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Overview

At the October 26 and December 9, 2004 Planning Commission meetings seven specific issues were discussed and options evaluated. These issues were considered by the Commission to be significant or important to examine further in the update to the Copper Mountain Subbasin Plan. At the January 13, 2005 meeting resolution to each of these issues was presented and suggestions made. The significant issues included:
• Clarification and modification to the transfer of development rights (TDR) narrative and policies.
• Clarification to uses allowed on designated passive open space lands between the Village Center and East Village Neighborhoods for the location of tramway towers. 
• Specificity on appropriate locations and building height for hillside development in the A-Lift Neighborhood.
• Relaxing the maximum building heights in the Village Center Neighborhood.
• Clarification and examples of what is a public benefit.
• Enhancing affordable housing policies and strategies.
• The methodology to determine appropriate land use density and intensity in subbasin neighborhoods.

A draft of the Copper Mountain Subbasin Plan has been prepared and was presented at the January 13, 2005 meeting. The draft incorporated the modifications/resolution to the issues outlined above but not necessary modifications or two of the remaining significant issues—parking and transportation. Per the request of Intrawest representatives, discussion and options to address parking and transportation issues were moved to the January 25 special meeting.

This report attempts to address parking or transportation issues experienced in the subbasin. An overview of parking and transportation as addressed in the recent PUD modification process is frequently referenced to provide a history of the issues and potential options for consideration. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

PARKING

“Parking is the poor relation of architecture and design. Unglamorous and often downright ugly, it tends to be treated as a necessary evil. If the parking system works well, nobody notices. If it doesn’t, it can work against a city’s best efforts to improve urban design, manage traffic, and achieve a wide array of other goals.” — J. Tumlin and A. Millard-Ball

Overview of Parking Issues

Assessing and providing for adequate parking at Copper Mountain is a significant issue and a point of contention as part of the recent PUD modification process. In essence, there were opinions that the proposed development would exacerbate parking problems at Copper Mountain not mitigate or resolve them. During the first discussions with the BOCC on the PUD modification it was noted that parking at Copper Mountain was already violating several of the existing PUD provisions. Examples provided included parking occurring where it is was not allowed by the existing PUD on peak days and during special events (i.e. President’s Day and Cardboard Derby). This exemplifies what seems to be the key issue surrounding parking which is to find solutions to provide for adequate parking capacity and facilities to meet increasing demand now and into the future.

As stated in the draft update to the subbasin plan:

“Currently, parking at Copper Mountain is accommodated throughout the resort, primarily in surface lots. There is a parking structure in the Main Village Neighborhood. Future development sites in the Main Village Neighborhood could be located in existing parking lots and as a result, additional parking will need to be developed to maintain adequate parking facilities. On peak skier visit days all existing parking lots reach capacity. Current parking facilities are not sufficient to serve projected future parking demands. A portion of the Ten Mile Neighborhood has been approved for parking use by the USFS in the Corn Lot.”

The following represents some of the principal issues or short-term and temporary parking requirements of the current Copper Mountain PUD. These were discussed or addressed during the recent PUD modification process: 

• Adequacy of the parking requirement of the current PUD—What is the number of needed day skier parking spaces and the philosophy behind such number (peak day, 10th highest day, etc.)?
• County roads—Methods to allow for more efficient parking on county roads and associated maintenance obligations and cost impacts.
• Coordinated efforts/annual meeting—An annual meeting with the Copper Mountain Metro District, the Sheriff’s Office, Summit County Ambulance and Planning Department to review the condition of traffic and parking in the resort and PUD requirements.
• Overflow—Guests visiting Copper Mountain parking cars in areas not designated for parking in the PUD or in areas not approved by the short-term and temporary parking plan (e.g., I-70). 
• Notification—Notification to the county of when cars are parked on Copper Road. 
• Parking study—Timely submittal of a required parking study and inclusion of all locations where day-skier parking occurs.
• Public safety—providing for sidewalks along roads.

Determination of Ski Area Parking Requirements

In looking at other similar types of resorts developing parking thresholds is difficult. No real baseline parking standards or formalized ski area parking model exist for this region. Parking between ski resorts varies due to a range of variables such as marketing, proximity to population centers, percentage of day skiers, etc. Therefore determining parking requirements seems to be more of an art than science because of these unique variables associated with ski resorts. Moreover, as the county has experienced, day skier parking fluctuates with peak parking as it is tied to snowfall amount, special events, marketing (season pass prices, daily pass prices, special promotions, black-out dates, etc.), the economy, number of employees and volunteers, and holidays. 

However, Staff feels that ski area parking requirements for a resort can be estimated. The requirement can be based on a detailed evaluation of current parking demands and by evaluating a parking formula that can be adjusted based on several factors, including: 
• Skiers At One Time (SAOT). 
• The number of day skiers staying at the resort based on estimated occupancy rates.
• The number of day skiers arriving by car.
• The total number of employees less the number of employees living on-site and the number of employees at one time. 
• The impact of employees, day skiers and others arriving by mass transit. 

Actual parking demand, as evidenced by actual parking counts, combined with this model can possibly provide a means of creating an accurate parking requirement for the PUD.

Continued Increase in Parking Demand

Elected officials, Staff, some residents and guests at Copper Mountain feel that parking provided at the Resort is at times inadequate. Past usage patterns, county parking estimates, and violations of existing PUD provisions have indicated that the current day skier parking requirement of the PUD is inadequate in several areas. Particularly the total number of required day skier and employee parking spaces (a strict requirement of maintaining 2,666 spaces, with a non-required estimate of 3,482 spaces at build-out). Moreover, it is felt that the demand and pressure for more day skier parking will increase (throughout the county and at Copper), especially as growth in Front Range communities, region, and county continues. The population on the Front Range is expected to grow almost 2 million people by 2025 and the county’s population is projected to increase by approximately 14,300 residents in the same timeframe. 

A parking analysis for the November 2, 2003 BOCC meeting on the PUD modification and Staff Report was prepared that estimated the future parking requirements of the PUD, including the parking demand generated by new employees. The estimated parking demand, combined with actual parking counts surveyed by the county and parking counts provided by Copper Mountain, helped to shape the original parking requirement recommendation of 4,200 spaces. However, this estimate did not address additional parking demand generated by on mountain expansion or improvements, such as the installation of a lift up Tucker Mountain.

Recent PUD Modification Process

November 2003—During the PUD modification process both Copper Mountain and Staff agreed that there needed to be: (i) a base parking requirement; (ii) a strong management plan; (iii) parking requirements that were easily administered; and, (iv) a parking deficiency protocol that spells out what happens when there are parking deficiencies. In response to issues associated with parking, Copper Mountain proposed as part of the PUD modification to: (i) change the PUD parking plan to clarify where cars have been parking on county roads; (ii) delete the requirement to notify the Planning Department when cars are parked on county roads and only have a meeting with the Planning Department when such a meeting is requested; (iii) submit the required parking study; and, (iv) evaluate new parking requirements for special events, such as the Cardboard Derby. 

Staff concluded that any modified PUD should address establishing a parking requirement to meet existing parking demand. The proposed requirement would have provided a mechanism to change over time as the parking demand or percentage of destination skiers changed. Moreover, there would of also have been provisions concerning an overall management plan, much like the current PUD provisions concerning parking deficiencies. 

However, Staff ultimately felt that the proposed PUD modification did not meet the existing subbasin plan’s parking related policies because the proposed PUD modification did not provide: (i) innovative solutions to parking as spaces were lost to the development of sites that are used for parking; and (ii) alternative strategies that successfully accommodated resident and visitor transportation needs without increasing the parking demands. 

The BOCC expressed concerns over the proposed parking at the December 8, 2003 meeting, including concerns over the adequacy of the proposed parking and the related poor customer experience, not allowing cars to park on county roads, and possibly having structured parking to improve customer experience. 

March 2004—Copper Mountain revised the PUD modification application to:
• Increase the minimum number of proposed parking spaces from 3,400 spaces to 3,800 spaces. 
- Allow parking in off-premise locations, which included parking on USFS lands, private lands, or parking in a town, if the county agreed that a proposed location was appropriate. 
• Vacate and relocate the rights-of-way when Copper Road and Ten Mile Circle were reconstructed (i.e. parallel or angled spaces located outside of the rights-of-way in an easement). 
• Proposed an “overflow management plan” which was previously called the “capacity parking protocol”. The overflow management plan would include provisions for ensuring that a gridlock situation would not occur on I-70, vehicles would be safely turned away when the parking areas were full, the use of VMS Boards on I-70, and other related measures. 
• Prohibit day skier parking on State Highway 91.

BOCC Concerns—One or more members of the BOCC expressed concerns over the adequacy of the proposed 3,800 space day skier parking requirement at the resort in terms of: (i) not providing enough parking for peak days; and (ii) not providing enough parking over time to meet increasing demands (additional employees, day skiers, etc.). 

Staff Concerns—Significant concerns Staff presented with the modified PUD proposal on parking included:
• The process to review and approve off-premise parking locations and the process to change the PUD’s parking requirement needed further discussion and specific PUD provisions. 
• How the parking areas adjacent to county roadways would be maintained in concert with the county’s regular maintenance of the adjacent road (e.g., timing of snow plowing, repairing damage). 
• The revised PUD text limited the review and comment on the overflow management plan to only issues centering on “reasonable access and circulation”. Staff felt that this proposed criteria was too limiting and that the PUD text should include other criteria. 
• The PUD should include strong enforcement provisions to ensure that the parking requirements of any modified PUD are met (e.g., submission of a parking deficiency study, establishing strong fines for violation of parking requirements).
• What level of off-premise parking should be allowed and where it was located (i.e. within or outside the existing PUD). Was it acceptable to allow a portion of the day skier or overflow parking requirement to be displaced, accommodated and located off-site.
- Issues associated with the locations of parking provided off-site.

May 2004— Copper Mountain revised the PUD modification application to require an “Overflow Parking Management Plan” that would address:
• Providing arrangements for the utilization of specific “overflow parking areas”, if necessary.
• Plans for ensuring that a gridlock situation does not result on I-70 or SH 91, subject to elements outside of the control of Copper Mountain.
• Encouraging alternate means of transportation to the Resort.
• The Overflow Parking Management Plan would be reviewed and approved by applicable key agencies (e.g., State Patrol, ambulance, County Sheriff, Planning Department), per certain criteria.
• A stronger enforcement mechanism for the 3,800 day skier parking requirement (with subsequent criteria and conditions). 

Staff supported the proposed parking requirements of the PUD as amended since it felt that the BOCC’s concerns were addressed. 

	“Motorists aren’t interested in how many parking spaces a neighborhood has. What matters is how easily they can find one. Maintaining availability is therefore a key goal, but building more spaces is only one way to achieve it—and usually an expensive one.

Most of the time, it will be far cheaper to free up spaces by using demand management strategies. Charging for parking or increasing the rate will encourage some motorists to carpool, take transit, walk, or bike.” -- J. Tumlin and A. Millard-Bell



-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Discussion of Parking Policy Considerations

The following are issues that could be discussed and considered in developing additional policies in the subbasin plan that affect parking. 

1. Philosophical Issues of Establishing a Base Parking Requirement

The Planning Commission should first consider the fundamental philosophy behind establishing a parking requirement as this forms the foundation to creating the actual standards. During the last PUD modification, Staff presented four methodologies to the BOCC. One or a combination of the following methodologies could be established in the subbasin plan as a requirement for any major modification to a PUD. 

- Require Copper Mountain to Provide Parking for the Peak Demand Parking Requirement

During the PUD modification it was an option that Copper Mountain be required to provide approximately 4,500 spaces based on a “peak demand” parking requirement, which was found on March 9, 2003. In addition it was suggested in using this model that the PUD have a provision to allow for the parking requirement to be either increased or decreased over time by a minor PUD modification process, so long as the new parking requirement was based upon the results of an annual parking study.

- Establish a Parking Requirement Based on the Average of the Ten Highest Parking Days

During the PUD modification is was an option to establish a parking requirement based on the average of the ten highest parking days. This was developed from two separate ideas: 1) the notion and request to average weekend days to develop a parking requirement; and 2) a parking study submitted by Keystone. Keystone’s parking requirement was based on a study that estimated the average top ten days, and then applied several assumptions to derive the number of required day skiers, including the estimated number of day skiers, estimated number of destinations skiers and number of employees. This average was approximately 4,200 spaces at Copper Mountain as part of the PUD modification.

- Establish a Parking Requirement Based on the 10th Highest Day

During the PUD modification it was an option to establish a parking requirement based on the 10th highest day. This is the method that Copper Mountain utilized for the parking study submitted for the 1998-1999 PUD modification. The method estimated data for the 10th highest day at build-out, including estimated data on: Skiers At One Time (SAOT), destination skiers, day skiers, transit riders, number of employees arriving by car, and other variables evaluated in a parking analysis. For the 1998-1999 PUD modification, the parking study estimated a parking requirement of 3,482 spaces for the 10th highest day at build-out. The 10th highest day of the county’s parking survey was approximately 3,100 spaces, while the 10th highest day of the Copper Mountain’s data was 3,418 spaces.

- Estimate a Parking Requirement to Meet the Anticipated Demands/Buildout/(SAOT)

During the PUD modification it was an option to estimate parking demand based on build-out. It assumes that 40 percent of the Skiers at One Time (SAOT) are destination skiers. This methodology is a synthesis of the methodology used by the USFS and employed by both Keystone and Copper Mountain to estimate parking requirements. The estimate projected a parking need for 4,164 spaces at build-out, which is less than the peak parking requirement. The methodology did not include parking for any non-skier guests parking at Copper Mountain for other activities, such as shopping or dining.

Preferred Methodology

It is not recommended that a number of parking spaces be established at part of the update to the subbasin plan. Parking demands obviously need to be measured against a development proposal and proposed impacts. Moreover, parking demands can change and fluctuate over time, and it is important to periodically revisit the parking demand. Nonetheless, Staff recommends the peak demand model should be used as a guide to determine base parking requirements because of the following three primary reasons:

1. Development Code—The purpose and intent of the parking regulations as stated in the Summit County Land Use and Development Code (“Code”) Section 3800 et seq. is as follows:

The purpose of these regulations is to ensure that adequate off-street parking is provided to meet the parking needs of uses [emphasis added] located in unincorporated Summit County. It shall be the responsibility of the developer, owner or operator of a specific use to provide and maintain adequate off-street parking for that use. All parking areas shall be designed and situated so as:
A. To ensure their usefulness.
B. To mitigate adverse impacts on adjacent uses.
C. To allow for convenient access by the handicapped.
D. To protect the public health, safety and welfare.

The intent of the Code is to ensure there is adequate parking to meet the demand. Staff feels that this could probably be best accomplished through a peak parking demand model (not another number that does not reflect the demand associated with a use). In addition the Code also intends to ensure that parking spaces are located to ensure their usefulness. The Code has a provision that prohibits off-premise parking unless a set criteria is met, including the need to keep the area that would have been used for parking in open space versus development (Section 3704.05). Another intent of the Code is to provide for off-street parking. This was a big issue during the recent PUD modification as some residents and a few BOCC members were concerned about parking on roads.

2. Existing/National Models—Parking requirements for communities are typically based on parking surveys that are done either at the local or national level. At the national level, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) book, Parking Generation, and the Urban Land Use Institute’s (“ULI”) Shared Parking Manual are the most often quoted sources of parking requirements. In addition, the American Planning Association (“APA”) has several publications related to parking, including Off-street Parking Requirements. The ITE conducts national studies on parking requirements based on a set methodology. ITE’s book, Parking Generation states that: “The objective of the [parking] surveys is to count the number of vehicles parked at the time of peak parking demand.” 

Each ITE survey is then weighed against an independent variable, such as building square footage, and averaged across several properties to develop a parking generation rate. This rate is an average of the peak parking demand. It is very common for communities to use the parking requirements developed by ITE level, which are most often based on a peak parking requirement for a land use. The methodology used to develop a peak parking requirement is based on an assumptions that a land use should provide enough parking to meet the demand of that use. 

3. Convenience (guest experience)—Staff feels as a component to the overall operations and management of Copper Mountain parking should be convenient and accessible for guests. It can be considered to be inconvenient not to have enough on-site parking to satisfy guests needs and this indirectly can cause conceivable impacts to the affected businesses and community. A recent quote from Copper Mountain on parking on the new soccer field brings to light the value of convenient parking: "It was a hope (that we wouldn't use the field for parking); but we have to run our business so that the guests are satisfied, and parking is part of that….” (Jamie Wilson; Summit Daily, January 18, 2005).

To best ensure parking is convenient and guests are satisfied, basing the parking requirement on the true parking demand of the resort is preferred. It is assumed locating parking within the subbasin is more convenient than off-premise. Providing parking in distal locations from the resort can be more problematic and less efficient than parking in the subbasin. The recent PUD modification determined that parking in the subbasin was considered on-site, and thus appropriate per the Code. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The following options reflect considerations to strengthen ancillary issues that impact providing for parking and meeting increased demands.

2. Location of Parking or Overflow Parking 

The previous PUD modification proposed providing for day skier parking off-site (i.e. located outside of the subbasin and PUD boundary). At that time, Staff did not fully consider all the impacts related to allowing off-premise parking to meet the parking demands of the resort. Particularly, these locations seemed to be relegated to overflow parking on peak skier days and addressed in the Overflow Management Plan. Considerations and options for the Planning Commission to discuss include:
• If off-site parking outside of the subbasin is acceptable given the considerations and issues presented in the previous section.
• If off-site parking is acceptable, where are appropriate locations for offsite parking.
• If off-site parking is acceptable, what percentage or number of spaces should be allowed as part of an overflow management strategy.

