the proposed mitigation plan 
provides adequately for pedestrian safety?   
Have pedestrian traffic circulation issues been resolved through the 
proposed mitigation?

On-site Parking

The parking for all buildings within the Sweeney Properties Master Plan Development is 
required to be provided on-site and in enclosed structures (Finding #5 of SPMP).  The 
following parking requirement reflect sheet 22 of the exhibits of the MPD: 
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Hotel Room 
Suite not to 
exceed 650 
s. f. 

Apt. not to 
exceed 1000 
s.f.

Apt. not to 
exceed 1500 
s.f.

Apt. not to 
exceed 2000 
s.f.

Apt. in 
excess of 
2000 s.f.

# of parking 
spaces

.66 1 1.5 2 2

The proposed project contains 433 parking spaces total. Per the MPD, 366 spaces are 
required for the proposed unit sizes.  The applicant has designed additional spaces for 
the use of employees.  Below is the breakdown of the parking as provided by the 
applicant.  It must be noted that the original MPD did not require parking for the support 
commercial.  No parking should be required for the support commercial because the 
support commercial is not suppose to bring additional visitors to the site, as emphasized 
in the MPD.

Section 15-3-7 of the LMC States: 

(A) In Master Planned Developments and in review of Conditional Use Permits, the 
initial parking requirement is determined by referring to the requirements for the use and 
the underlying zone. The Planning Commission may reduce this initial parking 
requirement to prevent excessive parking and paving. The Applicant must prove by a 
Parking Study that the proposed parking is adequate. The Parking Study must analyze 
whether:

(1) parking Uses will overlap,

(2) commercial spaces within the project will serve those residing within the project 
rather than the general public, and

(3) or other factors that support the conclusion that the project will generate less parking 
than this Code would otherwise require.
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This allows for the Planning Commission to reduce the required parking without re-
opening the Master Planned Development.   

Does the Commission find that the original 366 parking spaces is sufficient 
or should be reduced (requiring a Parking Study)?
Has the applicant provided sufficient information to justify the 433 parking 
spaces proposed?

Displaced Parking 

Within the previous Planning Commission meetings, there was a concern raised by the 
public and the Planning Commission for the displacement of parking on Lowell Avenue.
The applicant, in response to this concern, has proposed permit regulated parking on 
the downhill (east) side of Lowell Avenue. Staff had previously completed a field study 
on the existing parking spaces on Lowell Avenue.  The outcome of this study was that 
all but one of the existing homes had onsite parking within driveways or a garage.   

Does the Commission find that the proposed permit parking on the 
downhill side of Lowell Avenue will resolve the issue of displaced parking 
for the neighborhood?

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the traffic analysis for the 
Treasure Hill Conditional Use Permit (CUP) as provided in the staff report and within the 
staff presentation, allow the applicant to discuss the traffic analysis, open the public 
hearing, and provide the applicant and staff with direction on the items outlined.  No 
action is scheduled.
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During the April 26, 2006 Planning Commission meeting, staff outlined the 
additional application requirements which were required to be submitted by the 
applicant as part of the revised plans in order to continue the full analysis of the 
proposed development.  The applicant was to include:

1. all site plan and grading details (including vegetation protection and 
excavated material relocated on site;  The Big Picture and Proposed 
Ski Improvements (BP.1 – shows location that soils will be 
relocated), Illustrative Site Plans (V.2 – V.5)  Fencing, Screening, 
Landscape Plan (V.12), Grading Plan (GP.1), Excavation 
Management Plan (A.16)

2. open space calculations; Site and Circulation Plan (SP.1) and 
Usable Open Space Plan (V.11)

3. building setbacks for all structures; Illustrated Plan Setback Exhibit 
(V.28)

4. building height compliance with approved building volumetrics; Height
Limits Plan (HL.1) and Roof Hieghts vs. Existing Grades Plan 
(HL.2)

5. residential unit size and configuration so as to verify density and 
parking compliance; Area, Unit Equivalent and Parking Calculation 
(P.16)

6. architectural details illustrating size, building form and massing, roof 
shapes, exterior details including materials, window to wall ratios, 
decks, plaza/outdoor spaces, retaining walls, etc.; Building 1A – 5D 
Exterior Elevations (E.1AC2.1, E.1B.1, E.3A.1, E.3BC.1, E.3BC.2, 
E.3BC.3, E.4A.1, E.4A.2, E.4B.1, E.4B.2, E.4B.3, E.4B.4, E.5A.1, 
E.5B.1, E.5C.1, E.5C.2, E.5D.1)

7. project streetscape detailing the design of project entrances, retaining 
walls, landscape areas, pedestrian ways; Selected views of 3D 
Model-1 (V-19), Computer Renderings (A.8.3)

8. preliminary landscape plan; Separation – Fencing, Screening, and 
Landscape Plan (V-12), Illustrative Site Plans (V.2 – V.5)

9. ski lift and funicular design Computer Renderings (A.8.3)

These additional materials were received by staff on December 18, 2008.  The 
materials are located at the Planning Department as well as online at the 
www.treasureparkcity.com within the submittal documents. The items in Bold 
are the pages of the application in which the requested documents are 
located.

Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 70 of 377

Exhibit E
April 26, 2006
Additional Documents



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 71 of 377

EXHIBIT F
PREVIOUS PUBLIC LETTERS
CONCERNING TRAFFIC



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 72 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 73 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 74 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 75 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 76 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 77 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 78 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 79 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 80 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 81 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 82 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 83 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 84 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 85 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 86 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 87 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 88 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 89 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 90 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 91 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 92 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 93 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 94 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 95 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 96 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 97 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 98 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 99 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 100 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 101 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 102 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 103 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 104 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 105 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 106 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 107 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 108 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 109 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 110 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 111 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 112 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 113 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 114 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 115 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 116 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 117 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 118 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 119 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 120 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 121 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 122 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 123 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 124 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 125 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 126 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 127 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 128 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 129 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 130 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 131 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 132 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 133 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 134 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 135 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 136 of 377

EXHIBIT G
NEW LETTERS OF CONCERN
FROM THE PUBLIC



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 137 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 138 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 139 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 140 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 141 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 142 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 143 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 144 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 145 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 146 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 147 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 148 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 149 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 150 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 151 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 152 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 153 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 154 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 155 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 156 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 157 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 158 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 159 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 160 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 161 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 162 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 163 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 164 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 165 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 166 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 167 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 168 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 169 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 170 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 171 of 377



Planning Commission - February 11, 2009 Page 172 of 377


