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PARKING GARAGES

1998 DA — “[i]f, in practice the parking mitigation plan fails to adequately
mitigate peak day parking requirements, the City shall have the authority to
require the Resort to limit ticket sales until the parking mitigation plan is
revised to address the issues.” DA 2.1.13.

1998 CMP & 1997 MPD — parking is spread out equally between parcels and
below grade — underground structures

New Master Plan — Predominantly above ground parking and over 400 spaces

less of day-skier and approximately 1,000 less of other spaces as outlined in
the 1998 CMP.

 THE DEVELOPER HAS NOT SUBMITTED A PARKING MANAGEMENT PLAN
* DAY-SKIER PARKING IS NOT SPREAD THROUGHOUT THE RESORT
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PARCEL B

IMPACT OF GARAGE ON PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC

e # OF PEDESTRIANS # OF PEDESTRIANS
STALLS FROM VEHICLES FROM VEHICLES
AVO = 2.7 AVO =3.7
CURRENTLY 388 1,048 i
PROPOSED 815 2,201 3,016
INCREASE 427 ¢ Ias3 1,580

Increase is over 2 TIMES current VEHICLE UNLOADING on Parcel B
and does not include these additional pedestrians:
Locals walking to the resort
Shuttle drop-offs on east side of Lowell Avenue
Affordable Housing and/or Employees living on site
Owner and/or Guests living/staying in market rate condos on site
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TRAFFIC CIRCULATION

1998 CMP — Further review may indicate Lowell Ave conversion to one-way

NEW MASTER PLAN — New roundabout at intersection of Silver King, Empire & 15th
to one way loop beginning at north end of Lowell and continuing south to Shadow
Ridge or Manor Way then back north on Empire Avenue

* Multiple opportunities for conflict and delays:
Uber, Lyft, Black Car, shuttle and skier drop off points, multiple ground level
pedestrian crossings, garage access points, hotel/condo vehicle access points,
loading dock access point, NAC access point, Transit center stop and more
« Residents on Lowell, Kings Crown, Northstar and Empire must travel through resort
center regardless of time of day or time of year which will add to congestion
* Emergency vehicle delays responding to Lowell, Kings Crown, Northstar and Empire
neighborhoods with extremely limited alternative access available. Potential for
deadly consequences exist under this plan.
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PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION

1998 CMP PARCEL B “[o]ne semipublic pathway of at least 30°00” in width.”

Let’s consider the dangerous journey for pedestrians using 14" street:

Pedestrians from 14th must cross Empire with NO CROSSWALK and

* There is no 14t Street pedestrian access through Parcel B; therefore,

e Pedestrians must cross garage entrances/exits and townhome driveways around
Parcel B before,

* Crossing Lowell via one of only two crosswalks to the existing resort center

1998 CMP PARCEL E “[a] covered arcade on the building’s western edge creates a
passage way from Three Kings to the resort’s new base operations.”

Let’s consider the long journey for pedestrians using Three Kings Drive:

* Pedestrians from Three Kings Drive must cross Three Kings with NO CROSSWALK
* Proceed along the north side of Silver King

* Cross over Silver King at a traffic light and finally,

e Head south along Lowell to access plaza and new or existing resort operations
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@ Pedestrian Crossing
s Walking Routes

PARK CITY BASE AREA LOT REDEVELOPMENT | WALKABILITY SITE PLAN - - HALES & HIKS ®PEG
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EMPLOYEE HOUSING

1998 DA requires “off-site housing for 80 PCMR employees on or before October 1,
2003.” (DA 2.2)

New Master Plan proposes on-site employee housing.

1998 DA mandates that “[i]n no case shall small scale MPDS which represent
approvals for a total of 60% of small scale MPDS within the PCMR Concept Master
Plan, be issued until the [employee] housing requirement is available for
occupancy. (DA 2.2) The only exception is if “there is a downturn in the market.”
(DA 2.2 n.1.) Therefore, the exception does not apply and the 1998 DA requirement
of housing for 80 employees must be met PRIOR to any approval of the remaining
small scale MPDs. Each parcel is technically a small scale MPD.

New Master Plan proposes on-site employee housing which will not be complete
and available for occupancy until Fall/Winter 2023.

The developer fails to meet both of the 1998 DA requirements listed above.
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MASS TRANSIT

1998 DA Section 2.1.4 mandates that the “Bus Drop Off Area must be
improved.”

New Master Plan provides for only four bus spaces.