Preferred Alternative

As was mentioned in the previous section it would be preferable to require all day skier parking within the subbasin. Having parking provided for and accommodated on-site can be considered to be more convenient and efficient for visitors. Moreover, when parking is located off-site there are secondary impacts that need to be addressed and planned for (e.g., impacts to the Frisco Transit Center or Town of Frisco). It would be recommended that parking outside of the subbasin only be allowed where no feasible alternatives exist. 

3. Parking Structures

Currently no parking structures are required by the Copper Mountain PUD. Providing a parking structure is a possible solution to meeting not only the current parking demand as existing lots are developed, but also the future parking demand due to new employees, guests or ski area expansions. However, associated costs, capital and feasibility to construct or operate a parking structure is a significant issue. 

4. Parking on County Roads

The recent PUD modification addressed allowing for parking on county roads (i.e. providing paralleled and angled parking). However, the issue was never resolved as part of process and there are a number of concerns: 
• Members of the BOCC and some residents at Copper Mountain had concerns about allowing parking on Copper Road due to policy conflicts (county ordinance against parking on county roads, Code policy on having off-street parking), and aesthetic concerns. 
• The County’s Road and Bridge Department has some significant maintenance concerns of allowing for parking along county roads due to the impact on maintenance costs, PR issues when a car gets towed or damaged, drainage impacts and potential vehicle damage due to snow plowing. 
• Safety concerns with pedestrian movement and access to the mountain. 

The Planning Commission could determine if parking along county roads should be: 1) allowed, 2) not allowed or 3) requirements to allow it (i.e. installation of sidewalks). 

The County Road and Bridge Department is steadfast in their opinion that parking should not be allowed on county roads. In addition, the BOCC, Staff, Engineering and the public raised concerns or reservations on parking on county roads during the PUD modification process. The issue needs to be further evaluated by a number of different entities. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Proposed Subbasin Plan Policies Related to Parking

The following goal and policies/actions have been modified or developed based on concerns and issues reflected above. The policies attempt to assure adequate parking is available to meet anticipated resort needs and increased parking demand. Moreover, the policies encourage increasing the availability of parking facilities (i.e. parking structures). The use of mass transit is addressed as part of the Transportation section. The policy framework can be modified to reflect additional Planning Commission concerns or direction. For example, the methodology to determine parking requirements or actual parking spaces to eventually be provided can be acknowledged in the policies. 

Goal Assure adequate and convenient parking is provided in the Copper Mountain Subbasin to meet the demands of Copper Mountain Resort over time. 

Policy/action: The County and Copper Mountain should periodically conduct parking studies of actual vehicles parked on peak days based on a mutually accepted methodology or industry standards.

Policy/Action: The parking requirements of the Copper Mountain PUD should be amended to ensure there is adequate parking provided within the subbasin to meet the demands of the resort. This should be done concurrent with a major PUD modification or as a part of a County-initiated PUD modification to address parking issues. Factors to be considered in determining parking demand and standards may include:
• Actual car counts on peak weekends.
• The ratio of day skiers to destination skiers based on mountain capacity.
• The average number of day skiers arriving by car.
• Number of employees driving to the resort and the average number of employees per car.
• Number of persons arriving by mass transit, including the Summit Stage and charter buses.
• Number of day skiers arriving by automobiles.
• The parking demand generated by new employees due to new, proposed land uses and the ensuing employee generation rates.
• The estimated future parking requirement based on any changes in land use that are proposed as a part of a PUD modification. 

Policy/Action Work with appropriate entities to further evaluate the appropriateness and feasibility of parking on County roads.

Policy/Action Allow for parking outside of the subbasin beyond the basic parking demand to satisfy overflow parking requirements when no other alternative exist (e.g., parking for special events).

Policy/Action Accommodate new parking facilities to meet the parking demand in the subbasin consistent with the Future Land Use Plan in a manner that meets increasing parking demands and maintains visual attractiveness, while promoting alternatives to constructing new parking facilities.

Policy/Action Alternative strategies that reduce parking demand and that successfully accommodate resident and visitor transportation needs without increasing parking demands should be encouraged (e.g., demand management strategies or a Countywide transit system that supplements the Summit Stage with actual door-stop service between all major guest lodges in the County and ski resorts).

Policy/Action New buildings should provide resident and guest parking on-site (underground or surface lots). [This is a current PUD policy, and a requirement of the Code (off-street parking and off-premise parking policies).]

