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SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL 

AGENDA 

WORK SESSION 

January 12, 2016 Tuesday 4:00 PM 

Council Work Room 
451 South State Street Room 326 

Salt Lake City, UT  84111 
SLCCouncil.com 

 
4:00 PM Work Session 

Or immediately following the 2:00 pm 
Redevelopment Agency Meeting 

 
7:00 pm Formal Meeting  

Room 315  
(See separate Agenda) 

Council Meeting Rules, Parliamentary Order and Procedure 
 
 
 

In accordance with State Statute, City Ordinance and Council Policy, one or more Council Members may be connected 
via speakerphone. After 5:00 p.m., please enter the City & County Building through the main east entrance.  

The Work Session is a discussion among Council Members and select presenters. The public is welcome to listen. 
Items listed below may be moved and discussed in a different portion of the Agenda based on circumstance and 
availability of speakers. 

 
 

http://www.slccouncil.com/
http://www.slccouncil.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/RulesofDecorum_010715.pdf
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A. The Council will receive information and/or hold discussions on: 

 
1. Amending City Code 12.96.025 (Vehicles Held as Evidence) Written Briefing 

~4:00 PM 
10 min. 

Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - Budget Related Item 
A proposal about an ordinance amending Section 12.96.025 of the Salt Lake City Code, 
relating to towing, impound, storage, and booting fees. This proposal would make City 
Code consistent with Utah Code. 
 
FYI – Project Timeline: (subject to change per Chair direction or Council discussion) 
Briefing - Tuesday, January 12, 2016 
 

2. Audit: Building Permits ~4:10 PM 
20 min. 

Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - Active Project 
A proposed Building Services Audit.  In The Fiscal Year 2015-16 budget process, the 
Council requested an audit of the building services function of the City (which primarily 
deals with building permits and to some extent planning). The Council may discuss a 
potential scope for the audit. 
 
FYI – Project Timeline: (subject to change per Chair direction or Council discussion) 
Briefing - Tuesday, January 12, 2016 
 

3. Review of Delegations of Authority ~4:30 PM 
30 min. 

Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - Informational Only 
Review of principles and policies regarding delegation of legislative authority. 
 
FYI – Project Timeline: (subject to change per Chair direction or Council discussion) 
Briefing - Tuesday, January 12, 2016 
 

4. Discussion on Homelessness Issue ~5:00 PM 
45 min. 

Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - Active Project 
The Council will hold a discussion, potentially with other stakeholders, including Salt Lake 
County, regarding the City and region’s approach to providing services and shelter to the 
Homeless population. 
 
FYI – Project Timeline: (subject to change per Chair direction or Council discussion) 
Briefing - Tuesday, January 12, 2016 
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5. Ordinance: Conditional Building (CB) and Site Design 
Review (CBSDR) Process 

~5:45 PM 
45 min. 

Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - Council Initiated 
A proposed ordinance that would amend sections of the City’s zoning pertaining to 
building square footage for the CB-Community Business zoning district. The proposed 
changes would:  
 

• Continue to allow larger buildings in the CB zone through the Conditional 
Building and Site Design Review (CBSDR) process  

 
• Lower the threshold trigger limits for the CBSDR process to 7,500 gross square 

feet of floor area for a first floor footprint or 15,000 gross square feet of floor area 
overall.   

 
• Incorporate six (6) design standards for the Planning Commission to consider in 

addition to the CBSDR standards when reviewing proposals for larger buildings 
in the CB zone that are subject to the CBSDR process.       

 
• Change the term “Maximum Building Size” to “Building Size Limits” in the 

zoning ordinance for clarity.     
 
The amendment will address a temporary land use regulation adopted on August 4, 
2015. Related provisions of Title 21A-Zoning may also be amended as part of this 
petition. Petitioner Salt Lake City Council. 

 
FYI – Project Timeline: (subject to change per Chair direction or Council discussion) 
Briefing - Tuesday, January 12, 2016 
Set Public Hearing Date - Tuesday, January 12, 2016 7:00 PM 
Hold hearing to accept public comment - Tuesday, February 2, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. 
TENTATIVE Council Action - February 2, 2016 
 

6. Dinner Break ~6:30 PM 
30 min. 

 
 

7. Report and Announcements from the Executive Director  
Report of the Executive Director, including a review of Council information items and 
announcements. The Council may give feedback or staff direction on any item related to 
City Council business, including but not limited to: Council District Newsletter for Public 
Utilities, Salt Lake County Council of Governments, and Scheduling Items. 
 
 

8. Report of the Chair and Vice Chair  
Report of the Chair and Vice Chair.  
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9. Tentative Closed Session  

 
 

The Council will consider a motion to enter into Closed Session. A closed meeting 
described under Section 52-4-205 may be held for specific purposes including, but not 
limited to: 

a. discussion of the character, professional competence, or physical or mental 
health of an individual; 

b. strategy sessions to discuss collective bargaining; 
c. strategy sessions to discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation; 
d. strategy sessions to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property, 

including any form of a water right or water shares, if public discussion of the 
transaction would: 

(i) disclose the appraisal or estimated value of the property under 
consideration; or  

(ii)  prevent the public body from completing the transaction on the best 
possible terms; 

e. strategy sessions to discuss the sale of real property, including any form of a 
water right or water shares, if: (i) public discussion of the transaction would: 

(A) disclose the appraisal or estimated value of the property under 
consideration; or 

(B) prevent the public body from completing the transaction on the best 
possible terms;  

(ii)  the public body previously gave public notice that the property 
would be offered for sale; and  

(iii)  the terms of the sale are publicly disclosed before the public 
body approves the sale; 

f. discussion regarding deployment of security personnel, devices, or systems; and 
g.  investigative proceedings regarding allegations of criminal misconduct. 

A closed meeting may also be held for attorney-client matters that are privileged 
pursuant to Utah Code § 78B-1-137, and for other lawful purposes that satisfy the 
pertinent requirements of the Utah Open and Public Meetings Act. 
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

On or before 5:00 p.m. on _____________________, the undersigned, duly appointed City  
Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was (1) posted on the Utah 
Public Notice Website created under Utah Code Section 63F-1-701, and (2) a copy of the 
foregoing provided to The Salt Lake Tribune and/or the Deseret News and to a local media 
correspondent and any others who have indicated interest. 
 
CINDI L. MANSELL, MMC/CRM 
SALT LAKE CITY RECORDER 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Final action may be taken in relation to any topic listed on the agenda, including but not limited to 
adoption, rejection, amendment, addition of conditions and variations of options discussed. 

The City & County Building is an accessible facility.  People with disabilities may make requests for reasonable 
accommodation, which may include alternate formats, interpreters, and other auxiliary aids and services. Please 
make requests at least two business days in advance.  To make a request, please contact the City Council Office at 
council.comments@slcgov.com, 801-535-7600, or relay service 711.  

mailto:council.comments@slcgov.com


 

Item 1 Page 1 of 3 

 

 

COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 
CITY COUNCIL of SALT LAKE CITY 

 

 

TO: City Council 
 
FROM: Ben Luedtke, Public Constituent Liason, 

Policy Analyst 
 
DATE: January 7, 2016 11:45 AM 
 
RE: Amending City Code 12.96.025 (Vehicles 

Held as Evidence) 
 
 Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - Budget Related Item 
 
 
Council analysis was intentionally not written on this item. Please refer to the administrative 
transmittal.  

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Administative Transmittal - Ordinance Amending City Code 12.96.025 (PDF) 

 
 
… 

 

 

 

 

 

PROJECT TIMELINE: 
Briefing: Tuesday, January 12, 
2016 
Public Hearing:  
Potential Action:  

A.1
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Ordinance No.  

 
 

SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE 

No. of  2016 

(Amending Section 12.96.025 regarding towing, impound, storage, and booting fees) 

 

An ordinance amending Section 12.96.025 of the Salt Lake City Code, relating to towing, 

impound, storage, and booting fees. 

 

WHEREAS, the City has imposed fees in connection with the towing, impound, storage, 

and booting of vehicles; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City wishes to amend Section 12.96.025 to add new language from Utah 

Code Sections 41-6a-1406 and 72-9-603, which went into effect on May 13, 2014. 

NOW THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of Salt Lake City: 

SECTION 1. That Section 12.96.025 of the Salt Lake City Code, relating to towing, 

impound, storage, and booting fees be, and the same hereby is, amended as follows: 

 

12.96.025: TOWING, IMPOUND, STORAGE, AND BOOTING FEES; NO FEE FOR 

 

VEHICLES HELD AS EVIDENCE: 

 

There are imposed for the towing, impound, storage, and booting of vehicles under this chapter 

fees as shown on the Salt Lake City consolidated fee schedule. 

 

A. Damage To Or Failure To Return Immobilization Device: The owner of a vehicle 

immobilized under this chapter shall be strictly liable for (i) the cost of repair or 

replacement of an immobilization device damaged or destroyed by attempts to 

wrongfully remove or tamper with the device, (ii) any damage to the vehicle caused by an 

attempt to drive while the immobilization device is in place, and (iii) the cost of a 

replacement immobilization device that is wrongfully removed and not returned to the 

city. 