AECOM is the City’s traffic consultant and one of their many conclusions
which differ from the applicant’s is at least eight bus spaces are needed.

Planning Department has concluded the bus stop and mass transit plans are
woefully inadequate — no shelter, no restrooms, no information kiosk, etc.

In addition, the proposed one-way traffic circulation pattern will result in a
loss of existing bus stops.
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Introduction to RRAD

= RRAD is not opposed to development; we seek to promote thoughtful
development that benefits the broader Park City community

= We think that development of the Base Area represents a unique and historic

opportunity to reshape the future, not just of the Resort Center, but of the ENTIRE
City

= We feel strongly that the Base Area can be developed in a way that satisfies all of
the functional concerns of the developer and the long term objectives of the City,
while being highly sensitive to the quality of life and life safety concerns of the
neighbors and community as a whole

= We have serious concerns about numerous aspects of the project currently being

proposed by PEG, especially the impact of building height, reduced setbacks,
density and traffic generation

= The proposed project is non-compliant with the 1998 Development Agreement
(the “DA”) and the Park City Land Management Code (the “LMC”) in many

respects
2 PRELIMINARY AND TENTATIVE — FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY
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Exceeds Maximum Square Footage

* The PEG plan is 16,000 square feet OVER the maximum allowable square footage

e While the DA allows 805,977 square feet (the “vested rights”), it is important to
put this massive amount of square footage in context

* This is approximately 2-3x MORE than what is currently permitted in the Resort
Commercial (“RC”) zone

PEG Square Footage Calculations

A B C D E E G H 1
1998 PEG Proposal

Site By-Right Maximum Proposed Above Grd.

Area RC Zoning  Permitted Building Area  Implied Parking Total Adjusted
Parcel (SF) FAR (1) (SF) (SF) FAR (1) (SF) (SF) FAR (1)
B 137,492 1.0 323,519 243,995 1.8 137,536 381,531 2.8
C 134,863 1.0 192,963 207,857 15 3,208 211,065 1.6
D 89,124 1.0 102,338 94,168 1.1 15,265 109,433 1.2
E 92,380 1.0 187,157 119,956 1.3 - 119,956 1.3
TOTALS 453,859 1.0 805,977 665,976 1.5 156,009 821,985 1.8

(1) FAR stands for Floor Area Ratio, a measure of the total building area divided by the square footage of the site.

4 PRELIMINARY AND TENTATIVE — FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY
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Height Variance Is Not Justified — Building B Case Study

* Height limit in the RC zone is 35’

* PEG proposal averages over 80’ and exceeds 100’ in some areas (on average, more than
one story taller than the 1998 Plan)

* As noted in the DA, height variances can only be granted based on a SITE SPECIFIC analysis
and ONLY apply to the specific plans that were reviewed and approved at that time

* The 1998 Plan featured a SIGNIFICANT amount of architectural variation in height and
massing and the MAJORITY of the height and mass was placed TOWARDS the hill and AWAY

from existing residential uses

1998 Plan PEG Plan
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Doesn’t Meet Standard for Setback Reductions - Parcel B Case Study

e Nearly the entire perimeter of Building B is set back 20’ vs. the zone requirement 25’

In addition, the areas in red below are set back even less than the minimum 20’

KEY

| AFFORDABLE - 2 BEDROOM
B - rrorDeBLE - 2 BEDROOM
B BOH

EMPLOYEE - 1 BEDROOM
I evpLovee - 2 BEDROOM

I EMPLOVEE - 3 BEDROOM

CONDO - 1 BR/STUDIO

§ CONDO - 2 BEDROOM

Ijoz_uo 3 BEDROOM
B -2 eenroom

I
N CONDO AMENITY

L EMANOR WAY

rm<m_| Dw _u_uoo_u v_!PZ

+6942

HI<KS | PARKCITY | PCMRBASE MASTERPLAN | NOVEMBER 3RD, 2020
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Architectural Detail Not Consistent with the 1998 DA

Key Comparisons of 1998 Plan to PEG Proposal

PEG Plan
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Architectural Detail Not Consistent with the 1998 DA — Parcel B Case Study

Comparison — Empire Avenue looking West towards Resort Center
1998 Plan
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Disrespects Mandatory View Corridors

* PEG’s treatment of the 14" Street view corridor is particularly troubling

e The 14th Street “corridor” is one of the most iconic pathways in the Base Area
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Thank you for your time and attention!

16 PRELIMINARY AND TENTATIVE — FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY



