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County Engineer                            Derrick A. Radke, P.E. 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: December �, ���� 

To:   Adryan Slaght, County Planner 

From:  Kent S. Wilkerson, P.E. Engineer II 

Re: Utah Olympic Park – SPA Traffic Review � 

 

 

 

 

This is a second review of the proposed Utah Olympic Park (UOP) Specially Planned area 

proposal. Several of the elements of the first review of traffic were incidental and have been 

addressed by Fehr and Peers, UOP’s traffic engineer. There remains a major difference of 

opinion on traffic capacity needed at the SR-224 intersections. County intersections (the two 

roundabouts) are within County standards. The project report is not consistent with findings of 

the Snyderville Basin Transportation Master Plan (SB-TMP). The difference of opinion is in 

assumed traffic growth rates primarily on SR-224. That part of the report needs revisited or 

rejected, but the remainder of the UOP report illustrates compliance with County Level of 

Service (LOS) Standards, up to year 2015 if SR-224 is not expanded in capacity. 

 

Back ground: 

In 2005-2006, Fehr and Peers assisted Summit County in production of the Western Snyderville 

Basin Transportation Master Plan. At that time, they recommended a “Ute Flyover” of SR-224. 

This basically eliminated the ability to get onto SR-224 by taking a right out of the Richins 

Building and getting onto SR-224. Access would be around the block to Olympic Park and 

Newpark Blvd. Other business accesses would also be eliminated.  A primary concern was 

stacking of traffic from Ute backing onto the travel lanes of I-80 East bound (from Salt Lake).  

 

In 2007 the remainder of the Basin was added to the plan using the same improvements for the 

subject area. Fehr and Peers also assisted in a minor role in that modification of the SB-TMP. 

One modification at that time, the “Ute Flyover” was proposed to become a “Ute off-grade 

intersection”. This would preserve access and more importantly – not add to the pressures of the 

Newpark/Olympic Park intersection with SR-224. With the off-grade intersection, significantly 

more area capacity is added and less out of direction travel required. Other recommendations of 

the SB-TMP remained the same. The two other key improvements recommended for the Kimball 

Junction area to improve traffic capacity and circulation are:  1) widening of SR-224 to 3 lanes 

each way, and 2) a Powderwood Drive second access to the Junction. 

 

In 2009, Fehr and Peers completed a traffic study for the Boyer Company on the Research Park 

and relooked at the intersections. They found that not even the “Ute Flyover” was needed to 

 
 

Executive Summary: 

The Utah Olympic Park traffic report as revised suspends or stops construction at year 2015 unless SR-224 

traffic capacity is increased. The long range growth and projections of the report need to be revisited or 

rejected.  
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meet LOS standards. Staff did a post approval - high level review of the Research Park traffic 

study and had concerns with the findings. These concerns have been previously expressed to 

Fehr and Peers. 

 

Summit County has been developing a Travel Demand Model (TDM) since before 2009. It has 

been highly functional, but can yet use some tune-ups as most TDM’s do on an on-going basis. It 

projects total growth and the respective travel / traffic demand. Used primarily in the draft 

Eastern Summit County Transportation Master Plan, it is a County wide model and includes the 

Snyderville Basin as well as Park City. This model does not look solely backwards to predict 

traffic. An intensive work session may be helpful on the singular point of TDM’s. A factor is 

used to do final calibration to relate back to existing conditions and final calibration. In 

summary, it is set to: 

 

1. Analyze existing conditions. 

2. Analyze entitled conditions. 

3. Analyze build-out of projected zoning. 

 

Please note, these are not necessarily year specific. However, long range planning typically calls 

for a 2040 planning year and is consistent with UDOT and other area plans.   The Fehr and Peers 

report is consistent with the SB-TMP in a 2030 analysis. TDM forward projections indicate that 

increase in building units or population will be around 3.4% growth annually base on a 2040 

year.   

 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB) also projects a significant growth for 

Summit County and supports an aggressive growth rate of 4.35%, more than doubling the 

population by 2040. A longer historic review may be helpful. Population has exponentially 

increased since the 1960’s. The upward trend is concurrent with interstate construction and 

Wasatch Front metropolitan area population access as illustrated: 

 

Summit County Historic Population 
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Traffic counts: 

Looking backwards is the basis of Fehr and Peers’ assumption of 1.0% annual traffic growth. A 

0.5% growth rate is added for the Research Park for a total of 1.5%. This single assumption is 

the basis of the difference of opinion of the report and the SB-TMP. A larger picture of the Basin 

traffic is needed. 

 

Growth ranges on SR-224 looking back only to 2001 have ranged from positive 4.76% in 2004 

to a negative 9.54% in 2008.  Currently, it is near the historic 2002 levels with a negative 0.08% 

trend. Thus with the UOP report, any positive trend appears fairly conservative on the single 

system observation. 

 

 
Also worth note is traffic on the other major corridor SR-248. It is approaching historic highs. 

With the adverse economy, a 3.38% average growth has been sustained on SR-248.  
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 Similarly, traffic on I-80 toward Salt Lake over a 10 year period has increased at 1.0% with a 

range of -9.17 to 4.25%.  

 

Analysis: 

Fehr and Peers (pg 8) states that “traffic counts have been adjusted for an average day of the 

year.” The report then states the requirement to adjust to the 100
th

 highest hour per the SB-TMP. 

Then the report states the range is in between the 20 and 30
th

 highest hour and that “no 

adjustments were made to the traffic volumes.”  

 

In the appendices – the roundabout traffic counts are adjusted downward by 4% based on traffic 

counts conducted June 22, 2011 counts. By down loading a year’s worth of hourly data from the 

UDOT web site for the key count station 605 near the Canyons, counts for the subject June 22, 

should have been adjusted upwards. The June 22 counts from the UDOT traffic counter shows 

2,349 – the 100
th

 highest hour is 2,890 or up by 23%.  

 

Also from the appendices, the older counts are likely conservative. The March count date was 

adjusted upward by 108% and 103% for time of day and time of year. These are also from a 

2004 count.  More detail is recommended, based on traffic redistribution from the new extension 

of Landmark Drive. This may provide additional 2015 capacity as reanalyzed. 

 

Whereas Fehr and Peers has projected a 1.5% annual increase, the conclusion is that the long 

range intersection of Ute and SR-224 will perform within state and county specified Level of 

Service D as required. The only improvement needed at Ute would be the increase of the left turn 

queue length and the addition of a second left turn lane. Based on my analysis,  a 

population/traffic growth rate of 3.4% annual growth and the timeline of analysis need to be 

extended to 2040.– If these assumptions are used, the analyzed intersections fail. In simple terms, 

a factor is generated to project increases in traffic for the 29 years (2011-2040) estimated to 

build-out. 
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1.0%    (1+ 0.010) ^29 = 1.33 or a  33%  long range increase in traffic 

1.5%  (1+ 0.015) ^29 = 1.54  54%      used 

2.0%  (1+0.020) ^29 = 1.77  77%      low 

2.5%  (1+0.025)^29  =  2.04  104%    recommended 

3.0%  (1+0.025)^29 =  2.35  135%    possible 

3.5%  (1+0.035)^29 =  2.71  171%    improbable. 

 

The Travel Demand Model removes, for the most part, the most subject element of the equation - 

time. Further, it distributes the traffic across the network. Areas of high growth see a greater 

increase and vice versa. The projections are mostly based on actual built units. The growth ratios 

vary from street segment to segment system wide. The range on SR-224 in the subject area is 

1.79 to 2.18 or 2.03% to 2.74%.  County roads also have a factor of 1.77 or 2%. The travel 

demand model distributes traffic across the network, therefore a 1% growth in traffic does not 

necessarily mean a 1% growth in traffic at the subject location.  

 

Future transit efficiencies are not built-in currently nor is the subject UOP project, therefore the 

lowest growth rate I would anticipate on SR-224 is  2.0% with a possible high of 3.0%. Note: if a 

2030 (19 years vs. 29 years) time line to build-out is used the growth rate steepens to between 3 

and 3.8%. A 2.5% SR-224 annual growth rate is recommended with a 2% growth rate on County 

roads. 

 

Finally, no calculation of exceedence of existing system capacity is provided in the Fehr & Peers 

report for the when LOS fails and the  project construction should be suspended.  Simply the 

report states that by 2015, SR-224 needs to be expanded with or without the project, which 

appears to be correct based on Fehr and Peers data. The State Long Range plan is being reviewed 

specific to Kimball’s Junction. Currently they recommend a fly-over from SR-224 to I-80. An  

additional work session is recommended on this singular point  along with an update to the SB-

TMP  taking into account UDOT’s revised plan. A 2012 revision of the SB-TMP is 

recommended. 

 

Summary: 
It would be a significant relief if Summit County could accept that, with the long range 

projection, the intersection of SR-224 and Ute Boulevard did not need a major traffic capacity 

increase. The SB-TMP, State Long Range Transportation Master Plan, GOPB, and other reports 

do not reflect the findings of Fehr and Peers.  Some other report findings are suspect based on 

the above. But based on my review and understanding of the area, County LOS standards are 

maintained with a reasonable safety factor on County streets as illustrated in the report. 

 

Further: according to the report and the lack of specific LOS calculation – the project 

construction should be suspended in the year 2015 if SR-224 is not expanded to 3 lanes each 

direction. 
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Conclusion: 

 

The findings of the Fehr & Peers report are inconsistent with the findings of the SB-TMP. The 

opposing views of Fehr and Peers are welcome, but need to be reconciled based on a probability 

range at minimum. The Planning Commission and Council may: 

1. Require the applicant to return to the report and provide the appropriate range of growth 

on SR-224. Failure of the intersection would likely be acknowledged along with the 

needed implementation of the SB-TMP.  

- or  -  

2. Bisect the report with a finding of insufficient details for long range considerations. 

 

As reported, suspension of the project at 2015 without additional capacity will be needed unless 

the growth rate projections of Staff and Fehr and Peers can be reconciled. 

 

Recommendations (options): 

1. Have the applicant revisit the report and run a sensitivity analysis between 2 and 3% 

growth. More specifically address the lack of capacity and suspension of the  project if 

SR-224 is not expanded. 

 

-or- 

 

2. Approve the project with a clear understanding that only phase 1 is approved and further 

that by 2015 the project must stop if SR-224 is not expanded. 

 

Finally: the Summit County 2011 Annual Report is in process and illustrates a significant 

redistribution of traffic on the network. The older traffic counts of the report would ideally be 

updated. 

 

CC:  Preston Stinger, Fehr & Peers 

 Colin Hilton, UOP 

 Kevin Callahan, Public Works Director 
 

file (S:\PROJECTS\2011\CD 11\UOP SPA\SPA TRAFFIC REVIEW 2.DOCX)  
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MEMORANDUM 
�

Date: January 18, 2012 

To:   Kent S. Wilkerson, PE, Summit County 

From:   Preston Stinger and Brady Hale, Fehr & Peers 
 

Subject: Utah Olympic Park Traffic Study Addendum� UT11-900�

��

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
 
This is an addendum to the November 29, 2011 Utah Olympic Park Traffic Impact Study (TIS). This 
addendum summarizes the additional requested traffic analysis performed for the Utah Olympic Park 
development in Park City, Utah.  
 
The purpose of this study is to determine the traffic impacts of the Utah Olympic Park development 
using a future growth rate of 2% as opposed to a 1% growth rate that was originally used in the Utah 
Olympic Park TIS.  
 
The following assumptions were used in this analysis based on the January 3, 2012 meeting with 
Kent Wilkerson, the Summit County Traffic Engineer. 
 

• Adjust the intersections at Ute Blvd / SR-224 and Olympic Pkwy / SR-224 to represent the 
100th highest hour. 

• Provide a future growth rate of 2% on SR-224 and 0.5% on all other streets, and apply the 
Park City Tech Center traffic (applying the Park City Tech Center traffic to SR-224 results in 
an approximate total growth rate of 2.5% on SR-224).  

• During the future 2015 analysis keep four travel lanes on SR-224. 
 
The following is a summary of the findings and recommendations of this traffic analysis: 
 
2015 AND 2030 LOS RESULTS 
For the year 2015 the proposed Utah Olympic Park development adds 1.0 second of delay to the 
intersection of Ute Boulevard / SR-224 and 5.2 seconds of delay at the intersection of Olympic 
Parkway / SR-224. The results show that the Utah Olympic Park has negligible impact (less than six 
seconds of delay) to the study intersections. SR-224 exceeds the LOS D threshold during the year 
2015 with or without the proposed development and will need improvements to meet a LOS D 
regardless of the project. 
 
For the year 2030 the proposed Utah Olympic Park development adds 6.5 seconds of delay at the 
intersection of Olympic Parkway / SR-224. The results show that the Utah Olympic Park has 
negligible impact (less than seven seconds of delay) to the study intersections, during the year 2030. 
Based on the expected growth of the area and the additional traffic from the Park City Tech Center 
development, the widening of SR-224 from I-80 to Bear Hollow Drive was determined to be needed 
to meet a LOS D regardless of the proposed Utah Olympic Park development. 
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This study shows that the additional traffic generated by the proposed Utah Olympic Park would not 
noticeably impact traffic conditions within the study area in either the year 2015 or 2030.  
 
TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
L2 Data Collection recorded PM peak period traffic counts for Fehr & Peers at the Ute Boulevard / 
Landmark Drive and Olympic Parkway / Landmark Drive roundabouts from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM on 
Thursday, June 23, 2011.  
 
For the intersections at Ute Boulevard / SR-224 and Olympic Parkway / SR-224, Fehr & Peers used 
2004 PM peak hour traffic volumes previously used for the Park City Tech Center development. 
Traffic on Utah Highways (TOUH) showed a negative 3% annual growth on SR-224 from 2008 – 
2010. Fehr & Peers adjusted and balanced the 2008 volumes based on the 2011 counts that L2 
Data Collection collected at Ute Boulevard / Landmark Drive and Olympic Parkway / Landmark 
Drive. 
 