Policy/Action Provide innovative solutions to parking as space is lost in interior lots (i.e. parking structures). Examples include the use of parking structures and further promotion of transit use, from the Denver airport and other locations to Copper Mountain.

Policy/Action Copper Mountain Resort, Summit County, and the Colorado Department of Transportation should work cooperatively to develop a long-term solution to transportation issues on Hwy 91 and I-70 (i.e. traffic backups, safe highway crossings, vehicular circulation). These issues should continue need to be analyzed and a solution reached prior to action on any major development proposals including PUDs or major amendments to the PUDs within the subbasin.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TRANSPORTATION

Overview

A key component to the PUD modification was approval of a new transportation plan for improving vehicular, mass transit and pedestrian circulation throughout the subbasin. It was felt that the proposed transportation plan addressed almost every transportation related policy in the existing subbasin plan, except for providing innovative solutions to parking as space is lost in the interior of the Resort. 

As part of the PUD modification a Transportation Analysis (“Analysis”) was submitted to analyze the traffic impacts generated by both the existing and proposed development. The purpose of the report was to ensure that the road infrastructure was adequate based on the overall transportation plan for the Resort as a whole. The Analysis evaluated overall estimated traffic volumes and road capacities for all roads in the PUD and the highway system based on several factors and variables, including the use of a bus service and the use of a tramway system. 

The tramway proposal centered on two new tramway systems to move people in the resort augmented by bus transit: (i) the Alpine Lot-Copper Village Tramway, proposed to link the Alpine Lot to the Copper Village with stops in the East Village and at any performing arts facility; and, (ii) the Union Creek-Copper Village Tramway, with a terminal located just to the west of the American Flyer. 

Other components of the proposed transportation plan included:

• The installation of a traffic signal and required lane additions and improvements at the Copper Road-SH 91 intersection, including a safe crosswalk across SH 91 for the Vail Pass Recreational Path.
• The realignment and reconstruction of Copper Road which included the elimination of the “Shark” lanes and a reduction in the amount of road paving in the Resort with a three lane road configuration (west and east bound lanes and center turn lane or emergency lane).
• The use of supplemental buses to move guests and employees from the distant parking areas and from the neighborhoods not adjacent to the tramway system; buses or some other form of transit to move guests and employees from the distal portions of the Alpine Lot; buses to provide direct service to key base facilities, such as a direct service to Union Creek or the Copper Village neighborhoods.
• Allowance for a Summit Stage interface at the eastern side of Copper Mountain when the tramway system was not in operation, or for the Summit Stage to retain stops within the interior of the Resort.
• New trails and sidewalk plan to connect all areas of the Resort, including parking areas allowed along Copper Road, Beeler Road and Ten Mile Circle (no on-road parking was proposed within the East Village Neighborhood).
• Enhanced signage to better direct traffic, including signage on I-70 at the double-lane exit, possible use of VMS boards, and improved signage throughout the Resort.
• Allowance for interface with mass transit systems on the I-70 corridor, such as a light-rail system.
• Increased use of buses to reduce parking demands in the Resort, including Summit Stage and buses run by Copper Mountain. 

The public generally supported the proposed overall transportation plan, except for the proposed Union Creek-Copper Village Tramway. The proposed Union Creek-Copper Village Tramway was one of the most contentious issues in the PUD modification process as certain members of the public, including individual owners within The Lodge at Copper, and the Lodge’s Homeowner’s Association were opposed to the proposed tramway alignment. Copper Mountain agreed to mitigate the impact of the proposed Union Creek-Copper Village Tramway. The BOCC did not support the proposed transportation plan proposed as a part of the PUD modification for several reasons, including the proposed design of Copper Road and emergency access. 

Planning Department Recommendation

For several reasons the Planning Department recommended that the BOCC should support the overall transportation plan proposed by Copper Mountain, including the proposed Union Creek-Copper Village Tramway. Primarily, the proposed tramway could provide an important link between two of the three base areas, which would allow for an efficient transportation alternative for guests staying in the Village at Copper or needing to travel to Union Creek. Moreover the subbasin plan envisioned the area along the proposed alignment for mixed-use development, and the PUD modification was only seeking to allow one tramway system and limited active recreation uses in this area. Lastly, good mitigation to reduce the impacts of the tramway for the BOCC’s consideration was developed.

