
 
 

 

      
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

1225 Deer Valley Drive, Suite 201     435.615.2264     Affiliated with Dart, Adamson & Donovan 

Park City, UT 84060                      hlhparkcity.com 

Justin Keys 
Justin@hlhparkcity.com 

Direct: 435.731.9195 

September 18, 2020 
 
VIA EMAIL 
 
Park City Planning Commission 
445 Marsac Avenue 
Park City, Utah 84060 
 

Re:  PEG Development Proposal – Traffic Concerns  
  

Dear Park City Planning Commissioners:  
 
My firm represents the Three Kings Condominium Association. Three Kings is an adjoining 
property owner to the proposed development at the PCMR base area. Three Kings is concerned 
with the impacts the proposed development will have on their neighborhood. More particularly, 
Three Kings is concerned with the negative repercussions the proposed development will have 
on traffic circulation and safety on Silver King Drive and Three Kings Drive.  
 
At the outset, Three Kings would be remiss if it did not express its appreciation for the efforts 
PEG has made to meet in person with surrounding property owners. Three Kings’ board has met 
with PEG representatives on several occasions both remotely and onsite to discuss the 
prospective development and Three Kings’ concerns. While Three Kings appreciates this 
outreach, it does not feel that any substantive change has been made to the proposed 
development to address Three Kings’ traffic-related concerns. Those concerns are summarized 
below.  
 

ANALYSIS 
 
I. The proposed plan will divert traffic up Silver King Drive in a way that is unsafe and that is 

incompatible with existing uses.  
 
Park City Code section 15-6-5(G) governs site planning under master planned developments. 
That provision provides that “[t]he project should be designed to fit the Site, not the Site 
modified to fit the project.” To ensure this occurs, that section requires that several factors be 
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considered, including, among others: (1) “[a]dequate internal vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle 
circulation,” (2) “transportation amenities including drop-off Area for van and shuttle service, 
and a bus stop, if applicable,” and (3) “”[s]ervice and delivery Access and loading/unloading 
Area must be included in the Site plan . . . [and] should be kept separate from pedestrian areas.” 
Id. G(5), (8) & (9).   
 
Three Kings is most concerned with the proposed traffic pattern as it relates to Silver King 
Drive, which is the main entrance to Three Kings’ property. Silver King Drive is a narrow two-
way street that provides access to Three Kings and a neighboring property, Snowflower 
Condominiums. Silver King Drive becomes a private drive at Snowflower Condominiums, 
meaning that it is a public street only for the short stretch from Empire Avenue to Three Kings 
Drive.  
 
Three Kings’ owners will attest that, even with current loads, Silver King Drive is seriously 
congested during the winter months. Between local residents, day skier traffic, and the City Bus 
(which stops on the corner of Three Kings Drive and Silver King Drive), Silver King is seriously 
congested, creating an untenable and at times unsafe traffic corridor. This is particularly true 
since there are no sidewalks or cross walks along the majority of Silver King Drive.  
 
PEG is proposing to add to this mix three separate access points off Silver King Drive below 
Building E for (1) day skier parking, (2) private ski club parking, and (3) a commercial loading 
dock for Vail’s use. These three added uses will add thousands of vehicular trips up Silver King 
Drive each day to access the more than 500 parking stalls below Building E, not to mention the 
unidentified number of commercial vehicles accessing the proposed commercial loading dock. 
All three of these access points are located in the limited frontage Building E has on the south 
side of Silver King Drive. These vehicles will all come west up Silver King Drive in the right-
hand lane and will be forced to stop traffic while they wait to turn left to enter Building E. 
 
To make matters worse, we believe that the proposed one-way traffic circulation proposed for 
Empire and Lowell Avenues will increase the amount of local traffic that is diverted up Silver 
King Drive and, ultimately, Three Kings Drive. Savvy local skiers will quickly deduce that it is 
easier to come east down Three Kings Drive to Silver King Drive to drop off day skiers; rather 
than battle the one-way loop wrapping through the base area. Three Kings Drive is a narrow 
local road with no sidewalks or pullouts within one-half mile of Silver King. This will likely 
exacerbate an existing issue Three Kings experiences each winter, where day skiers park on 
Three Kings’ lawn to drop off skiers, or even illegally park in Three Kings’ parking garages 
while accessing the mountain.  
 
Given the fact that PEG will begin charging for day-skier parking, it is likely that more local day 
skiers will begin using the public bus system. These skiers will exist the bus at the corner of 
Silver King Drive and Three Kings Drive because that is the closest stop to the “First Time” lift. 
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Those pedestrians will then be forced to cross Silver King Drive, which lacks cross walks or 
sidewalks, to access the mountain. These pedestrians will, of course, be required to navigate the 
tangle of local residential, day skier, and commercial operations traffic navigating Silver King 
Drive. 
 
Finally, because Silver King Drive is a private drive immediately after the base area parking lot 
where Building E will be located, Silver King Drive and Three Kings Drive are likely to become 
a spillover area for any confused skiers. As proposed, any day skier who accidentally turns up 
Silver King Drive will be forced to either attempt a U-turn in front of the proposed Building E, 
or to turn up into Three Kings and seek to turnaround in one of Three Kings’ private parking 
lots. There is no cul-de-sac or similar traffic configuration to allow the traffic to turnaround and 
find their way down to the base area. Because of the congestion that will likely occur in front of 
Building E, most drivers will likely opt to turn into Three Kings to escape the press of traffic.   
 
We have raised all of these issues with PEG and proposed several potential solutions, including: 
a pedestrian overpass (or at minimum a crosswalk with a pedestrian activated crossing light) at 
the junction of Silver King Drive and Three Kings Drive; a turning lane dedicated to vehicles 
entering or leaving Building E; and, a second roundabout at the junction of Three Kings Drive 
and Silver King Drive to funnel traffic around Building E down Silver King Drive. PEG seemed 
open to these proposed resolutions, but we have yet to see these mitigating efforts included in 
any proposal.  
 
Before this project is approved, we ask that the Planning Commission require the applicant to 
come up with proposed conditions to mitigate these concerns.    
 
II. The proposed Vail loading dock is likely to cause interruption to the flow of traffic up Silver 

King Drive and is incompatible with neighboring uses.    
 
Three Kings is very concerned with the proposed location of the loading dock at the north west 
corner of Building E. As proposed, the location is directly across Silver King Drive from Three 
Kings Drive, which is the main access point to Three Kings. It is also in close proximity to 
several Three Kings’ residential buildings. 
 
It is our understanding that the loading dock is intended to serve Vail’s mountain operations. It is 
not clear from the information provided to date the volume of goods that will be transferred 
through this loading dock. In our conversations with PEG, it was represented that large semi-
trucks will not be using the loading dock, but we have not seen that caveat in any of the 
proposals. And given that the loading dock will be used by Vail, it is unclear to Three Kings how 
Vail will be restricted from using large trucks for its deliveries.  
The use of large delivery trucks in the area of the loading dock is problematic because of the 
volume of traffic—vehicular and pedestrian—already using that intersection. The proposed 
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loading dock is directly across the street from Three Kings Drive. That same corner of Three 
Kings Drive and Silver King Drive is also where the public bus stops. This confluence of 
different users is likely to result in conflict between vehicular and pedestrian traffic.  
 
Three Kings is also concerned with the location of the loading dock because of its proximity to 
residential uses. Several Three Kings’ buildings along with Snowflower Condominium buildings 
are adjacent or near the proposed loading dock. These residences will be impacted by ongoing 
commercial deliveries. This is particularly true depending on the timing and number of 
deliveries. After-hour deliveries will result in noise, lights, and other impositions on neighboring 
residential properties that impedes the quiet enjoyment of that property.  
 
Given the limitations of Silver King Drive, Three Kings’ requests that PEG consider other 
locations for the loading dock. The added commercial use on an already overburdened drive will 
worsen an already, at times, untenable traffic situation. Because of size constraints of Silver 
Kings Drive, there are no reasonable conditions that could be imposed on the development that 
would ameliorate these traffic-related concerns. For that reason, we believe the only solution is 
to consider other alternative locations for the loading dock.  
 

CONCLUSION 
 
Three Kings recognizes and appreciates that PEG has the right to build the density allotted 
through its existing development agreement. It brings the foregoing concerns in good faith in the 
hope that a resolution can be sought that will mitigate the impact of the development on local 
traffic and that provides for the safety and well-being of adjoining owners. But, as submitted, the 
project does not meet the requirements of Park City Code section 15-6-5 and 15-6-6. Namely, 
the project does not provide “[a]dequate internal vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle circulation.” 
Nor is it “[c]ompatible in Use, scale, and mass with adjacent Properties” and it cannot be said to 
“promote neighborhood compatibility.” All of which are requirements for approval under Park 
City Code.       
 
Three Kings is grateful for the opportunity to be heard and thanks the Park City Planning 
Commission in advance for its time and attention.  
 
     Very Truly Yours, 
     HOGGAN LEE HUTCHINSON 
 
     
     Justin J. Keys  
  











































Meeting: Planning Commission 
Meeting Time: August 26, 2020 at 5:30pm MDT  
5 Comments Comments Open  
Agenda Item  
6.B) Park City Mountain Resort Base Parking Lots - MPD Modification - Replace Expired 
Exhibit D of the DA, the 1998 PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study Concept Master Plan, 
With a New Master Plan, Known as the Park City Base Area Lot Redevelopment Master 
Plan Study. This Hearing Will Focus on the Site Plan, Programming, Architecture, 
Landscape Design and Open Space, and Consider the Applicant’s Requested Exceptions to 
Perimeter Setback and Building Height Requirements. PL-20-04475. *Public Input will be 
taken via e-comments* (A) Public Hearing, No Action Will Be Taken  

PCM Base Staff Report Exhibit A: Revised Architecturals Exhibit B: Base Area Zoning Map 
Exhibit C: Parking Above Grade Exhibit D: Open Space Plan (Revised) Exhibit E: Building 
Heights Exhibit F: Public Comments Received To Date Exhibit G: Responses to Public 
Comments Received  
2000 of 2000 characters remaining 

Submit Comment  
 
5 Public Comments  

Sherie Harding 22 days ago  

My thoughts are extensive. Here are the highlights.  
1) Re. massing revisions, “Massing steps with the topography, with the tallest element at 
the southern corner,” per PEG. Check this. It appears tallest buildings are proposed to the 
north at the topographic low.  
2) The overall site plan inherently affects traffic and parking.  
3) Site plan shows PARCEL E housing 45% of all parking, which enters/exits on Silver 
King Drive. Never in > 50 years was this a parking access.  
4) See PARCEL E perspective view. A car weaves from underground parking onto Silver 
King Drive, then WEST where the only option is through the Three Kings Drive 
neighborhoods.  
5) Deliveries and dumpsters are proposed on Silver King Drive, thus the impact of 5am 
beep beep (that exceeds Park City decibel limit).  
6) Neighborhoods to the north will experience extraordinary negative impact. Rather than 
divide the neighborhoods into fragments, propose a larger neighborhood meeting.  
Sherie C. Harding, 1420 Three Kings Dr. 

Justin Keys 22 days ago  

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

https://parkcity.granicusideas.com/meetings/523-planning-commission
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672812/PCM_Base_Staff_Report_08262020_Final_Draft.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672814/2020-0814_PCMR_MasterPlanArchitecture_reduced.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672785/Exhibit_B_Base_Area_Zoning_Map.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672786/Exhibit_Parkign_Above_Grade.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672790/Exhibit_Open_Space_Plan__Revised_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672791/BuildingHeights.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672791/BuildingHeights.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672797/Exhibit_Public_Comments_Received_To_Date.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672829/Exhibit_Responses_to_Public_Comments_Received_by_the_Planning_Department.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/672829/Exhibit_Responses_to_Public_Comments_Received_by_the_Planning_Department.pdf
https://parkcity.granicusideas.com/profile/5ecd22b97d7965ea3f000338
https://parkcity.granicusideas.com/profile/5f47297bf395e7b48003c7e9


Thank you in advance for your efforts reviewing PEG's application. My name is Justin 
Keys and I represent Three Kings Condominium Association. I attended tonight's hearing 
and appreciate the efforts that have been put in by all parties, including PEG and City. As 
an adjoining neighbor, Three Kings is very interested in the development of the PCMR 
base area. Three Kings understands that this is an entitled development and supports 
PEG's right to develop. But it does have concerns regarding the current proposal. In 
particular, we're concerned that there have been several different numbers proposed as to 
the height of Building E. If the height is truly 87 feet, this will practically obscure the 
Mountain View from our property. Before providing a final public opinion on this issue, 
we would like to know the actual height and setback of the building.  