 

B .. Removal Of ltems From Vehicles: Effective July 1, 2013, any person who enters an 

impound lot or storage area of the city for the purpose of removing personal property 

from a vehicle in the impound lot or storage area shall pay to the city a fee for each 

period of up to 30 minutes that the person is within the impound lot or storage area. The 

fee shall be in an amount shown on the Salt Lake City consolidated fee schedule. The 

city shall not charge that fee to a person who is within the impound lot or storage area for the sole 

purpose of removing from a vehicle personal health care items or personal identification issued by a 

governmental entity. 

 

C. The impound yard may not charge a fee for the storage of an impounded vehicle, vessel, 

or outboard motor if: 

 

A.1
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a. the vehicle, vessel, or outboard motor is being held as evidence; and 

b. the vehicle, vessel, or outboard motor is not being released to the registered 

owner, lien holder, or the owner's agent even if the registered owner, lien holder, 

or the owner's agent satisfies the requirements to release the vehicle, vessel, or 

outboard motor . 

 

SECTION 2. This ordinance shall become effective on the date of its first publication. 

Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah this _ day of ___ , 2015. 

 
 

SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

A.1
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RALPH BECKER  RICK GRAHAM 
Mayor Public Services 
 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

SSAALLTT  LLAAKKEE  CCIITTYY  CCOORRPPOORRAATTIIOONN  

City Council Transmittal 
 

 

Date Received:10/22/2015 
Date Sent to Council:10/27/2015 

 
TO: City Council 
 Luke Garrott - Chair  
 
FROM: Rick Graham 
 Director 
 
SUBJECT: Ordinance Amending City Code 12.96.025 
 
STAFF CONTACT: Lisa Shaffer, Admin Services Division Director 
 Lisa.Shaffer@slcgov.com 
 
COUNCIL SPONSOR:  
 
DOCUMENT TYPE: Ordinance 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Adoption of Amended Ordinance  

 

BUDGET IMP ACT: No budget impact. 

 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: In 2014 the Utah Legislature passed HB314, which amended 

Utah Code Sections 41-6a- l 406 and 72-9-603. The amended statute provides that a city council may 

not charge a fee for the storage of an impounded vehicle if the city is holding the vehicle as evidence, 

and will not release the vehicle to the registered owner even if the registered owner otherwise 

satisfies the requirements for release of the vehicle under Section 41-6a-1406. To make the City 

Code consistent with the state statute, this ordinance amendment adds this language to City Code 

Section 12.96.025. 

 

PUBLIC PROCESS: 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Ordinance Amendment (clean version) 

Ordinance Amendment (red-lined version) 
 
 

A.1.a
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 Ordinance No.  

 
SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE 

No. of  2016 

(Amending Section 12.96.025 regarding towing, impound, storage, and booting fees) 

 

An ordinance amending Section 12.96.025 of the Salt Lake City Code, relating to towing, 

impound, storage, and booting fees. 

 

WHEREAS, the City has imposed fees in connection with the towing, impound, storage, 

and booting of vehicles; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City wishes to amend Section 12.96.025 to add new language from Utah 

Code Sections 41-6a-1406 and 72-9-603, which went into effect on May 13, 2014. 

NOW THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of Salt Lake City: 

SECTION 1. That Section 12.96.025 of the Salt Lake City Code, relating to towing, 

impound, storage, and booting fees be, and the same hereby is, amended as follows: 

 

12.96.025: TOWING, IMPOUND, STORAGE, AND BOOTING FEES; NO FEE FOR 

 

VEHICLES HELD AS EVIDENCE: 

 

There are imposed for the towing, impound, storage, and booting of vehicles under this chapter 

fees as shown on the Salt Lake City consolidated fee schedule. 

 

A. Damage To Or Failure To Return Immobilization Device: The owner of a vehicle 

immobilized under this chapter shall be strictly liable for (i) the cost of repair or 

replacement of an immobilization device damaged or destroyed by attempts to 

wrongfully remove or tamper with the device, (ii) any damage to the vehicle caused by an 

attempt to drive while the immobilization device is in place, and (iii) the cost of a 

replacement immobilization device that is wrongfully removed and not returned to the 

city. 

 

B .. Removal Of ltems From Vehicles: Effective July 1, 2013, any person who enters an 

impound lot or storage area of the city for the purpose of removing personal property 

from a vehicle in the impound lot or storage area shall pay to the city a fee for each 

period of up to 30 minutes that the person is within the impound lot or storage area. The 

fee shall be in an amount shown on the Salt Lake City consolidated fee schedule. The 

city shall not charge that fee to a person who is within the impound lot or storage area for the sole 

purpose of removing from a vehicle personal health care items or personal identification issued by a 

governmental entity. 

 

C. The impound yard may not charge a fee for the storage of an impounded vehicle, vessel, 

or outboard motor if: 

 

a. the vehicle, vessel, or outboard motor is being held as evidence; and 

b. the vehicle, vessel, or outboard motor is not being released to the registered 

A.1.a
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owner, lien holder, or the owner's agent even if the registered owner, lien holder, 

or the owner's agent satisfies the requirements to release the vehicle, vessel, or 

outboard motor . 

 

SECTION 2. This ordinance shall become effective on the date of its first publication. 

Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah this _ day of ___ , 2015. 

 
 

SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

A.1.a
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COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 

CITY COUNCIL of SALT LAKE CITY 

 

 

TO: City Council 
 
FROM: Sylvia Richards, Public Policy Analyst 
 
DATE: January 7, 2016 2:52 PM 
 
RE: Audit: Building Permits 
 
 Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - 

Active Project 
 

 

ISSUE AT A GLANCE: 

During the FY 2016 budget process, and the Council’s priority of Economic Development briefing, the 
Council discussed an audit of the building services function of the City which primarily deals with building 
permits and to some extent planning.  Council staff has prepared an improved draft scope for Council 
consideration (see below) which is based on Council discussions and input from Administrative staff.  
 

After this Council discussion, staff will also interview a sample of individuals who have contacted the 
Council office with comments about the building permit and inspection process and incorporate 
process/ordinance questions into the scope for the Council's consideration.  Before auditors are sought, 
the Council will have a final opportunity to modify and authorize the scope.  
 

 

DRAFT - Building Services Audit Scope  
 
The Council should feel free to add comments or edit. 
 

a. Identify ways to streamline the permitting and approval processes.  Provide best 

practices and benchmarks of Salt Lake City’s timelines as compared to other cities in the region 

which are similar in size and complexity. 

b. Determine appropriate timeline for permitting and approval. Provide actual relevant 

benchmarking information in comparison to other comparable cities in the region.   

c. Develop consistency of staff response to related inquiries across multiple 

departments and divisions, and how that relates to predictability for the private 

sector.  Include all of the core plan review stakeholders, including staff members from Planning, 

PROJECT TIMELINE: 
Briefing: Tuesday, January 
12, 2016 
Public Hearing:  
Potential Action:  
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Building, Fire, Public Utilities, Engineering and Transportation who are part of the review 

process.  

d. Identify any structural/ordinance barriers which create obstacles to a more 

streamlined, predictable or transparent process.  Identify actual ordinances which 

hinder a streamlined, predictable, and transparent process.   

e. Identify whether there are opportunities to incentivize the type of development 

the City wants to see with favorable permitting processes. Identify ways to build on 

the success of the process for LEED expedited review, where, the City is required to expedite 

all plans meeting USGBC LEED Gold standards.  

f. Determine what other cities are doing in the building services realm to enhance 

or incentivize economic development.  Include actual relevant benchmarking from 

comparable cities. 

g. Identify how the permitting processes in other City departments (Fire / Public 

Utilities, for example) affect the overall permitting process, and what can be 

done to streamline systems among departments. Include an audit of the actual users 

that fully utilize the common workflow in the City’s Accela and Projectdox programs. 

h. Evaluate existing mechanisms for developers who want to express concern or 

question an interpretation by staff.  Identify any improvements which could be 

implemented. 

i. Identify the currently existing ‘checks’ on the process to assure equal treatment 

for all applicants.  Identify ‘best practices’ which could be implemented. 

j. Identify barriers for developers to use the City’s on-line systems for plan 

submission, status checks and inspection scheduling.  Evaluate technology/software 

being used by other jurisdictions.   

k. Identify ways to clarify City ordinances for developers.  Determine what other cities 

are doing to improve ordinance clarity.  Include actual relevant benchmarking. 

l. Determine whether Salt Lake City has sufficient information available to the 

public and developers to explain the permitting process and development 

process in easily understood terms.  Propose ways to clarify the process.   

m. Identify additional opportunities for Salt Lake City to provide electronic 

information to the public and developers. 

NEXT STEPS: 

1. Council staff will interview a sample of individuals who have contacted the Council office with 
comments about the building permit and inspection process and incorporate process/ordinance 
questions into the scope for the Council's consideration. 

2. Council staff will then summarize the responses for Council consideration and review. 

3. The Council will have the opportunity to review the final version of the scope for approval. 

4. Council staff will contact the audit firms currently on retainer and ask for a response to the 
proposed scope. 

A.2
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COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 

CITY COUNCIL of SALT LAKE CITY 

 

 

TO: City Council 
 
FROM: Nick Tarbet, Public Policy Analyst 
 
DATE: January 7, 2016 1:40 PM 
 
RE: Review of Delegations of Authority 
 
 Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - 

Informational Only 
 

 

Council analysis was intentionally not written on this item. Please stay tuned for the briefing.  

PROJECT TIMELINE: 
Briefing: Tuesday, January 
12, 2016 
Public Hearing:  
Potential Action:  
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COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 

CITY COUNCIL of SALT LAKE CITY 

 

 

TO: City Council 
 
FROM: Sean Murphy, Public Policy Analyst 
 
DATE: January 7, 2016 2:26 PM 
 
RE: Discussion on Homelessness Issue 
 
 Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - 

Active Project 
 

 

Council analysis was intentionally not written on this item. Please stay tuned for the briefing.  

PROJECT TIMELINE: 
Briefing: Tuesday, January 
12, 2016 
Public Hearing:  
Potential Action:  
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COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 
CITY COUNCIL of SALT LAKE CITY 

 

 

TO: City Council 
 
FROM: Nick Tarbet, Public Policy Analyst 
 
DATE: January 7, 2016 12:49 PM 
 
RE: Ordinance: Conditional Building (CB) 

and Site Design Review (CBSDR) Process 
 
 Legislative Sponsor: Not Required - 

Council Initiated 
 
 
ISSUE AT-A-GLANCE   

The Council will be briefed on a proposal that would amend sections of Salt Lake City Code 

pertaining to bulk standards for the CB-Community Business zoning district and address a 

temporary land use regulation adopted by the City Council on August 4, 2015. 

Prior to the adoption of the temporary regulations, building size allowed in the CB zone was fifteen 

thousand (15,000) gross square feet of floor area for the first floor, or, a total area of twenty 

thousand (20,000) gross square feet overall. Additional building size beyond these limits could only 

be requested and approved through the Conditional Building and Site Design Review (CBSDR) 

process. The temporary land use regulation placed a limit on the maximum building size in the CB 

zone to 20,000 square feet. 

The proposed changes would: 

 Allow larger buildings in the Community Business (CB) zone through the Conditional 

Building and Site Design Review (CBSDR) process. 

 Lower the threshold trigger limits for the CBSDR process to 7,500 gross square feet of floor 

area for a first floor footprint or 15,000 gross square feet of floor area overall.  

 Incorporate six (6) design standards for the Planning Commission to consider in addition 

to the CBSDR standards when reviewing proposals for larger buildings in the CB zone. 

  Change the term “Maximum Building Size” to “Building Size Limits” in the zoning 

ordinance for clarity.   

 

The Planning Commission unanimously forwarded a favorable recommendation. 

 

PROJECT TIMELINE: 
Briefing: Tuesday, January 12, 
2016 
SetDate: 01/12/ 2016 7:00 PM 
Public Hearing: Tuesday, 
February 2, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. 
Potential Action: 02/2/2016 
Clearline 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

On August 4, 2015 the Council adopted an ordinance enacting a temporary land use regulation 

limiting the maximum building size in the CB zone to 20,000 square feet. This effectively suspended 

the process to allow an increase in building size through the CBSDR process.  At the time of adoption 

the Council included intent language that requested a review of the Conditional Building and Site 

Design Review process (CBSDR) in the CB zone and for Planning staff to either make 

recommendations for more criteria or not allow additional building space or size. 

This action was based on concerns the Council had received regarding large buildings in the CB zone 

and the negative impact larger buildings could have on surrounding neighborhoods. The Council 

requested the City review the CBSDR process, which allows buildings to be larger than 20,000 

square feet, and to consider including additional standards that would mitigate potential negative 

impacts on adjacent properties. 

Pages 2 - 3 of the Administration’s Transmittal outline the recommendations forwarded by the 

Planning Commission: 

 Allow for larger buildings to be requested and approved through the Conditional Building 

and Site Design Review (CBSDR) process. 

  

 Reduce the square footage size of buildings that would trigger the CBSDR process to 7,500 

square feet for a first floor footprint and 15,000 square feet overall.  

o Previously the thresholds were 15,000 sf on the first floor and 20,000 sf 

overall. 

 

 Incorporate language changes to improve clarity.  

 

 Incorporate additional design standards for the Planning Commission to consider when 

the CBSDR process is used to request additional building size in the CB zoning district. The 

following standards would be included in 21A.26.030.E : 

1. Compatibility: The proposed height and width of new buildings and additions shall 

be visually compatible with buildings found on the block face.  

2. Roofline: The roof shape of a new building or addition shall be similar to roof shapes 

found on the block face.  

3. Vehicular Access: New buildings and additions shall provide a continuous street wall 

of buildings with minimal breaks for vehicular access.  

4. Facade Design: Facade treatments should be used to break up the mass of larger 

buildings so they appear to be multiple, smaller scale buildings. Varied rooflines, 

varied facade planes, upper story step backs, and lower building heights for portions 

of buildings next to less intensive zoning districts may be used to reduce the apparent 

size of the building.  

5. Buffers: When located next to low density residential uses, the Planning Commission 

may require larger setbacks, landscape buffers and/or fencing than what are required 

by [the City’s zoning ordinance] if the impacts of the building mass and location of 

the building on the site create noise, light trespass or impacts created by parking and 

service areas.  

6. Step Backs: When abutting single story development and/or a public street, the 

Planning Commission may require that any story above the ground story be stepped 

back from the building foundation at grade to address compatibility issues with the 

other buildings on the block face and/or uses. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

 Administrative Transmittal - Community Business Zoning District Amendments 
PLNPCM2015-00636 (PDF) 

 a1 Table of Contents (PDF) 

 a2 Project Chronology (PDF) 

 a3 Ordinance (PDF) 

 a4 City Council Public Hearing Notice (PDF) 

 a5 Mailing Labels (PDF) 

 a6 Planning Public Open House Sept. 17 2015 (PDF) 

 a7 SLC Dev, Advisory Forum Agenda Oct. 22 2015 (PDF) 

 a8 Planning Public Open House Nov. 19 2015 (PDF) 

 a9 Planning Commission Agenda Sept. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a10 Planning Commission Staff report Sept. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a11 Planning Commission Minutes Sept. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a12 Notice and Agenda for Dec. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a13 Planning Commission Staff Report Dec. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a14 Planning Commission Record of Decision Dec. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a15 Draft Planning Commission Minutes Dec. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a16 Original Petition (PDF) 

 
 
… 
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Ordinance No.  

 
 

SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE 

No. _____ of 2016 

(An ordinance amending Section 21A.26.030 of the Salt Lake City Code 

pertaining to bulk standards for buildings in the CB (Community Business) zoning district) 

 

 An ordinance Section 21A.26.030 of the Salt Lake City Code to modify bulk standards for buildings 

in the CB (Community Business) zoning district pursuant to Petition No. PLNPCM2015-00636. 

 

 WHEREAS, the Salt Lake City Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 9, 2015 

to consider a petition submitted by the Salt Lake City Council (“Applicant”) (Petition No. PLNPCM2015-

00636) to amend Section 21A.26.030 (Zoning: Commercial Districts: CB Community Business District) 

of the Salt Lake City Code to modify bulk standards for buildings in the CB (Community Business) 

zoning district; and 

 WHEREAS, at its December 9, 2015 hearing, the planning commission voted in favor of transmitting 

a positive recommendation to the Salt Lake City Council on said petition; and 

 WHEREAS, after a public hearing on this matter the city council has determined that adopting this 

ordinance is in the city’s best interests,  

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah: 

SECTION 1. Amending the text of Salt Lake City Code Section 21A.26.030.E.  That Section 

21A.26.030.E of the Salt Lake City Code (Zoning: Commercial Districts: CB Community Business 

District) shall be, and hereby is, amended to read as follows: 

21A.26.030: CB COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT: 

 

E. Building Size Limits: Buildings in excess of seven thousand five hundred (7,500) gross 

square feet of floor area for a first floor footprint or in excess of fifteen thousand (15,000) 

gross square feet floor area overall, shall be allowed only through the conditional building 

and site design review process. An unfinished basement used only for storage or parking shall 

be allowed in addition to the total square footage. In addition to the conditional building and 

site design review standards in Chapter 21A.59, the planning commission shall also consider 

the following standards: 
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1. Compatibility: The proposed height and width of new buildings and additions shall be 

visually compatible with buildings found on the block face.  

2. Roofline: The roof shape of a new building or addition shall be similar to roof shapes 

found on the block face. 

3. Vehicular Access: New buildings and additions shall provide a continuous street wall of 

buildings with minimal breaks for vehicular access. 

4. Façade Design: Façade treatments should be used to break up the mass of larger 

buildings so they appear to be multiple, smaller scale buildings. Varied rooflines, varied 

façade planes, upper story step backs, and lower building heights for portions of 

buildings next to less intensive zoning districts may be used to reduce the apparent size 

of the building. 

5. Buffers:  When located next to low density residential uses, the planning commission 

may require larger setbacks, landscape buffers and/or fencing than what are required by 

this title if the impacts of the building mass and location of the building on the site 

create noise, light trespass or impacts created by parking and service areas.  

6. Step Backs: When abutting single story development and/or a public street, the planning 

commission may require that any story above the ground story be stepped back from the 

building foundation at grade to address compatibility issues with the other buildings on 

the block face and/or uses.    

 

 

SECTION 2. Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective on the date of its first 

publication.   

  

 Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah, this ______ day of ______________, 2016. 

       ______________________________ 

       CHAIRPERSON 

 

ATTEST AND COUNTERSIGN: 

 

______________________________ 

CITY RECORDER 

 

 

 Transmitted to Mayor on _______________________. 

 

 Mayor's Action:     _______Approved.     _______Vetoed. 

 

 

  ______________________________ 

                                 MAYOR 
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______________________________ 

CITY RECORDER 

 

(SEAL) 

    

Bill No. ________ of 2016. 

 

Published: ______________. 
 

HB_ATTY-#50078-v2-Ordinance_amending_CB_bulk_standards.DOCX 

 
 

SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

Salt Lake City Attorney’s Office 

 
Date:__________________________________ 

 

By: ___________________________________ 
       Paul C. Nielson, Senior City Attorney 
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Jackie Biskupski  MARY DELAMARE-SCHAEFER 
Mayor Community and Economic Development 
 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

SSAALLTT  LLAAKKEE  CCIITTYY  CCOORRPPOORRAATTIIOONN  

City Council Transmittal 
 

 Date Received:1/07/2016 
Date Sent to Council:1/07/2016 

 
TO: City Council 
 James Rogers - Chair  

  
FROM: Mary DeLaMare-Schaefer   
 Deputy Director    
 
SUBJECT: Petition PLNPCM2015-00636 – Community Business (CB) Zoning 

District Amendments 
 
STAFF CONTACT: David Gellner, 
 David.Gellner@slcgov.com 
 
COUNCIL SPONSOR: Not Required - Council Initiated 
 
DOCUMENT TYPE: Ordinance 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council follow the recommendation of the Planning  
Commission and approve petition, PLNPCM2015-00636, proposed text amendments to the CB 
– Community Business Zoning District.  The proposed ordinance language is included as 
Attachment 2.  The recommended changes to the zoning ordinance are summarized here: 

 Allow larger buildings in the CB zone through the Conditional Building and Site Design 

Review process 

 Lower the threshold trigger limits for the CBSDR process to 7,500 gross square feet of 

floor area for a first floor footprint or 15,00 gross square feet of floor area overall.  

 Incorporate six (6) additional design standards for the Planning Commission to consider 

in addition to the CBSDR standards when reviewing proposals for larger buildings in the 

CB zone that are subject to the CBSDR process.      

 Change the term “Maximum Building Size” to “Building Size Limits” in the zoning 

ordinance for clarity.   
 
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: On August 4, 2015, the City Council adopted a temporary 
ordinance that imposes a maximum building size of 20,000 square feet in the CB – Community 
Business zoning district.  This ordinance also suspended the process to allow an increase in 
building size via the Conditional Building and Site Design Review (CBSDR) process for 
properties in the CB zoning district.  Prior to the adoption of the temporary regulations, building 
size allowed in the CB zone was fifteen thousand (15,000) gross square feet of floor area for the 
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first floor, or, a total area of twenty thousand (20,000) gross square feet overall.  Additional 
building size beyond these limits could only be requested and approved through the CBSDR 
process.   
 
Adoption of the temporary ordinance came partly in response to neighborhood concerns about 
compatibility and the potential negative impacts of larger buildings when additional building 
size was requested adjacent to existing development. As a temporary land use regulation, this 
ordinance is in effect for a period of 6 months from the effective date and expires on February 4, 
2016. If a new ordinance is not adopted by Council before that date, the temporary regulations 
will expire and the previous regulations will be back in effect.  On August 4, 2015 staff was 
directed by Council to review the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process to make 
recommendations for more criteria in the conditions or not allow additional building space. The 
Legislative Action Petition is included as Attachment 7. 
 
The Planning Commission Staff Report of December 9, 2015 identifies a number of key issues 
and considerations that were analyzed by staff and considered by the Planning Commission in 
regard to the proposed amendments.  These are outlined in more detail in the report.  A 
synopsis of those items is included here: 

 The CB zone is geographically dispersed throughout the city.   

 The parcels of land zoned CB vary significantly in size, as do the size of existing 

buildings.   

 There is not a consistent development pattern in the CB zoning district.  This makes a 

“one size fits all” approach to development regulations difficult to administer.  

 A one size regulatory approach may lead to a development pattern that is consistent with 

the surrounding development pattern.   

 Flexibility when considering development on larger parcels is needed.   

 Building size impacts vary based on the location of the building and the type of use 

occurring in the building.   

 A larger size building with additional design elements may have less impact on 

neighboring properties than a smaller building that does not incorporate such elements.   

 Design standards provide the Planning Commission with flexibility to address the 

potential impacts of larger buildings.   
 
To address these issues, the Planning Commission reviewed a number of alternatives and 
provided the following recommendations: 

 Allow for larger buildings to be requested and approved through the Conditional Building 

and Site Design Review (CBSDR) process.   

 Reduce the square footage size of buildings that would trigger the CBSDR process to 

7,500 square feet for a first floor footprint and 15,000 square feet overall.    

 Incorporate language changes for the sake of clarity.  

 In order to address neighborhood compatibility, incorporate additional design standards 

for the Planning Commission to consider when the CBSDR process is used to request 

additional building size in the CB zoning district.   
 

Applications for additional building size are already subject to the design standards included in 
21A.59.060 – Standards for Design Review in the Conditional Building and Site Design Review 
chapter of the Zoning Ordinance. There are 12 general standards that apply to all projects 
subject to the CBSDR process, regardless of the zoning district in which the project is located.  
These standards are intended to provide flexibility in the design of individual zoning districts. 
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No changes are being proposed to these existing CBSDR standards and those standards have not 
been analyzed or considered within the scope of this petition.  The additional design standards 
being proposed would apply to projects in the CB zoning district only, when additional building 
size is requested.   
 
The specific design standards recommended by the Planning Commission for projects subject to 
the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process in the CB zoning district are included 
here: 
 

1. Compatibility: The proposed height and width of new buildings and additions shall be 

visually compatible with buildings found on the block face.  

2. Roofline: The roof shape of a new building or addition shall be similar to roof shapes 

found on the block face. 

3. Vehicular Access: New buildings and additions shall provide a continuous street wall 

of buildings with minimal breaks for vehicular access. 

4. Façade Design: Façade treatments should be used to break up the mass of larger 

buildings so they appear to be multiple, smaller scale buildings. Varied rooflines, 

varied façade planes, upper story step backs, and lower building heights for portions 

of buildings next to less intensive zoning districts may be used to reduce the apparent 

size of the building. 

5. Buffers:  When located next to low density residential uses, the planning commission 

may require larger setbacks, landscape buffers and/or fencing than what are required 

by this title if the impacts of the building mass and location of the building on the site 

create noise, light trespass or impacts created by parking and service areas.  

6. Step Backs: When abutting single story development and/or a public street, the 

planning commission may require that any story above the ground story be stepped 

back from the building foundation at grade to address compatibility issues with the 

other buildings on the block face and/or uses.    
 
Several adopted city master plans have policies, goals and objectives that are consistent with 
the proposed amendments. The December 9, 2015 Planning Commission staff report 
references these in more detail.  
 
The proposed amendments support the overall intent of the City’s commercial districts.  The 
proposal is consistent with the purpose of the CB zoning district to provide for the close 
integration of commercial areas with adjacent residential neighborhoods. The proposed design 
standards allow the Planning Commission to consider how this interface functions in regard 
toexisting development.  The Planning Commission staff report discusses this in more detail.   
 
Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and Maps are authorized under Section 21A.50 of the 
Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance, as detailed in Section 21A.50.050: "A decision to amend the 
text of this title or the zoning map by general amendment is a matter committed to the 
legislative discretion of the City Council and is not controlled by any one standard."  It does, 
however, list four factors which should be considered (Section 21A.50.050 A. 1-4).  The 
proposed amendments were found to meet these considerations which are discussed in detail in 
Attachment 6E, page 10 of the Planning Commission Staff Report of December 9, 2015.   
 
PUBLIC PROCESS: 
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Public meetings and other public outreach activities details are outlined in more detail in the Project 

Chronology section. (Attachment 5).  Opportunities for public comment were provided at the 

following events: 

 Planning Commission Briefing – September 9, 2015 

 Initial Public Open House – September 17, 2015 

 9th and 9th Street Fair Information Table – September 19, 2015 

 Salt Lake City Development Advisory Forum – October 22, 2015 

 Planning Division Public Open House – November 19, 2015 

 Planning Commission Public Hearing – December 9, 2015 

 

Direct notices of public meetings and events were sent to all CB property owners in the City as well as 

anyone living within 300 feet of property in the CB zoning district.  In addition, information was also 

sent directly to the chairs of all potentially affected community and business organizations to get their 

input and recommendations for possible changes.  