Proposed PUD Provisions

The following represents most of the provisions crafted as part of the PUD modification process to address transportation issues or implement the proposed Transportation Plan:

• Copper Road Improvements: Consisted of reducing the amount of total paving from two oversized lanes and a Shark lane to only two lanes with center turn lanes at road intersections and a median strip. In addition, reconstruction of Copper Road and associated drainage from the SH 91 intersection to the new Beeler Roundabout, which would significantly improve the design of the road and associated bridges and reduce the maintenance costs incurred by the county. 
• Ten Mile Circle Improvements: Consisted of road realignment (north of West Ten Mile Creek) and reconstruction, including improved bridge aesthetics and drainage.
• Copper Cul-du-Sac Improvements: Reconstruction of Copper Road and the associated bridge from the new Beeler Roundabout to the Copper Road Cul-du-Sac.
• Provision of Secondary Access Road: New access road that connected directly to Copper Road so cars did not have to go out onto Highway 91 to get into the Resort and another means of emergency and other access was provided.
• Sidewalks Along Copper Road and Ten Mile Circle: Construct sidewalks when Copper Road or Ten Mile Circle are reconstructed. This improvement was a safety measure to allow parking to continue along these roads if certain design requirements outlined in the proposed PUD were met, such as adding parking lanes next to the roadway and crosswalks.
• Mass Transit: Address the transport of guests via the proposed Valley Tramway system to be supplemented by buses. Moreover, agreement to provide two Summit Stage bus stops and shelters and three bus stops and shelters for the use of the Summit School District.

Other Comments on Transportation

The Summit Stage indicated that providing two busses to Copper Mountain during peak times is a significant financial resource and planning issue since it requires additional busses, maintenance and manpower.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Discussion of Transportation Policy Considerations

The following are issues that could be discussed and considered in developing additional policies in the subbasin plan that affect transportation. 

1. Future Transportation Plan

The Countywide Comprehensive Plan recognizes transportation issues on a countywide level and the need to address them. The Plan recommends the development of a Countywide Transportation Plan. Specifically:

Bring together the County, towns, resorts, CDOT, and other appropriate parties to define the scope and work program for a Countywide Transportation Plan. Once defined and agreed to, form appropriate committees/working groups to develop the plan. The plan should focus on a comprehensive countywide evaluation of transportation and future needs/solutions. The plan should also evaluate the bigger regional transportation picture and look at appropriate public transportation links with adjacent counties and the Front Range. The plan should look at necessary future road and parking improvements, but should also have a major focus on promoting alternative transportation modes, such as transit, carpools, bike, and pedestrian use. Specific issues that at a minimum should be addressed are listed below.

• The transit emphasis of the plan should focus on providing for more efficient transit service, marketing of service, and greater coordination and uniformity between the different transit providers in the County, including Summit Stage, the towns, the resorts, and the Summit School District. The use of alternate fuels in transit vehicles should be evaluated and, where appropriate, implemented. 
• Transportation demand management programs should be encouraged to be provided by major employers. In conjunction with these programs, joint efforts between the County, towns, and resorts should be undertaken to encourage more carpooling and other strategies that reduce the impacts of day skier trips from the Front Range on the local transportation and parking system.
• Identification of needed road improvements and determination of acceptable levels of service for area roadways. Future road improvements should be evaluated with the emphasis on accommodating bike and pedestrian uses (e.g., bike shoulders along major roadways and sidewalks in appropriate locations). 
• The establishment of a funding mechanism for major roadway improvements in each basin, with individual development projects contributing to the fund, should be evaluated and, if appropriate, implemented.
• Promote a pedestrian and bike-friendly emphasis for new and existing developments, with the intent of constructing and improving pedestrian access to transit stops and improving the overall pedestrian and bike network to facilitate walking to commercial areas and other major destinations. As part of this effort, new pedestrian path/sidewalk construction should be identified where needed in existing neighborhoods to promote pedestrian safety and transit access.

The Planning Commission could suggest amendments that should be added the proposed Transportation Plan specific to the subbasin. 

2. Improvements to Certain Roads

The need exists for rebuilding, improving and possibly realigning Copper Road and the reconstruction of other roads and related improvements as outlined above. These improvements are very important to ensure the existing or relocated roads are designed in accordance with today’s standards, and the overall maintenance costs are reduced. 

3. Providing Proper Emergency Access to the Resort

A key requirement of the Code is to provide emergency access, which is very difficult at Copper Mountain due to the cul-du-sac nature of design, with one main road in and one main road out. Another access point onto I-70 was ruled out in the past due primarily to environmental impacts and engineering considerations. This has left Copper Mountain with one vehicular access point to I-70.