Most of Three Kings' concerns relate directly to the proposed parking and traffic 
circulation. We're very concerned that the parking under Building E and the proposed 
dock and loading area will impede reasonable access to the Three Kings development. Of 
course, those are an issue for another day. We will provide a more formal comment in 
advance of the Planning Commission meeting on traffic related issues.  

We would like to let the Planning Commission know that PEG has made itself available 
to meet with us onsite to discuss our concerns. We very much appreciate their efforts. 
Hopefully our traffic-related concerns can be addressed.  

Thanks in advance for your time,  

Justin Keys  

Deborah Rentfrow 22 days ago  

PEG states they’ll have over 1500 parking stalls after starting B in 2021-22 ready for ski 
season but yet state they only need 1200. Is it possible to build parking on D & E first to 
in 21-22 and still meet that number?  
Why does the hotel on Parcel C have to go 2nd? I believe your slide doesn’t include those 
stalls in 22-23 but does in 23-24 after hotel opens.  
Majority of slides/photos are deceiving and not actually from ground level looking at the 
structure. The view corridor originates inside the home at the corner of 14th & Empire 
not from the street – this is based on your slide.  
Have you been to a Farmer’s Market? It will not fit on the open space on Parcel D and 
will tear up your soft landscaping.  
How is Parcel B being labeled a village? There’s no pedestrian walkway.  
Parcel E shows 543 underground stalls built in one March – December; but it can’t be 
done on Parcel B in the same timeframe?  
Are sidewalks still only 6-10 feet instead of recommended 15 feet? You mention stairs as 
an issue yet your “hardscaped” plaza is full of them. Why is it a problem elsewhere?  
You mention the community has habits and won’t use transit/off site parking, yet you are 
willing to change habits to walk around Parcel B. Do only some habits need to be 
changed? You actually reference people will "j-walk" in your response to a question 

https://parkcity.granicusideas.com/profile/5ecee66c44253848a2000a6b


submitted in the agenda packet.  
Is there any Open Space on Parcel B?  

Ruska Djerki 23 days ago  

In reviewing the packet for Wednesday’s meeting there seems to be a tremendous amount 
of information and topics to be discussed. I have quite a few questions and comments but 
am hoping they will be addressed during the meeting. If at the end of the meeting the 
community or commissioners still have additional questions or comments please confirm 
that these topics will be rolled over to future meetings to continue the discussions. 
Thanks. 

Nancy Lazenby 24 days ago  

In the proposed calendar for this project is looks like traffic will be addressed at a future 
Planning Commissioners meeting, tentatively September 23rd. At that meeting a 3rd 
party analysis of PEG's proposed one-way traffic plan will be presented. I am assuming  
that this 3rd party is not only reviewing the one-way proposed traffic plan but is also 
considering alternatives such as two-way traffic or other solutions. I am also assuming 
during their review they are considering not only the ski resort traffic but the additional 
local traffic, utility vehicles, work trucks, dump trucks, trash pick up trucks, and 
emergency vehicles such as fire trucks, ambulances, and police vehicles needed in the 
local old town streets that would be channeled thru the resort with PEG's proposed plan. 
If those assumptions are not correct can you please let me know? Also, will the 3rd 
party's report be making any recommendations or will they simple give their analysis of 
the proposed plan with out recommendations ? Thank you. 

 

https://parkcity.granicusideas.com/profile/5ecb0eb2f395e7eeaa0004fd
https://parkcity.granicusideas.com/profile/5ea0914af395e7c856000ba0
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