 
On December 9, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to consider 
amendments to the CB zoning regulations. Regarding petition PLNPCM2015-00636, the 
Planning Commission unanimously adopted a motion recommending that City Council approve 
the petition for proposed text amendments to the CB – Community Business Zoning District to 
allow for larger buildings through the CBSDR process, change the threshold limit triggers for the 
CBSDR process, incorporate language changes, and, incorporate design standards for the 
planning commission to consider when the CBSDR process is used to request additional 
building size in the CB zoning district.    
 

Written comments were received from Jim Ack, a property and business owner in the 9th and 9th area.  

The comments favored the idea of having a process to allow for additional building size as opposed to 

a hard cap limit.  The comments also indicated:   

 

“… I am opposed to any additional design criteria which make development/redevelopment 

more cumbersome/costly/difficult for property owners.  I am not of the opinion that the City is 

the best judge of what will work/be desirable when it come to commercial (re)development.” 

 

The full text of Mr. Ack’s comment can be found in the December 9, 2015 Planning Commission 

Staff Report - Attachment D:  Public Process and Comments (Attachment 6.E).   

 

Additional comments were provided by Cindy Cromer.  A summary of those comments is included in 

the Planning Commission Minutes of December 9, 2015 (Attachment 6.F.ii).   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 a1 Table of Contents (PDF) 

 a2 Project Chronology (PDF) 

 a3 Ordinance (PDF) 

 a4 City Council Public Hearing Notice (PDF) 

 a5 Mailing Labels (PDF) 

 a6 Planning Public Open House Sept. 17 2015 (PDF) 

A.5.a

Packet Pg. 25

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 A

d
m

in
is

tr
at

iv
e 

T
ra

n
sm

it
ta

l -
 C

o
m

m
u

n
it

y 
B

u
si

n
es

s 
Z

o
n

in
g

 D
is

tr
ic

t 
A

m
en

d
m

en
ts

 P
L

N
P

C
M

20
15

-0
06

36
  (

15
21

 :
 O

rd
in

an
ce

:



 
 
 
 

 a7 SLC Dev, Advisory Forum Agenda Oct. 22 2015 (PDF) 

 a8 Planning Public Open House Nov. 19 2015 (PDF) 

 a9 Planning Commission Agenda Sept. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a10 Planning Commission Staff report Sept. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a11 Planning Commission Minutes Sept. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a12 Notice and Agenda for Dec. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a13 Planning Commission Staff Report Dec. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a14 Planning Commission Record of Decision Dec. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a15 Draft Planning Commission Minutes Dec. 9 2015 (PDF) 

 a16 Original Petition (PDF) 
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 Ordinance No.  

 
SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE 

No. _____ of 2016 

(An ordinance amending Section 21A.26.030 of the Salt Lake City Code 

pertaining to bulk standards for buildings in the CB (Community Business) zoning district) 

 

 An ordinance Section 21A.26.030 of the Salt Lake City Code to modify bulk standards for buildings 

in the CB (Community Business) zoning district pursuant to Petition No. PLNPCM2015-00636. 

 

 WHEREAS, the Salt Lake City Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 9, 2015 

to consider a petition submitted by the Salt Lake City Council (“Applicant”) (Petition No. PLNPCM2015-

00636) to amend Section 21A.26.030 (Zoning: Commercial Districts: CB Community Business District) 

of the Salt Lake City Code to modify bulk standards for buildings in the CB (Community Business) 

zoning district; and 

 WHEREAS, at its December 9, 2015 hearing, the planning commission voted in favor of transmitting 

a positive recommendation to the Salt Lake City Council on said petition; and 

 WHEREAS, after a public hearing on this matter the city council has determined that adopting this 

ordinance is in the city’s best interests,  

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah: 

SECTION 1. Amending the text of Salt Lake City Code Section 21A.26.030.E.  That Section 

21A.26.030.E of the Salt Lake City Code (Zoning: Commercial Districts: CB Community Business 

District) shall be, and hereby is, amended to read as follows: 

21A.26.030: CB COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT: 

 

E. Building Size Limits: Buildings in excess of seven thousand five hundred (7,500) gross 

square feet of floor area for a first floor footprint or in excess of fifteen thousand (15,000) 

gross square feet floor area overall, shall be allowed only through the conditional building 

and site design review process. An unfinished basement used only for storage or parking shall 

be allowed in addition to the total square footage. In addition to the conditional building and 

site design review standards in Chapter 21A.59, the planning commission shall also consider 

the following standards: 

 

1. Compatibility: The proposed height and width of new buildings and additions shall be 

visually compatible with buildings found on the block face.  
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2. Roofline: The roof shape of a new building or addition shall be similar to roof shapes 

found on the block face. 

3. Vehicular Access: New buildings and additions shall provide a continuous street wall of 

buildings with minimal breaks for vehicular access. 

4. Façade Design: Façade treatments should be used to break up the mass of larger 

buildings so they appear to be multiple, smaller scale buildings. Varied rooflines, varied 

façade planes, upper story step backs, and lower building heights for portions of 

buildings next to less intensive zoning districts may be used to reduce the apparent size 

of the building. 

5. Buffers:  When located next to low density residential uses, the planning commission 

may require larger setbacks, landscape buffers and/or fencing than what are required by 

this title if the impacts of the building mass and location of the building on the site 

create noise, light trespass or impacts created by parking and service areas.  

6. Step Backs: When abutting single story development and/or a public street, the planning 

commission may require that any story above the ground story be stepped back from the 

building foundation at grade to address compatibility issues with the other buildings on 

the block face and/or uses.    

 

 

SECTION 2. Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective on the date of its first 

publication.   

  

 Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah, this ______ day of ______________, 2016. 

       ______________________________ 

       CHAIRPERSON 

 

ATTEST AND COUNTERSIGN: 

 

______________________________ 

CITY RECORDER 

 

 

 Transmitted to Mayor on _______________________. 

 

 Mayor's Action:     _______Approved.     _______Vetoed. 

 

 

  ______________________________ 

                                 MAYOR 

 

______________________________ 

CITY RECORDER 
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(SEAL) 

    

Bill No. ________ of 2016. 

 

Published: ______________. 
 

HB_ATTY-#50078-v2-Ordinance_amending_CB_bulk_standards.DOCX 

 
 

SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

Salt Lake City Attorney’s Office 

 

Date:__________________________________ 
 

By: ___________________________________ 
       Paul C. Nielson, Senior City Attorney 
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PROJECT CHRONOLOGY 

 
Petition: Petition PLNPCM2015-00636 CB (Community Business) Zoning District 

Amendments. The amendments address building footprint and square footage and apply 

to all properties that are zoned CB citywide.  

 

August 5, 2015  Petition received by Planning.  

 

August 5, 2015 Petition assigned to David Gellner, Principal Planner, for 

staff analysis and processing.  

 

August 26, 2015 Public notice posted on City and State websites and sent via 

the Planning Division list serve for Planning Commission 

Briefing of 09/09/2015. 

 

September 2, 2015 Public notice posted on City and State websites and sent via 

the Planning Division list serve for the Initial Public Open 

House of 09/17/2015 

 

September 9, 2015 Planning Commission Briefing 

 

September 9, 2015 Direct email notice sent to Chairs of all affected 

Community Organizations and Business Districts 

 

September 17, 2015 Initial Public Open House 

 

September 19, 2015 9
th

 and 9
th

 Street Fair Information Table 

 

October 22, 2015  Salt Lake City Development Advisory Forum 

 

November 4, 2015 Public notice posted on City and State websites and sent via 

the Planning Division list serve.  Public hearing notice 

mailed.   

 

November 6, 2015 Direct email notice sent to Chairs of all affected 

Community Organizations and Business Districts 

 

November 19, 2015 Planning Division Public Open House 

 

November 25, 2015 Public notice posted on City and State websites and sent via 

the Planning Division list serve.  Public hearing notice 

mailed. 

 

December 9, 2015 Planning Commission Public Hearing.  Planning 

Commission reviewed the petition, conducted a public 

hearing and voted to forward a positive recommendation to 

the City Council for the proposed amendments to the CB – 

Community Business zoning district.    
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2. Ordinance 
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SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE 
No. _____ of 2016 

(An ordinance amending Section 21A.26.030 of the Salt Lake City Code 
pertaining to bulk standards for buildings in the CB (Community Business) zoning district) 

 
 An ordinance Section 21A.26.030 of the Salt Lake City Code to modify bulk standards for 

buildings in the CB (Community Business) zoning district pursuant to Petition No. PLNPCM2015-

00636. 