The balanced traffic counts were then adjusted at Ute Boulevard / SR-224 and Olympic Parkway / 
SR-224 to represent volumes for the 100th highest hour.  According to UDOT’s 2010 Automatic 
Traffic Recorder (ATR) data on SR-224, the 100th highest hour results in a total intersection volume 
of 2,785 vehicles. This resulted in further reducing the southbound through movement at Ute 
Boulevard / SR-224 and Olympic Parkway / 224 by 82 vehicles and the northbound through 
movement at the two intersections by 127 vehicles. 
 
The following table compares the total intersection volumes to the November 29, 2011 report with 
the adjustment of the 100th highest hour and a growth rate of 2% on SR-224. 
 

Table 1  
Intersection Volume Comparison 

Intersection 
Existing 2015 2015 Project 2030 2030 Project 

Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 

Ute Blvd /  
SR-224   4,056 3,847 4,408 4,293 4,450 4,335 5,095 5,390 5,227 5,472 

Olympic Pkwy / 
SR-224  3,618 3,409 4,052 3,942 4,138 4,028 4,928 5,193 5,186 5,451 

 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, January 2012 

 
As shown in Table 1, with the adjustment of the 100th highest hour and a 2% future growth rate, the 
study intersections at Ute Boulevard / SR-224 and Olympic Parkway / SR-224 decrease during the 
Existing, 2015, and 2015 plus project conditions. However, the 2030 and 2030 plus project 
conditions show an increase to the total intersection volumes, compared to the November 29, 2011 
report – this is due to the higher growth rate that was applied. 
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY & LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS 
Refer to the November 29, 2011 report for a description of the analysis methodology and LOS 
standards.  
�

2015 BACKGROUND CONDITIONS 
 
For the 2015 Background conditions, Fehr & Peers evaluated the traffic impacts of the Olympic Park 
development on the study intersections, in the year 2015, from the assumptions previously stated in 
the Introduction. This analysis provides a baseline condition for the year 2015, which can be used to 
determine project impacts in the future. 
 
2015 PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS 
No planned improvements from the Snyderville Basin Master Transportation Plan (SBMTP) were 
assumed during the 2015 background conditions. 
 
LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS�
The results of this analysis are reported in Table 2 at the end of this memorandum (see Appendix for 
a detailed LOS report). These results serve as a base for the analysis of the impacts of the proposed 
development.  The signal timing for the Ute Boulevard / SR-224 and Olympic Parkway / SR-224 
intersections were adjusted and optimized to accommodate the forecasted future volumes. The 
results show that the two study intersections do not operate at or better than the LOS D threshold 
without the planned improvements listed in the SBMTP. 
�

2015 PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
�

For the 2015 Plus Project conditions, Fehr & Peers evaluated the traffic impacts of the Olympic Park 
development on the study intersections from the assumptions previously stated in the Introduction, 
with the addition of the project traffic. Similar to the November 29, 2011 report, the projected 2015 
background traffic volumes were combined with those generated by Phase 1 of the proposed 
project.  Intersection LOS analyses were then performed and compared to the results of the 
projected 2015 background traffic volumes.  This comparison shows the impact, if any, of the 
proposed project in the future. 
�

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS�
The signal timing for the Ute Boulevard / SR-224 and Olympic Parkway / SR-224 intersections were 
adjusted and optimized to accommodate the forecasted future volumes with the proposed project 
volumes. The 2015 Plus Project results are shown in Table 2 at the end of this memorandum (see 
Appendix for a detailed LOS report). 
 
As shown in Table 2, the addition of the proposed project only adds 1.0 second of delay to the Ute 
Boulevard / SR-224 intersection and 5.2 seconds of delay to the Olympic Parkway / SR-224 
intersection.  
 
2030 BACKGROUND CONDITIONS 
 
For the 2030 Background conditions, Fehr & Peers evaluated the traffic impacts of the Olympic Park 
development on the study intersections, in the year 2030, from the assumptions previously stated in 
the Introduction.  This analysis provides a baseline condition for the year 2030, which can be used to 
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determine project impacts in the future. The results show that the two study intersections do not 
operate at or better than the LOS D threshold with the planned improvements listed in the SBMTP. 
 
2030 PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS 
The 2030 Background conditions scenario assumed the listed planned improvements as described 
in the 2009 SBMTP: 
 

• SR-224 widening, Bear Hollow Drive to Canyons Resort Drive  
o SR-224 should have a six-lane cross section; it is also assumed that with the 

widening of SR-224, additional southbound and northbound left-turn lanes (dual left-
turn lanes) will be constructed at Ute Blvd/SR-224, per the Landmark Drive 
Construction design files 
 

2030 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 
The 2030 Background conditions scenario assumed the previously recommended improvement from 
the November 29, 2011 study: 
 
Olympic Parkway / SR-224 

• Provide an additional eastbound left-turn lane, resulting in dual eastbound left-turn lanes 
 
LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 
The 2030 Plus Project results are shown in Table 2 at the end of this memorandum (see Appendix 
for a detailed LOS report). The signal timing for the Ute Boulevard / SR-224 and Olympic Parkway / 
SR-224 intersections were adjusted and optimized to accommodate the forecasted future volumes 
and geometric characteristics of the 2030 Background conditions. The results of this analysis are 
reported in Table 2 at the end of this memorandum (see Appendix for the detailed LOS reports).  
 
As shown in Table 2, all study intersections operate at acceptable LOS except for the Ute Boulevard 
/ SR-224 and the Olympic Parkway / SR-224 intersections. 
 
2030 PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
�

For the 2030 Plus Project conditions, Fehr & Peers evaluated the traffic impacts of the Olympic Park 
development on the study intersections from the assumptions previously stated in the Introduction, 
with the addition of the project traffic. Similar to the November 29, 2011 report, the projected 2030 
Background traffic volumes were combined with those generated by the proposed project.  
Intersection LOS analyses were then performed and compared to the results of the 2030 
Background results.  This comparison shows the impact of the proposed project, if any, in the year 
2030. 
�

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS�
The signal timing for the Ute Boulevard / SR-224 and Olympic Parkway / SR-224 intersections were 
adjusted and optimized to accommodate the traffic volumes and geometric characteristics of the 
2030 Plus Project conditions. The 2030 Plus Project results are shown in Table 2 at the end of this 
memorandum (see Appendix for a detailed LOS report). 
 
As shown in Table 2, the addition of the proposed project only adds 6.5 seconds of delay to the 
Olympic Parkway / SR-224 intersection during the year 2030. Although these results assume an 
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expanded SR-224, they effectively illustrate the negligible impacts the development will have on SR-
224. 
�

CONCLUSIONS 
 
For the year 2015 the proposed Utah Olympic Park development adds 1.0 second of delay to the 
intersection of Ute Boulevard / SR-224 and 5.2 seconds of delay at the intersection of Olympic 
Parkway / SR-224. The results show that the Utah Olympic Park has negligible impact (less than six 
seconds of delay) to the study intersections. SR-224 exceeds capacity during the year 2015 with or 
without the proposed development and will need improvements regardless of the project. 
 
For the year 2030 the proposed Utah Olympic Park development adds 6.5 seconds of delay at the 
intersection of Olympic Parkway / SR-224. The results show that the Utah Olympic Park has 
negligible impact (less than seven seconds of delay) to the study intersections, during the year 2030. 
Based on the expected growth of the area and the additional traffic from the Park City Tech Center 
development, the widening of SR-224 from I-80 to Bear Hollow Drive was determined to be needed 
to meet an LOS D, regardless of the proposed Utah Olympic Park development. 
 