4. Summit Stage – Retaining Stops in Interior of Resort, Frequency of Summit Stage Service from Frisco and Financial Resources

A concern was raised about completely eliminating the interior Summit Stage stops within the resort in lieu of one transit center on the eastern side of the resort that coincided with the proposed tramway to the Village Center Neighborhood. It was pointed out that the tramway would not run during certain times, and that the interior bus stops provide better convenience to Summit Stage users.

5. Enhanced Signage to Better Direct Traffic

During the recent PUD modification, it was pointed out that the overall signage plan for I-70, SH 91, and the resort could be significantly improved to improve traffic flows. It is very common for traffic to get backed up onto I-70 all the way to Officer’s Gulch during the peak morning hours and have gridlock. Part of this problem is due to not having proper signage on I-70 to either clearly indicate a double lane exit, or not communicating that the resort is full. Another part of the problem also centers on having adequate parking so that there is always a smooth flow of cars into parking lots from the surrounding highway system.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Proposed Subbasin Plan Policies Related to Mass Transit

The following goal and policies/actions have been modified or developed based on concerns and issues reflected above. The policies attempt to assure mass transit is available to meet anticipated resort needs and complement increased parking demand. The policy framework can be modified to reflect additional Planning Commission concerns or direction. 

Mass Transit

The existing mass transit system in the subbasin includes: Summit Stage service to and from the Town of Frisco and other Summit County towns, Copper Mountain Resort's internal shuttle system, and private operators such as Resort Express that transport guests to and from Denver International Airport. As visitor growth occurs, more demands will be placed on the existing mass transit system. Additional demands on mass transit will also be created if parking lots within the PUD Village Center are replaced by development. Visitors may will be required to park vehicles in parking lots on the perimeter of the resort and use shuttles to access the Village Center and the mountain if interior parking structures are not built.

Goal Improve vehicular, and mass transit, and pedestrian circulation and parking throughout the Copper Mountain Subbasin.

Policy/Action A long-term plan has been should be developed and for improving vehicular, mass transit, and pedestrian circulation in the PUD and the Ski Resort Neighborhood. throughout the subbasin. The plan was should be developed prior to final action on the 1998-1999 Copper Mountain Major PUD modification. This plan may be amended from time-to-time concurrent with a major amendment to the PUD. any major development proposals including PUDs or major amendments to PUDs within the subbasin. The plan should address issues such as: When the plan is proposed to be amended, it should include at a minimum:

• A comprehensive analysis of all possible transit alternatives within the Resort, along with ensuing capital, maintenance and operation costs and a preferred alternative. 

Policy/Action Copper Mountain Resort should adequately address the transport of guests and the residents between the parking areas in the Subbasin and inbetween the neighborhoods within the Subbasin, and support increased mass transit use and other methods of transporting people to and within subbasin.

• Work with Summit Stage to ensure adequate and frequent service to Copper Mountain, and to increase the amount of bus service as visitor growth at Copper Mountain occurs.
• Increaseing effectiveness of shuttle service or other approved mass transit service for visitors, especially as inner parking lots are lost to development.
• Work with Summit Stage, area Towns and the County on a transportation plan for the County that reduces parking demands at the resort (e.g., a privately funded bus system that that has more frequent stops between lodges, towns and all the resorts in the County).

Policy/Action Manage and enhance transportation systems in the subbasin in such a manner that emergency access and public safety are adequately provided, while also providing for a convenient transportation system that satisfies the expectations of resort guests, residents and employees.

• Provide a secondary means of access via a publicly dedicated easement or right-of-way to SH 91 from Copper Road to enhance and improve emergency access.
• Provide interior Summit Stage stops within the resort. 

Policy/Action Should Copper Mountain amend the PUD to add density, consider requiring the following improvements to existing roads:
• Reconstruct Copper Road and associated drainage from the SH 91 intersection to the new Beeler Roundabout. 
• Realign and reconstruct Ten Mile Circle road (north of West Ten Mile Creek) including bridge aesthetics and drainage.
• Copper Cul-du-Sac—reconstruction of Copper Road and the associated bridge from the new Beeler Roundabout to the Copper Road Cul-du-Sac.
• Construct sidewalks along Copper Road and Ten Mile Circle when reconstructed.

Policy/Action Improve highway signage on I-70, SH 91, I-70/SH91 interchange and in the resort to improve the flow of traffic (i.e. the use of VMS boards along I-70 to inform the public when Copper Mountain parking is full and alternative overflow locations approved by the County). 
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