 
 WHEREAS, the Salt Lake City Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 

9, 2015 to consider a petition submitted by the Salt Lake City Council (“Applicant”) (Petition 

No. PLNPCM2015-00636) to amend Section 21A.26.030 (Zoning: Commercial Districts: CB 

Community Business District) of the Salt Lake City Code to modify bulk standards for buildings 

in the CB (Community Business) zoning district; and 

 WHEREAS, at its December 9, 2015 hearing, the planning commission voted in favor of 

transmitting a positive recommendation to the Salt Lake City Council on said petition; and 

 WHEREAS, after a public hearing on this matter the city council has determined that 

adopting this ordinance is in the city’s best interests,  

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah: 

SECTION 1. Amending the text of Salt Lake City Code Section 21A.26.030.E

21A.26.030: CB COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT: 

.  That Section 

21A.26.030.E of the Salt Lake City Code (Zoning: Commercial Districts: CB Community 

Business District) shall be, and hereby is, amended to read as follows: 

 
E. Maximum Building Size Limits: Any building having a Buildings in excess of fifteen 

thousand (15,000) seven thousand five hundred (7,500) gross square feet of floor area 
for a first floor footprint or in excess of twenty fifteen thousand (20,000) (15,000) 
gross square feet floor area overall, shall be allowed only through the conditional 
building and site design review process. An unfinished basement used only for 
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storage or parking shall be allowed in addition to the total square footage. 

 

In addition 
to the conditional building and site design review standards in Chapter 21A.59, the 
planning commission shall also consider the following standards: 

1. 

2. 

Compatibility: The proposed height and width of new buildings and additions 
shall be visually compatible with buildings found on the block face.  

3. 

Roofline: The roof shape of a new building or addition shall be similar to roof 
shapes found on the block face. 

4. 

Vehicular Access: New buildings and additions shall provide a continuous street 
wall of buildings with minimal breaks for vehicular access. 

5. 

Façade Design: Façade treatments should be used to break up the mass of larger 
buildings so they appear to be multiple, smaller scale buildings. Varied rooflines, 
varied façade planes, upper story step backs, and lower building heights for 
portions of buildings next to less intensive zoning districts may be used to reduce 
the apparent size of the building. 

6. 

Buffers:  When located next to low density residential uses, the planning 
commission may require larger setbacks, landscape buffers and/or fencing than 
what are required by this title if the impacts of the building mass and location of 
the building on the site create noise, light trespass or impacts created by parking 
and service areas.  
Step Backs: When abutting single story development and/or a public street, the 
planning commission may require that any story above the ground story be 
stepped back from the building foundation at grade to address compatibility 
issues with the other buildings on the block face and/or uses.

 
    

 
SECTION 2. Effective Date

  

.  This ordinance shall become effective on the date of its 

first publication.   

 Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah, this ______ day of ______________, 

2016. 

       ______________________________ 
       CHAIRPERSON 
 
ATTEST AND COUNTERSIGN: 
 
______________________________ 
CITY RECORDER 
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 Transmitted to Mayor on _______________________. 
 
 Mayor's Action:     _______Approved.     _______Vetoed. 
 
 
  ______________________________ 
                                 MAYOR 
 
______________________________ 
CITY RECORDER 
 
(SEAL) 
    
Bill No. ________ of 2016. 
Published: ______________. 
 

HB_ATTY-#50078-v1-Ordinance_amending_CB_bulk_standards.DOCX 
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SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE 
No. _____ of 2016 

(An ordinance amending Section 21A.26.030 of the Salt Lake City Code 
pertaining to bulk standards for buildings in the CB (Community Business) zoning district) 

 
 An ordinance Section 21A.26.030 of the Salt Lake City Code to modify bulk standards for 

buildings in the CB (Community Business) zoning district pursuant to Petition No. PLNPCM2015-

00636. 

 
 WHEREAS, the Salt Lake City Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 

9, 2015 to consider a petition submitted by the Salt Lake City Council (“Applicant”) (Petition 

No. PLNPCM2015-00636) to amend Section 21A.26.030 (Zoning: Commercial Districts: CB 

Community Business District) of the Salt Lake City Code to modify bulk standards for buildings 

in the CB (Community Business) zoning district; and 

 WHEREAS, at its December 9, 2015 hearing, the planning commission voted in favor of 

transmitting a positive recommendation to the Salt Lake City Council on said petition; and 

 WHEREAS, after a public hearing on this matter the city council has determined that 

adopting this ordinance is in the city’s best interests,  

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah: 

SECTION 1. Amending the text of Salt Lake City Code Section 21A.26.030.E.  That Section 

21A.26.030.E of the Salt Lake City Code (Zoning: Commercial Districts: CB Community 

Business District) shall be, and hereby is, amended to read as follows: 

21A.26.030: CB COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT: 
 
E. Maximum Building Size Limits: Any building having a Buildings in excess of fifteen 

thousand (15,000) seven thousand five hundred (7,500) gross square feet of floor area 
for a first floor footprint or in excess of twenty fifteen thousand (20,000) (15,000) 
gross square feet floor area overall, shall be allowed only through the conditional 
building and site design review process. An unfinished basement used only for 
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storage or parking shall be allowed in addition to the total square footage. In addition 
to the conditional building and site design review standards in Chapter 21A.59, the 
planning commission shall also consider the following standards: 

 
1. Compatibility: The proposed height and width of new buildings and additions 

shall be visually compatible with buildings found on the block face.  
2. Roofline: The roof shape of a new building or addition shall be similar to roof 

shapes found on the block face. 
3. Vehicular Access: New buildings and additions shall provide a continuous street 

wall of buildings with minimal breaks for vehicular access. 
4. Façade Design: Façade treatments should be used to break up the mass of larger 

buildings so they appear to be multiple, smaller scale buildings. Varied rooflines, 
varied façade planes, upper story step backs, and lower building heights for 
portions of buildings next to less intensive zoning districts may be used to reduce 
the apparent size of the building. 

5. Buffers:  When located next to low density residential uses, the planning 
commission may require larger setbacks, landscape buffers and/or fencing than 
what are required by this title if the impacts of the building mass and location of 
the building on the site create noise, light trespass or impacts created by parking 
and service areas.  

6. Step Backs: When abutting single story development and/or a public street, the 
planning commission may require that any story above the ground story be 
stepped back from the building foundation at grade to address compatibility 
issues with the other buildings on the block face and/or uses.    

 

 
SECTION 2. Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective on the date of its 

first publication.   

  
 Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah, this ______ day of ______________, 

2016. 

       ______________________________ 
       CHAIRPERSON 
 
ATTEST AND COUNTERSIGN: 
 
______________________________ 
CITY RECORDER 
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3. City Council Public Hearing Notice 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 
 
The Salt Lake City Council is considering Petition PLNPCM2015-00636 Community Business 
(CB) Zoning District Amendments – This is a request by the Salt Lake City Council to review 
the CB (Community Business) zoning regulations addressing building footprint and square 
footage. The amendments will affect Section 21A.26 of the Zoning Ordinance and would apply 
to all properties that are zoned CB citywide.   
(Staff contact: David J. Gellner at 801-535-6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com)   
 
As part of their study, the City Council is holding an advertised public hearing to receive 
comments regarding the petition.  During this hearing, anyone desiring to address the City 
Council concerning this issue will be given an opportunity to speak.  The hearing will be held: 
 

DATE:   
 
TIME:  7:00 p.m. 
 
PLACE: Room 315 
   City & County Building 
   451 South State Street 
   Salt Lake City, Utah 

 
If you have any questions relating to this proposal or would like to review the file, please call 
David Gellner at 801-535-6107 between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through 
Friday or via e-mail at david.gellner@slcgov.com  
 
People with disabilities may make requests for reasonable accommodation no later than 48 hours 
in advance in order to attend this hearing.  Accommodations may include alternate formats, 
interpreters, and other auxiliary aids.  This is an accessible facility.  For questions, requests, or 
additional information, please contact the Planning Division at (801) 535-7757; TDD (801) 535-
6021.  
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4. Mailing Labels  
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5A. Planning Division Public Open House – September 17, 2015 
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OPEN HOUSE INFORMATION SHEET 

Zoning Ordinance Changes 
CB – Community Business Zoning 

District 

 
Department of 

Community 
and Economic 
Development: 

Planning 
Division 

 
Process:  The purpose of the open house is to obtain public comment on amendments Chapter 21A.36 
– Community Business Zoning District of the Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance. A Planning Commission 
Hearing will be held to take public comment on the proposed changes and make a recommendation to 
the City Council. The City Council will make the final decision. 
 
If you have questions or comments, please contact David Gellner at 535-6107 or via email at:  
david.gellner@slcgov.com     Written comments can be mailed to: 
 

Salt Lake City Planning Division 
Attn:  David Gellner 
451 South State Street,  Room 406 
PO Box 145480 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5480 
 

Current CB Zoning District – Issues Identification 
• Currently buildings in the CB Zone are limited to 20,000 square feet (see examples).  What is the 

appropriate maximum building size in the CB Zoning District? 
 

• Should there be a process that allows for an increase in building size when a CB property is 
located next to residential property? 

 
• Currently, the requirements for the CB zone specify that there must be a 7-foot landscaped 

buffer between any new building and neighboring properties.  Is this sufficient?   
 