This study shows that the additional traffic generated by the proposed Utah Olympic Park would not 
noticeably impact traffic conditions within the study area.  
 
 

Table 1  
PM Peak Hour Level of Service 

Utah Olympic Park, Park City, UT 

Intersection 2015 
Background 

2015 Plus 
Project 

2030 
Background 

2030 Plus 
Project 

ID Location Control 
LOS & Delay 

Sec / Veh1 
LOS & Delay 

Sec / Veh1 
LOS & Delay 

Sec / Veh1 
LOS & Delay 

Sec / Veh1 

1 Ute Blvd /  
SR-224   Signal E 

66.7 
E 

67.7 
E 

62.2 
E 

61.2 

2 Olympic Pkwy / 
SR-224  Signal F 

94.9 
F 

100.1 
E 

65.2 
E 

71.7 
1.  Overall intersection LOS and average delay (seconds/vehicle) for the signalized intersections.  
 
Source: Fehr & Peers, January 2012  

�
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2015 Background Conditions
Volume and Delay by Movement PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 SR-224/Ute Blvd. Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 300 263 87.6% 99.2 8.1 F
Through 1413 1246 88.2% 92.5 2.2 F
Right Turn 95 78 82.1% 77.7 12.6 E
Subtotal 1808 1587 87.8% 92.9 2.4 F
Left Turn 260 258 99.3% 139.2 57.8 F
Through 931 933 100.2% 46.2 6.3 D
Right Turn 215 212 98.4% 24.6 3.3 C
Subtotal 1406 1403 99.8% 60.1 14.7 E
Left Turn 292 294 100.5% 62.1 6.5 E
Through 131 133 101.8% 36.1 3.1 D
Right Turn 250 246 98.6% 14.3 2.1 B
Subtotal 673 673 100.0% 39.4 2.5 D
Left Turn 85 80 94.1% 51.5 3.1 D
Through 101 99 97.5% 43.2 4.2 D
Right Turn 220 223 101.5% 18.6 4.1 B
Subtotal 406 402 99.0% 31.2 3.3 C

Total 4293 4064 94.7% 66.7 5.6 E

Intersection 2 SR-224/Olympic Parkway Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 190 167 87.7% 156.7 12.0 F
Through 1435 1201 83.7% 183.1 11.0 F
Right Turn 235 202 85.9% 164.7 14.4 F
Subtotal 1860 1570 84.4% 178.0 11.1 F
Left Turn 65 65 100.2% 26.8 3.2 C
Through 1025 1024 99.9% 13.2 0.8 B
Right Turn 176 177 100.3% 7.3 0.6 A
Subtotal 1266 1266 100.0% 13.1 0.6 B
Left Turn 198 201 101.3% 124.3 60.2 F
Through 56 63 113.2% 53.8 23.8 D
Right Turn 193 192 99.4% 28.5 18.6 C
Subtotal 447 456 102.0% 74.3 37.1 E
Left Turn 145 146 100.3% 55.1 5.2 E
Through 49 46 94.5% 50.8 3.9 D
Right Turn 175 174 99.4% 42.0 3.3 D
Subtotal 369 366 99.1% 48.3 2.7 D

Total 3942 3657 92.8% 94.9 5.2 F

Volume (veh/hr)

Volume (veh/hr)

EB

WB

NB

SB

EB

WB

NB

SB

       Fehr & Peers 1/17/2012
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2015 Plus Project Conditions
Volume and Delay by Movement PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 SR-224/Ute Blvd. Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 300 265 88.4% 70.9 7.3 E
Through 1431 1264 88.3% 69.7 2.5 E
Right Turn 95 77 81.2% 48.5 3.7 D
Subtotal 1826 1606 88.0% 68.9 2.5 E
Left Turn 260 254 97.5% 133.1 57.0 F
Through 947 928 98.0% 45.1 7.3 D
Right Turn 218 223 102.2% 24.1 6.3 C
Subtotal 1425 1404 98.5% 58.0 15.8 E
Left Turn 297 238 80.0% 238.0 28.4 F
Through 131 114 86.7% 39.4 4.7 D
Right Turn 250 227 90.6% 17.1 1.8 B
Subtotal 678 578 85.2% 112.7 14.5 F
Left Turn 85 87 102.7% 54.7 5.5 D
Through 101 96 95.0% 36.2 3.4 D
Right Turn 220 220 99.8% 25.4 2.3 C
Subtotal 406 403 99.2% 34.3 2.2 C

Total 4335 3991 92.1% 67.7 4.7 E

Intersection 2 SR-224/Olympic Parkway Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 210 178 84.9% 172.8 43.2 F
Through 1435 1230 85.7% 181.1 15.1 F
Right Turn 235 195 82.8% 159.9 16.4 F
Subtotal 1880 1603 85.3% 177.4 14.9 F
Left Turn 65 61 93.2% 27.4 3.1 C
Through 1025 1003 97.8% 31.7 5.2 C
Right Turn 192 188 97.7% 25.1 20.9 C
Subtotal 1282 1251 97.6% 30.4 7.1 C
Left Turn 216 215 99.6% 122.6 70.6 F
Through 61 73 119.3% 48.9 23.5 D
Right Turn 216 208 96.4% 26.3 27.0 C
Subtotal 493 496 100.6% 71.6 45.0 E
Left Turn 145 145 100.2% 46.9 7.0 D
Through 53 53 100.2% 52.5 8.8 D
Right Turn 175 171 97.5% 33.2 2.1 C
Subtotal 373 369 98.9% 41.6 3.7 D

Total 4028 3719 92.3% 100.1 8.4 F

Volume (veh/hr)

Volume (veh/hr)
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WB
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Exhibit II.9



SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2015 Plus Project Conditions
Volume and Delay by Movement PM Peak Hour

Intersection 5 Olympic Parkway/Access 1 Unsignalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 23 19 83.5% 4.1 1.3 A
Through 70 71 101.6% 2.3 0.9 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 93 90 97.1% 2.7 0.8 A
Left Turn
Through 145 146 101.0% 0.7 0.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 145 146 101.0% 0.7 0.2 A
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 12 12 97.5% 3.1 0.8 A
Subtotal 12 12 97.5% 3.1 0.8 A
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal

Total 250 248 99.4% 1.6 0.3 A

Intersection 6 Olympic Parkway/Access 2 Unsignalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn
Through 100 105 104.5% 1.0 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 100 105 104.5% 1.0 0.3 A
Left Turn 25 27 108.4% 2.8 0.7 A
Through 45 42 93.6% 1.3 0.6 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 70 69 98.9% 1.9 0.4 A
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 45 41 92.0% 3.0 0.2 A
Subtotal 45 41 92.0% 3.0 0.2 A

Total 215 215 100.0% 1.7 0.1 A

Volume (veh/hr)

Volume (veh/hr)

NB

SB

EB
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NB
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WB
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Background Conditions
Volume and Delay by Movement PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 SR-224/Ute Blvd. Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 325 306 94.2% 215.4 62.2 F
Through 1929 1868 96.8% 60.2 10.2 E
Right Turn 100 108 107.9% 43.5 9.0 D
Subtotal 2354 2282 96.9% 80.3 14.4 F
Left Turn 300 298 99.2% 116.3 30.5 F
Through 1268 1291 101.8% 43.5 3.0 D
Right Turn 252 261 103.7% 26.9 3.3 C
Subtotal 1820 1850 101.6% 52.9 5.0 D
Left Turn 344 334 97.2% 66.2 9.3 E
Through 147 161 109.8% 39.1 1.9 D
Right Turn 270 271 100.4% 16.2 1.1 B
Subtotal 761 767 100.7% 42.9 4.7 D
Left Turn 95 102 107.2% 56.3 5.6 E
Through 110 105 95.3% 50.1 7.6 D
Right Turn 250 260 104.0% 34.5 4.4 C
Subtotal 455 467 102.6% 42.7 4.6 D

Total 5390 5365 99.5% 62.2 7.6 E

Intersection 2 SR-224/Olympic Parkway Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 295 294 99.6% 84.1 28.7 F
Through 1890 1886 99.8% 65.9 34.3 E
Right Turn 260 258 99.0% 58.9 33.1 E
Subtotal 2445 2437 99.7% 67.4 33.4 E
Left Turn 70 69 98.0% 32.9 2.7 C
Through 1345 1382 102.8% 21.2 1.4 C
Right Turn 218 217 99.4% 11.3 1.1 B
Subtotal 1633 1668 102.1% 20.4 1.3 C
Left Turn 279 244 87.5% 347.0 65.0 F
Through 72 89 124.0% 101.6 30.7 F
Right Turn 353 304 86.0% 76.4 21.9 E
Subtotal 704 637 90.5% 184.0 41.1 F
Left Turn 165 159 96.1% 65.4 8.2 E
Through 61 57 93.4% 56.0 5.8 E
Right Turn 185 177 95.6% 40.4 6.6 D
Subtotal 411 392 95.5% 52.9 4.5 D

Total 5193 5134 98.9% 65.2 17.1 E

NB

SB

EB

WB

NB

SB
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Volume (veh/hr)
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Plus Project Conditions
Volume and Delay by Movement PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1 SR-224/Ute Blvd. Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 325 301 92.6% 222.8 68.7 F
Through 1993 1860 93.3% 51.2 6.4 D
Right Turn 100 92 92.1% 32.0 5.8 C
Subtotal 2418 2253 93.2% 73.5 13.0 E
Left Turn 285 273 95.7% 157.1 84.2 F
Through 1304 1299 99.6% 42.8 2.8 D
Right Turn 251 255 101.4% 25.7 2.4 C
Subtotal 1840 1826 99.3% 57.7 14.4 E
Left Turn 349 337 96.4% 69.8 13.6 E
Through 149 155 104.3% 39.4 3.1 D
Right Turn 270 272 100.7% 16.3 1.4 B
Subtotal 768 764 99.5% 44.6 6.4 D
Left Turn 95 95 100.1% 57.1 5.2 E
Through 111 114 102.3% 50.8 5.5 D
Right Turn 240 245 102.1% 35.2 6.3 D
Subtotal 446 454 101.7% 43.7 5.0 D

Total 5472 5298 96.8% 61.2 9.6 E

Intersection 2 SR-224/Olympic Parkway Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 340 330 97.1% 94.0 24.2 F
Through 1890 1841 97.4% 70.2 27.6 E
Right Turn 260 252 96.8% 59.2 25.0 E
Subtotal 2490 2423 97.3% 72.3 26.5 E
Left Turn 70 71 101.3% 32.1 3.7 C
Through 1345 1345 100.0% 40.5 2.5 D
Right Turn 254 256 100.9% 22.8 2.8 C
Subtotal 1669 1673 100.2% 37.4 2.6 D
Left Turn 343 255 74.3% 337.5 48.4 F
Through 91 95 104.8% 91.9 15.2 F
Right Turn 437 349 79.9% 64.1 11.8 E
Subtotal 871 700 80.3% 167.9 25.8 F
Left Turn 165 160 97.0% 60.6 3.4 E
Through 71 77 108.2% 52.2 4.5 D
Right Turn 185 192 103.7% 39.3 4.4 D
Subtotal 421 429 101.9% 49.7 2.9 D

Total 5451 5224 95.8% 71.7 12.4 E

Volume (veh/hr)

Volume (veh/hr)

EB
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Plus Project Conditions
Volume and Delay by Movement PM Peak Hour

Intersection 5 Olympic Parkway/Access 1 Unsignalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 23 24 104.3% 6.6 1.6 A
Through 145 145 100.2% 4.2 0.7 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 168 169 100.8% 4.5 0.6 A
Left Turn
Through 308 316 102.4% 1.0 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 308 316 102.4% 1.0 0.1 A
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 12 11 90.8% 3.5 0.7 A
Subtotal 12 11 90.8% 3.5 0.7 A
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal

Total 488 496 101.6% 2.2 0.3 A

Intersection 6 Olympic Parkway/Access 2 Unsignalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn
Through 263 266 101.2% 1.0 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 263 266 101.2% 1.0 0.1 A
Left Turn 25 22 86.0% 4.1 0.9 A
Through 120 122 101.4% 2.3 0.7 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 145 143 98.8% 2.6 0.7 A
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 45 48 107.3% 3.7 0.4 A
Subtotal 45 48 107.3% 3.7 0.4 A

Total 453 458 101.0% 1.8 0.3 A

Volume (veh/hr)

Volume (veh/hr)

NB
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Plus Project Conditions
Volume and Delay by Movement PM Peak Hour

Intersection 7 Access 3/Olympic Parkway Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 119 118 99.4% 3.1 0.3 A
Subtotal 119 118 99.4% 3.1 0.3 A
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
Through 144 149 103.8% 1.2 0.2 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 144 149 103.8% 1.2 0.2 A
Left Turn 50 50 99.0% 3.4 0.5 A
Through 70 72 102.3% 2.0 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 120 121 100.9% 2.6 0.4 A

Total 383 389 101.5% 2.2 0.2 A

Intersection 8 Access 4/Olympic Parkway Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 5 5 94.0% 2.7 0.6 A
Subtotal 5 5 94.0% 2.7 0.6 A
Left Turn 24 24 100.4% 3.8 0.3 A
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 24 24 100.4% 3.8 0.3 A
Left Turn
Through 115 120 104.1% 0.4 0.1 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 115 120 104.1% 0.4 0.1 A
Left Turn
Through 64 65 101.1% 1.0 0.3 A
Right Turn 5 6 118.0% 0.7 0.8 A
Subtotal 69 71 102.3% 0.9 0.3 A

Total 213 219 102.9% 1.0 0.1 A

Volume (veh/hr)

Volume (veh/hr)
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Plus Project Conditions
Volume and Delay by Movement PM Peak Hour