• Lots vary in size.  The maximum building size identified is based on footprint and overall square 

footage and does not take into account the lot size.  Should lot coverage be considered?  (see 
examples)  

 
• Do you have any recommendations on the noticing process for neighboring property owners 

when there is an application to allow for additional building size?    
 

• In mixed use buildings, should there be a requirement to have commercial uses on ground floors? 
 

• There are no standards that address bulk and mass other than the maximum building standard, 
that is to say, how a building “feels” in relation to its surroundings. Should there be design 
considerations included to make buildings better fit the neighborhood?  
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Possible solutions 
 
• To address building size.: 

o Create a strict maximum with no process to exceed it 
o Limit lot coverage to a percentage of the lot area 
o Create a threshold, but require more setbacks and buffering for larger buildings.   

 
• Setbacks 

o Require larger setbacks when next to residential zoning districts 
o Require solid fencing when next to residential zoning districts 
o Require taller portions of buildings to be further from property lines when adjacent to 

residential zoning districts 
 

• Ground floor businesses 
o Require a certain % of the floor area to be businesses 
o Require ground floors on major streets to be businesses 
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5B.  SLC Development Advisory Forum – October 22, 2015 
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AGENDA  

 

8:00am – 8:05am – Welcome and Introduction - Jill Love 

8:05am – 8:45am Ordinance/Policy Update 

- EV Parking Stations – Tracy Tran (Planning) 
- CB/CN Parking – JP Goates (Planning) 
- CBSDR – David Gellner (Planning) 
- Impact Fees – Matt Dahl (HAND) 
- Permit by Inspector – Orion Goff (Bldg Srvcs) 
- RDA Tools – Justin Belleveau(RDA) 

8:45am – 9:30am – Comments/Discussion/Identify Future Agenda Items 

9:30am – Adjourn 
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5C.  Planning Division Public Open House – November 19, 2015 
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Community 
Business 
(CB) 
Zoning 
Regulations

1 – Open House – 11-19-2015
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• City Council passed temporary zoning rules that limit the max-
imum size of new buildings in the CB Zone to 20,000 square feet 
total

• Temporary rules went into effect August 4, 2015 and expire on 
February 4, 2016

• Prior to the temporary rules a building with a footprint up to 
15,000 square feet for the 1st floor and a total of 20,000 square 
feet overall was allowed.    

• Buildings larger than this could be requested and approved 
through the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process 
(CBSDR). 

• Both the temporary rules and original rules limit height to 30 
feet total.  The CBSDR process does not allow for additional height 
in the CB zoning district.  

• Staff is trying to determine the appropriate maximum building 
size to trigger the CBSDR process.   No changes in height limita-
tions are being considered.  

COMMUNITY BUSINESS (CB) 
ZONING REGULATIONS

To provide feedback or to voice questions or concerns, 
Please contact David Gellner at: 801.535.6107 or 
David.Gellner@slcgov.com

SLC 
PLANNING
www.slcgov.com/planning
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WHAT DOES CB DEVELOPMENT LOOK LIKE?
• THERE ARE APPROXIMATELY 457 PARCELS ZONED CB 
• THE AVERAGE SIZE OF CB PARCEL IS 0.44 ACRES (19,000 SQUARE FEET)

To provide feedback or to voice questions or concerns, 
Please contact David Gellner at: 801.535.6107 or 
David.Gellner@slcgov.com

SLC 
PLANNING
www.slcgov.com/planning

Contender Bicycle Building – 989 East 900 South 
Property:  0.4973 acres (21,600 SF) 

Building:  4,700 SF
Lot coverage: 21.7% 

Mountain America Building – 1715 W 700 N  
Property: 1.32 acres (57,400 SF) 

Two-story building: 5,300 SF (10,000 SF total) 
Lot coverage: 9.3%

 

Sugarhouse Dental Office – 2090 East 2100 South
Property:  0.33 acres (14,375 SF) 

Building:  2,953 SF 
Lot coverage:  20%

 
 

Smith’s Avenues Grocery Store – 402 E. 6th Ave
Property:  2.5 acres (109,000 SF) 

Building:   37,000 SF 
Lot coverage:  34% 

Zoning Example – 2000 S 900 E – Zoned I - Institutional  
Property: 2.32 acres (102,366 SF) 

Two-story building:  Footprint 19,000 SF (38,000 SF total) 
Lot coverage:  19% 

Example of a larger building on a larger parcel that is found within 
a neighborhood setting.   
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Staff Recommendation

Keep the standard that requires buildings with a footprint over 15,000 square feet 
or total square feet over 20,000 square feet to go through the Conditional Build-
ing and Site Design Review process (CBSDR). This recommendation is made for 
the following reasons:    

• The purpose of requiring buildings with a footprint over 15,000 square feet 
(and 20,000 square feet overall) to go through the CBSDR process is to ad-
dress the design issues related to scale.   

• There are approximately 135 parcels  in the CB zoning district (30% of all CB 
parcels) that exceed 15,000 square feet in size – on those parcels a building 
could be requested that exceeds the CBSDR trigger limits.   

• A larger building may be appropriate on a larger lot.    

• The CBSDR process allows buildings having additional square feet size while 
also considering compatibility with existing neighborhood development.      

REPRESENTATIVE COMMUNITY BUSINESS 
(CB) NODES IN SALT LAKE CITY 

To provide feedback or to voice questions or concerns, 
Please contact David Gellner at: 801.535.6107 or 
David.Gellner@slcgov.com

SLC 
PLANNING
www.slcgov.com/planning

9th and 9th 
Business 
District 

(27 parcels – 
1 vacant)

21st and 21st 
Business 
District 

(22 parcels – 
1 vacant)

University 
Business 
District 

(28 parcels 
– 

8 vacant)

Redwood Rd/700 
N Area (7 parcels 
– all developed)

Avg. Parcel Size - 
Acres 0.17 0.43 0.18 1.01

Avg. Parcel Size - 
Square Feet (SF) 7238 20231 7646 43955

Avg. Building 
Footprint in Square 
Feet

3055 4415 2282 6115

Avg. Lot Coverage % 49.9 22.9 33.03 14.7
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Map of All CB Zoned Areas in Salt Lake City 

Planning Staff have identified an approximate total of 457 parcels of land zoned CB – Community Business within the City.  The average size of 
parcel in the CB Zoning District is 0.44 acres (19,200 square feet).  There are CB zoned parcels within the boundaries of 14 community council areas. 
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6A. Planning Commission Agenda for September 9, 2015 
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AMENDED SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 
In Room 326 of the City & County Building  

451 South State Street 
Wednesday, September 9, 2015, at 5:30 p.m. 

(The order of the items may change at the Commission’s discretion.) 
 
The field trip is scheduled to leave at 4:00 p.m.  
Dinner will be served to the Planning Commissioners and Staff at 5:00 p.m. in Room 126 of the City and 
County Building. During the dinner break, the Planning Commission may receive training on city planning 
related topics, including the role and function of the Planning Commission. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 5:30 PM IN ROOM 326 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR AUGUST 26, 2015 
REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR  
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Administrative Matters 
 

1. Regent Street Hotel Conditional Building and Site Design Review at approximately 45 East 200 
South -Chris Zarek and Keith Smith (developer, representing Form Development) is requesting approval 
from the City for additional height (approx 330 feet)) for a proposed hotel/condominium at the above 
listed address. Currently the land is vacant/underutilized and the property is zoned D-1 (Downtown). A 
building over 100 feet in height located mid-block in the D-1 zone must be reviewed through the 
Conditional Building and Site Design Review process. The subject property is within Council District 4, 
represented by Luke Garrott. (Staff contact: Molly Robinson at (801)535-7261 or 
molly.robinson@slcgov.com.) Case number PLCPCM2015-00463 
 

2. Kontgis Preliminary Subdivision at approximately 809 South 800 East and 810 East 800 South – A 
Request by Chris Kontgis for a lot consolidation located at the above listed address. The proposal includes 
combining two parcels into one lot that would be approximately 12,200 square feet. In the R2 zoning 
district a lot over 12,000 square feet can only be approved through the subdivision process. The proposed 
lot consolidation is located in the R-2 (Single and Two- Family Residential) zoning district and is located 
within Council District 5, represented by Erin Mendenhall. (Staff contact: Anna Anglin at (801)535-6050 or 
anna.anglin@slcgov.com.) Case numberPLNSUB2015-00298 

 
Legislative Matters 

3. Westminster Master Plan & Zoning Amendment & Preliminary Subdivision at approximately 1888 
South 1300 East - A request by Curtis Ryan, on behalf of Westminster College, for a Master Plan 
Amendment, Zoning Amendment and Preliminary Subdivision located at the above listed address.  The 
proposal is to consolidate all of these lots into the overall college campus by changing the master plan, 
rezoning the property and absorbing the land into a new subdivision plat The project is located in the R-
1/5000 Zoning District, located in Council District 7 represented by Lisa Adams (Staff contact: Doug Dansie 
at (801)535-6182 or doug.dansie@slcgov.com.) Case numbers PLNPCM2014-00253 PLNPCM2014-00254 
PLNSUB2015-00214 
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4. Attached Garage Regulations for Residential Districts - The Salt Lake City Council has requested that 
the existing residential zoning regulations be evaluated with regard to compatible infill development in Salt 
Lake City. City Planning Staff identified issues regarding the existing attached garage regulations and is 
proposing regulations that would restrict the ability to build new attached garages that project from the 
front façade of homes in residential zoning districts. An exemption is proposed for existing garage 
replacement and when there is a development pattern of such garages on a block face. The proposed 
regulation changes will affect chapter 21A.24 Residential Districts of the zoning ordinance. The regulations 
will affect the R-1, R-2, SR, and FR Residential Zoning Districts city-wide. Related provisions of title 21A-
Zoning may also be amended as part of this petition. (Staff contact: Daniel Echeverria at (801)535-7165 or 
Daniel.echeverria@slcgov.com .) Case number PLNPCM2014- 00133  