Intersection 9 Olympic Parkway/Access 5 Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn
Through 113 117 103.3% 1.6 0.3 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 113 117 103.3% 1.6 0.3 A
Left Turn
Through 60 60 100.2% 0.7 0.2 A
Right Turn 4 4 105.0% 0.4 0.5 A
Subtotal 64 64 100.5% 0.6 0.2 A
Left Turn 2 3 130.0% 3.2 1.2 A
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal 2 3 130.0% 3.2 1.2 A
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal

Total 179 184 102.6% 1.3 0.2 A

Intersection 10 Olympic Parkway/Access 6 Signalized

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Demand Served % Served Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn
Through 110 113 102.3% 0.2 0.0 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 110 113 102.3% 0.2 0.0 A
Left Turn 5 4 84.0% 2.7 1.5 A
Through 55 55 100.0% 1.4 0.4 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 60 59 98.7% 1.5 0.4 A
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 3 4 116.7% 2.6 0.4 A
Subtotal 3 4 116.7% 2.6 0.4 A

Total 173 175 101.3% 0.7 0.1 A

Volume (veh/hr)

Volume (veh/hr)
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Detailed Queuing Reports 
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2015 Background Conditions
Queue Length PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1  Ute Blvd & SR-224 Signalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn
Through 740 746 265 771 216 774 240 51
Right Turn 155 324 365 394 326 419 308 22
Left Turn 400 190 142 307 154 325 126 11
Through 781 391 136 634 171 687 164 12
Right Turn 220 215 118 402 177 414 235 6
Left Turn 205 139 10 209 19 221 15 2
Through 247 68 14 144 34 219 67 1
Right Turn 80 73 7 120 5 105 0 10
Left Turn 200 44 4 81 11 103 24 0
Through 226 52 5 99 10 117 23 0
Right Turn 226 112 14 206 32 260 39 1

Intersection 2  Olympic Parkway & SR-224 Signalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn 315 202 26 399 26 340 1 0
Through 1,667 1427 85 2239 76 1764 14 52
Right Turn 180 148 22 274 7 205 0 0
Left Turn 300 41 7 86 19 119 37 0
Through 740 95 10 174 36 240 99 1
Right Turn 165 27 8 66 25 107 70 0
Left Turn 370 210 38 344 50 327 5 5
Through 336 100 71 269 168 303 140 5
Right Turn 336 69 10 139 25 202 38 0
Left Turn 230 108 7 197 15 238 17 1
Through 1,278 53 11 152 43 255 97 0
Right Turn 115 93 6 151 5 140 0 10
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2015 Plus Project Conditions
Queue Length PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1  Ute Blvd & SR-224 Signalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn
Through 740 695 152 873 178 760 146 53
Right Turn 155 114 204 229 230 240 189 5
Left Turn 400 266 97 423 112 383 90 14
Through 781 335 82 563 165 625 137 15
Right Turn 220 143 66 294 67 278 104 2
Left Turn 205 219 13 249 23 230 1 68
Through 247 248 40 358 32 309 30 55
Right Turn 80 73 3 121 5 105 0 11
Left Turn 200 40 7 77 13 95 16 0
Through 225 42 3 88 6 106 17 0
Right Turn 225 119 11 202 24 236 34 1

Intersection 2  Olympic Parkway & SR-224 Signalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn 315 186 12 383 17 340 1 4
Through 1,667 1467 87 2249 90 1757 16 50
Right Turn 180 109 17 259 19 205 0 0
Left Turn 300 40 7 85 23 122 73 0
Through 740 240 37 384 96 460 158 25
Right Turn 165 89 9 196 17 190 0 3
Left Turn 370 224 49 345 52 324 15 5
Through 336 116 97 272 188 330 116 5
Right Turn 336 71 11 144 35 195 60 0
Left Turn 230 97 15 173 24 206 39 0
Through 1,278 59 14 145 44 218 63 1
Right Turn 115 86 10 146 14 140 1 6
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2015 Plus Project Conditions
Queue Length PM Peak Hour
Intersection 5  A1 & Olympic Park Unsignalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn 1,517 3 1 21 7 49 16 0
Through 1,517 3 1 21 7 49 16 0
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 297 10 3 32 5 33 8 0
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn

Intersection 6  A2 & Olympic Park Unsignalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn 635 4 2 25 10 59 25 0
Through 635 4 2 25 10 59 25 0
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 179 26 3 52 5 66 15 0

NB

SB

EB
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Background Conditions
Queue Length PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1  Ute Blvd & SR-224 Signalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn 270 277 59 385 135 340 143 31
Through 734 556 172 835 213 757 181 45
Right Turn 155 65 35 168 26 187 22 0
Left Turn 400 174 35 250 51 273 50 0
Through 781 288 50 435 56 481 148 14
Right Turn 220 135 15 285 14 245 0 0
Left Turn 205 158 16 226 18 218 5 5
Through 229 107 19 208 47 252 30 3
Right Turn 80 86 4 125 4 105 0 15
Left Turn 200 53 5 97 15 126 36 0
Through 189 56 7 113 15 141 32 0
Right Turn 189 157 13 254 23 261 12 8

Intersection 2  Olympic Parkway & SR-224 Signalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn 315 219 27 357 29 339 0 2
Through 5,398 583 302 1128 729 1312 808 29
Right Turn 180 115 13 254 12 205 0 0
Left Turn 300 53 8 99 13 112 20 0
Through 734 136 8 213 31 276 68 6
Right Turn 165 61 10 136 26 181 28 0
Left Turn 370 280 23 368 28 314 1 30
Through 320 278 40 492 39 382 13 26
Right Turn 320 133 15 254 37 302 43 0
Left Turn 230 124 15 216 26 244 20 2
Through 1,260 75 16 206 63 331 132 1
Right Turn 115 94 9 155 9 140 0 10
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Plus Project Conditions
Queue Length PM Peak Hour

Intersection 1  Ute Blvd & SR-224 Signalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn 270 274 86 389 157 340 144 31
Through 734 522 161 860 226 758 181 40
Right Turn 155 57 39 153 32 186 20 0
Left Turn 400 199 71 299 95 301 78 2
Through 781 295 82 439 185 512 151 15
Right Turn 220 142 21 290 23 245 0 0
Left Turn 205 163 15 230 20 220 3 7
Through 229 108 29 213 61 259 19 5
Right Turn 80 85 4 126 4 105 0 15
Left Turn 200 52 7 96 19 115 34 0
Through 189 60 6 115 16 140 27 0
Right Turn 189 155 16 247 26 260 13 7

Intersection 2  Olympic Parkway & SR-224 Signalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn 315 263 28 399 28 340 0 9
Through 5,398 616 255 1124 508 1380 734 35
Right Turn 180 115 23 252 26 205 0 0
Left Turn 300 48 3 90 6 104 9 0
Through 734 245 21 363 58 409 137 34
Right Turn 165 119 9 216 13 190 0 1
Left Turn 370 293 14 359 25 314 1 33
Through 320 307 25 496 21 383 10 24
Right Turn 320 145 27 283 38 344 26 1
Left Turn 230 125 11 213 24 239 25 1
Through 1,260 100 23 248 56 356 98 3
Right Turn 115 97 7 158 8 140 0 11
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Plus Project Conditions
Queue Length PM Peak Hour
Intersection 5  A1 & Olympic Park Unsignalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn 1,536 8 4 35 15 66 31 0
Through 1,536 8 4 35 15 66 31 0
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 302 9 3 31 5 35 9 0
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn

Intersection 6  A2 & Olympic Park Unsignalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn 635 8 6 40 27 88 68 0
Through 635 8 6 40 27 88 68 0
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 231 26 3 50 4 58 9 0
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Plus Project Conditions
Queue Length PM Peak Hour
Intersection 7  Olympic Park & A3 Unsignalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 120 39 3 64 8 74 19 0
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn 544 8 4 38 12 76 19 0
Through 544 8 4 38 12 76 19 0
Right Turn

Intersection 8  Olympic Park & A4 Unsignalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 125 5 2 22 7 32 0 0
Left Turn 147 18 6 43 10 41 14 0
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
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SimTraffic Post-Processor Utah Olympic Park TIS
Average Results from 10 Runs 2030 Plus Project Conditions
Queue Length PM Peak Hour
Intersection 9  A5 & Olympic Park Unsignalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn 180 3 2 16 9 28 10 0
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn

Intersection 10  A6 & Olympic Park Unsignalized

Storage Average Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft) Maximum Queue (ft) Block
Direction Movement (ft) Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Average Std. Dev. Time %

Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn 799 2 1 18 8 47 26 0
Through 799 2 1 18 8 47 26 0
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn 392 4 2 19 6 32 1 0
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  Utah Olympic Park – Resort Center SPA 

 
 
Utah Olympic Park SPA Application – Planning Commission Items/Response 
January 18, 2012 
 

 
1. Whether Mountain Regional’s question regarding adequate water has been answered 
 
Response from Scott Adams, Assistant Fire Chief: 
When the PCFSD originally reviewed the Ammonia system, we spent considerable time reviewing 
the ammonia diffusion systems.  The ammonia diffusion system is designed to diffuse 1 gallon of 
water for each pound of ammonia that will be released from the largest tank, through the relief device 
connected to the exterior discharge pipe, into the holding / parking area.  Our fire crews train 
periodically with the UOP Staff on this procedure.  To date, the PCFSD is not aware of any changes 
in the water system for this area that would hamper this emergency operation. 

 
2. Whether the fire flow question has been addressed with the fire district. 

 
Response from Scott Adams, Assistant Fire Chief: 
We met with Michael Demkowicz, PE, of Alliance Engineering, to discuss and verify that the 
required fire flow of 2,500 GPM is provided at a residual pressure (operating) of 20 p.s.i. for the Utah 
Olympic Par.  Mr. Demkowicz prepared an analysis, dated July 12, 2011, that demonstrated that the 
fire flow is met. 
 
3. Whether the gate at the top of the park retains clear access on both sides throughout the winter  

 
Response from Scott Adams, Assistant Fire Chief: 
It is the PCFSD understanding, and we have verified that the UOP staff maintains access during 
winter conditions for not only the top gate, but all gates throughout the park.  UOP has been very 
successful throughout the years in ensuring that clear access is maintained and provided on both sides 
of the emergency / secondary access gate throughout the winter season. 
 
4. Whether the gate is a designed crash gate, do emergency responders have keys  
 
Response from Scott Adams, Assistant Fire Chief: 
This gate is not designed as a crash gate.  The gate is designed to be opened by either the UOP staff or 
PCFSD in the event of an emergency that would require this gate to be used as a secondary exit from 
the UOP.  This gate would also be used in the event of an emergency for a secondary exit for the Bear 
Hollow area.  The PCFSD works each year with the UOP staff, as part of our pre-planning and 
inspections to verify that the correct keys are in the key box.  PCFSD will also continue to work with 
the UOP staff with their emergency planning, on when to open this gate, should emergency 
conditions require this action. 
 
 
 
 

 
 

5. The proposed hours/times of lighting usage 
 

planningpc
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  Utah Olympic Park – Resort Center SPA 

Response: 
The Utah Olympic Park currently operates winter lighting of the athlete training and competition 
hours on the following area standards: Jump-side lights are on until 8:00pm and Trackside lights are 
on until 10:00pm. Maintenance of the Track is currently done at 50% of the light capacity until 
11:00pm. During track ice making and jumpside snowmaking operations in early winter, lights 
occasionally come on throughout the night to allow crews to prepare the areas and adjust the snow 
guns. Summer operations do not to need routine use of the lights given the long days.   

 
6. Has any consideration has been given to light coming through the glass of the buildings. 

 
Response: 
There are a number of ways to reduce light emanating from a building.  LEED uses two different 
approaches in its evaluation of light spill from buildings. 
 
Option 1:  Design lighting so that the angle of maximum candela from each luminaire intersects 
opaque surfaces and does not exit out through the windows.  This will require a lighting designer for 
the buildings, but wouldn't be outside of reasonable. 
 
Option 2:  Automatically control all non-emergency interior lighting to be turned off during non-
business hours.  This can be handled in many ways, but the easiest application is to install motion 
sensors to manage the lighting. 
 
Either of these options or possibly both options could be incorporated and included in the 
development agreement.  The reality is that this will only save money for the operations of the 
building, because it insures a reduction in power consumption. 

 
7. Has anything been done for the upper development pads to reduce the potential for ridge lining. 

 
Response: 
The two buildings located along the West portion of the development parcel were removed which will 
result in a slightly modified development parcel boundary.  A visual study was also presented that 
showed the view from Highway 224 with the addition of existing vegetation that blocks the remaining 
structures from view.  The development agreement could require a visual analysis at the time of 
application for permit for this parcel as well. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. The function of the proposed athlete housing  
 
Response: 
Currently the SPA application proposes 74.78 WUE’s and consists of roughly 50% dedicated to 
athlete housing and 50% to employees of the UOP.  The projects minimum requirements are for 
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  Utah Olympic Park – Resort Center SPA 

50.14 WUE’s.  As proposed any user would have to qualify per Summit County code with a 
household AMI of <80%.  The code does promote dormitory and single room occupancy units within 
resort centers specifically which would appropriately apply to many athletes housing needs.  The code 
doesn’t permit nightly rentals with the minimum rental period identified as 90 days.  The UOP would 
like to set aside a small number of these units for nightly or weekly rental in order to meet the needs 
of the park for those athletes or guests that are short stay guests.  Providing both on-site athlete and 
employee housing is also the most efficient way to eliminate vehicular trips to and from the park as 
well.   

 
9. The need to discourage private automobile trips to the park 

 
Response: 
Currently, Utah Olympic Park offers a "call-up" shuttle service to Kimball Junction for the hours 
between 10:45am – 3:45pm daily throughout the year (extended in summer). This is coordinated with 
the transit service, Park City Visitor Center, and hospitality front line staff throughout the region. We 
envision adding to the service level with dedicated (not just call-up) shuttle service to meet the rising 
demand and activity at the Olympic Park. With the new Visitor Center and eventual transit bus 
exchange / center being built by the Richins building, the shuttle service will be much easier and 
accessible. As ridership increases, a case will be made to possibly add a bus route up the hill via 
regular transit service. 

 
10. The visibility of the proposed buildings from Kimball Junction  

 
Response: 
The proposed Master Plan clusters development within the existing saddle and adjacent to existing 
park structures.  The closest buildings to Highway 224 are 5,170’ from the Olympic Parkway and 
Highway 224 intersection and fall out of the identified Hillside Viewshed as per the Neighborhood 
Land Use Plan for the area. 

 
11. The need for the proposed community benefits to be clearly delineated 
 
Response: 
The Community Benefits for the project were identified on an item by item basis in the last meeting 
(public hearing) with Planning Commission.  Some key highlights for the project include substantial 
Open Space, Workforce Housing in excess of the minimum requirements by 50%, important 
Resort/Tourist Economic Enhancements, key Community Trail Access and connections added to the 
Basin system, and several Unique Public Amenities.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
12. The merits of long range planning for the park 

 
Response: 
As part of the SPA approval a long range Master Plan creates a synergy within the Park.  The Master 
Plan creates a phased approach that establishes development patterns that work to frame the “fields of 
play” as well as identifying clear parking, circulation and pedestrian access that enhances the 
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Campus.  This long range Master Plan eliminates the piecemeal pattern of development that could 
occur.  This long range plan also provides the UOP with the tools to provide known revenue 
generation for the long term viability of the Park by understanding the big picture of the development.   

  
13. The absence of a possible ski lift in the application  

 
Response: 
The rendered Overall Master Plan and Campus Master Plan have been included in this planning 
commission submittal with both showing the potential for lift access to serve the recreation 
development parcel.  This area is intended to provide the expansion possibilities for all recreational 
and training/competition activities that the park may require as sport and training needs evolve. 

 
14. Transportation impacts  
 
Response: 
We continue to refine the traffic study responding to planning commission and Kent Wilkerson’s 
requests but we do not want to be conditioned to a higher standard or development limitations than 
have not been applied to other recent applicants/approvals along Highway 224. 
 
15. The possibilities for development without going through the rezone/SPA process. 

Bruce’s comment – Adryan – do we need to address this here still or are you addressing in your 
staff report? 
 

Response: 
Without a rezone to a Resort Center SPA the property would likely have to apply for a rezone to 
Community Commercial (CC) within the Snyderville Basin Development Code.  The SPA 
application allows the development to better Master Plan the entire site to fit the existing “Resort” 
element and to include unique uses including recreational components such as “Resort” operations 
and structures that are not allowed in the CC Zone. The SPA also allows for approved uses to be 
submitted thru the Site Plan process as development occurs and not the Conditional Use or Low 
Impact Permits required thru the CC process. 
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Overall Master Plan 

Development Data 
 

PROJECT AREA  403 ACRES 
OPEN SPACE  330 ACRES  (82%) 
  
PROPOSED USES 295,515 SF 
Campus  185,285 SF 
Park Housing  67,230 SF 
Mid-Mountain  43,000 SF  
  
UNIT EQUIV.   (1,600 SF=1 Unit) 
  
PROPOSED UNITS 184.70 UNITS 
  
PROPOSED DENSITY .458 UNITS/ACRE 
  
TOTAL PROJECT DENSITY* .524 UNITS/ACRE 
*Includes existing Museum, Day Lodge and Offices 
 

 

COMPARABLE SPA PROJECTS  
REDSTONE  8.63 UNITS/ACRE
    
NEWPARK  5.16 UNITS/ACRE 
  
BEAR HOLLOW VILLAGE 2.74 UNITS/ACRE 
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Campus Master Plan 
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County Engineer                            Derrick A. Radke, P.E. 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
Date: January 24, 2012 
To:   Adryan Slaght, County Planner 
From:  Kent S. Wilkerson, P.E. Engineer II 
Re:  Utah Olympic Park (UOP) Traffic 
Re: Utah Olympic Park – SPA Traffic Review 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The addendum to the project’s traffic report has been provided. In summary and according to the 
report, insufficient capacity remains to justify project approval without exacting conditions. 
Minimal capacity remains today. Prior, non UOP, traffic reports and the respective projects are 
to be considered background to this report. However based on the UOP’s Traffic report, 
variations in modeling procedures, continued working with UDOT and staff, incremental 
(building / building) approval may be considered. 
 
County intersections are currently and projected to remain within specified LOS standards. State 
intersections are currently within the specified standard. But State intersections are projected to 
soon fall below Level of Service D which is required in the Snyderville Basin Development 
Code section 10-4-10-K.  
 

“K. Level of Service Standards: 
1. No development application may be approved which causes a reduction in the 
level of service for any road below the adopted level of service as set forth in this 
Title and the General Plan, as such may be amended from time to time. 
2. The operational character that shall be maintained for roadways and 
intersections in the Snyderville Basin shall be a level of service C for County 
roads and intersections and a Level of Service D for State roads. "Level of 
service" is as defined by the transportation research board, highway capacity 
manual (special report 209, 1985).” 

 
Staff is currently working with UDOT to provide more rigorous modeling to reconcile the 
Snyderville Basin Transportation Master Plan and the UDOT Long Range Transportation Plan. 
This should provide implementation plans to provide long range capacity and implementation of 
the plans. 
 

 
 
 

Executive Summary: 

The Utah Olympic Park traffic report illustrates a lack of capacity. The Commission has the options of:  
1) Rejecting the entire UOP application based on findings of the Fehr and Peers report. 
2) Approval of the SPA subject to specific building by building capacity verification or  
3) Delay project approval until SR-224 has been increased in capacity. 
 Ignoring the findings is not recommended.  Several points of the report remain in question and staff will 
continue to work with them and UDOT as needed. 
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UOP SPA Traffic Report 

Page 2 of 2 

1-24-12 
 
The proposed project traffic is a small percentage of the overall demand. However, the Code 
does not specify percent impact. Is the LOS above the specified standard? I had requested report 
modifications based on existing and known data. Apparently the Fehr & Peers analysis still 
shows that the capacity is not present for full project development and further study or capacity 
is needed in conjunction with the service provider, UDOT. 
 
 
Alternatives: 

The Commission has the options of:  
 
1) Rejecting the entire UOP application based on findings of the Fehr and Peers report. Level of 
service is not consistent with the Snyderville Basin Development Code section 10-4-10-K. 
 
2) Approval of the SPA, subject to specific building by building traffic capacity verification, 
 
This allows the project to move forward. Several possibilities are: 

1. Incremental intersection improvements. This may include turn lanes or other capacity 
improvements. 

2. Implementation of the SB-TMP in trip reduction or other capacity improvements 
including connections to Bear Cub Drive. 

3. Verification of existing capacity. 
Upon completion of or verification of long range capacity, this requirement may be lifted. 
 
 or  
 
3) Delay project approval until SR-224 has been increased in capacity or capacity is verified. 
 
Recommendations: 

 
Approval subject to capacity verification is recommended. We will continue to work with the 
State as expeditiously as possible. 
 
 
CC:  Preston Stinger, Fehr & Peers 
 Robert Miles, UDOT Region 2 
 John Thomas, UDOT Planning 
 Colin Hilton, UOP 
 Kevin Callahan, Public Works Director 
 
file (S:\PROJECTS\2011\CD 11\UOP SPA\SPA TRAFFIC REVIEW 3 - ADDENDUM.DOC)  
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