 

5. Salt Lake City International Airport Rezone - A request by The Salt Lake City International Airport to 
rezone properties located south of the existing terminal and runways from OS Open Space, Commercial 
Corridor CC and Business Park BP to Airport A zoning.  This includes the land at the ends of the runways, 
presently occupied by runway approach lighting, and the Wingpointe golf course. The project is located in 
Council District 1 represented by James Rogers (Staff contact: Doug Dansie at (801)535-6182 or 
doug.dansie@slcgov.com.) Case number PLNPCM2015-00357 
 

6. Northwest Quadrant Master Plan - A request by Mayor Ralph Becker and the Salt Lake City Council to 
adopt a master plan for the Northwest Quadrant, an area of Salt Lake City that is bounded by the Salt Lake 
International Airport and I-215 on the west, SR-201 and the City boundary to the south, the city boundary 
(approx. 8600 West) on the west, and the City boundary on the north.  The Northwest Quadrant Master 
Plan will establish policies for future industrial development in the area and identify natural lands that 
should be preserved.  The Northwest Quadrant is located in Council Districts 1 represented by James 
Rogers and 2 represented by Kyle LaMalfa. A copy of the draft master plan is available at 
www.slcgov.com/planning  (Staff contact: Tracy Tran at (801)535-7645 and tracy.tran@slcgov.com.) Case 
number PLNPCM2009-00168 
 

Briefing 

7. CBSDR and CB Zoning Regulations - Planning Commission briefing on proposed changes to Title 21A.36 - 
Community Business Zoning District and 21A.59 Conditional Building and Site Design Review of the Zoning 
Ordinance in relation to the criteria for additional building size, buffering requirements and other design 
elements as well as standards for review for projects that are required to go through the approval process 
outlined in Chapter 21A.59.  (Staff contact is David Gellner at 801-535-6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com).  
Case number PLNPCM2015-00636 
 

8. 2015 Chair and Vice Chair Elections - The Commission will nominate and vote in a Chair and Vice 
Chairperson at the September 9, 2015, Planning Commission Meeting.  These individuals will serve in the 
positions from October 2015 to September 2016.  

 
The files for the above items are available in the Planning Division offices, room 406 of the City and County Building.  Please contact the staff planner for 
information, Visit the Planning Division’s website at www.slcgov.com/CED/planning for copies of the Planning Commission agendas, staff reports, and minutes. 
Staff Reports will be posted the Friday prior to the meeting and minutes will be posted two days after they are ratified, which usually occurs at the next regularly 
scheduled meeting of the Planning Commission. Planning Commission Meetings may be watched live on SLCTV Channel 17; past meetings are recorded and 
archived, and may be viewed at www.slctv.com.   
  
The City & County Building is an accessible facility. People with disabilities may make requests for reasonable accommodation, which may include alternate 
formats, interpreters, and other auxiliary aids and services. Please make requests at least two business days in advance. To make a request, please contact the 
Planning Office at 801-535-7757, or relay service 711. 
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SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION 
451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406  WWW.SLCGOV.COM 
PO BOX 145480 SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84114-5480  TEL  801-5357757  FAX  801-535-6174 

PLANNING DIVISION 
COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Staff Report  
 
 

To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 
 
From:  David J. Gellner, Principal Planner -  801-535-6107 (david.gellner@slcgov.com) 
 
Date: September 9, 2015 
 
Re: Briefing on Proposed Changes to Zoning Ordinance Chapter 21A.36 – Community 

Business Zoning District and 21A.59 – Conditional Building and Site Design Review 

 
BACKGROUND:   
On August 4, 2015, the City Council adopted a temporary ordinance that imposes a maximum 
building size of 20,000 square feet in the CB – Community Business zoning district.  This ordinance 
also suspends the process to allow an increase in building size via the Conditional Building and Site 
Design Review (CBSDR) process for properties in the CB zoning district.  As a temporary land use 
regulation, this ordinance is in effect for a period of 6 months from the effective date and expires on 
February 4, 2016.  Related to the CB provisions are revisions to the standards for the CBSDR process.  
A memo from City Council requesting a review of the CBSDR process dated August 5, 2015 is 
attached to this report.   
 
PROJECT GOAL:  Address zoning standards in the CB zoning district that relate specifically to 
building size, any other standard in the CB district that has contributed to conflicts between 
commercially zoned properties and residentially zoned properties and consider if any new standards 
should be added to the CB zoning district. The standards in zoning ordinance section 21A.59 
associated with the CBSDR process will also be analyzed to determine what changes are needed to 
make the process function better. 
 
CURRENT AREAS ZONED CB:  
Several well-known nodes that are zoned CB have been the focus of recent petitions and planning 
efforts (i.e. – 9th and 9th and 21st and 21st areas).  However, it is important to note that CB zoning 
district can also be found in numerous areas throughout the city.  A map showing areas of the city 
that are currently designated as part of the CB zoning district is attached to this report. 
 

IDENTIFIED ISSUES IN THE CURRENT CB ZONE: 
Recent developments in the CB zoning district have identified several issues with the standards in the 
district.  The identified issues may be contributing to a development pattern and characteristics that 
are not desirable in various locations throughout the City.  These issues include:  
• Confusion regarding the maximum building size standard. The CB district includes a 

standard that is titled “maximum building size.”  The title leads one to believe that there is a 
maximum building size in the zone. However, the language of this section provides a process 
for buildings that exceed either the identified footprint size and overall building square 
footage. 

• The maximum building size identified is based on footprint and overall square footage and 
does not take into account the lot size.  This kind of standard may work well for small lots, 

A.5.k

Packet Pg. 178

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 a

10
 P

la
n

n
in

g
 C

o
m

m
is

si
o

n
 S

ta
ff

 r
ep

o
rt

 S
ep

t.
 9

 2
01

5 
 (

15
21

 :
 O

rd
in

an
ce

: 
C

o
n

d
it

io
n

al
 B

u
ild

in
g

 (
C

B
) 

an
d

 S
it

e 
D

es
ig

n
 R

ev
ie

w
 (

C
B

S
D

R
)



Page 2 
 

but becomes problematic for large lots, which is why there is a review process for buildings 
that exceed the identified maximums.  For instance, a 10,000 square foot lot could end up 
with almost 100% building coverage while a much larger lot may only have 50% building 
coverage.  Different ways to review building mass and scale may be more appropriate in this 
zone. Examples may include limiting development to a percentage of lot size, requiring a 
review process for developments on larger lots, or having different standards for larger 
buildings. 

• The setback and buffering requirements when adjacent to low density residential uses may 
not be sufficient. Buffering and landscaping between CB properties and neighboring 
residential land uses is an important design consideration and has been cited by neighbors 
during public hearings.    

• There is no requirement for commercial uses on ground floors or no minimum requirements 
for commercial uses in mixed use buildings.  

• There are no standards that address bulk and mass other than the maximum building 
standard. Standards that address the bulk and massing of buildings, and building height 
allowances need to be examined.   

• The process to allow for additional building size is insufficient and does not give neighbors 
enough notice.  

The temporary regulations enacted by the City Council require a relatively quick process.  New 
regulations must be adopted by February 4, 2016. If no action is taken by that date, the temporary 
regulations are legally bound to expire and the City will be required to revert back to the regulations 
that were in place prior to the temporary regulations being adopted.  Therefore, the Planning Division 
is expediting this process. This means that the public outreach and input process will be shorter than 
it normally would be.  The temporary regulations only apply to the maximum building size in the CB 
district and do not apply to the CBSDR process. 
 
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT FOR CB ZONING CHANGES: 
The following is a schedule of upcoming public outreach activities for this project: 
• Initial discussion/briefing scheduled with the Planning Commission for September 9, 2015 
• Public Open House scheduled for September 17, 2015 
• Goal is to have a public hearing by the Planning Commission by end of October.  
• Goal of having the transmittal to City Council by end of November. 
 
CURRENT CBSDR PROCESS TRIGGERS: 
The CBSDR process has been established to allow for some flexibility in the administration of the 
zoning ordinance. Over the years, the process has been expanded to create more of a design review 
process for specific districts and specific design related standards.  However, the review standards 
have not adjusted to these additional processes. The following is a listing of the current process 
triggers for the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process and the corresponding zoning 
district to which they apply.   
 

• Additional Height: RMU-35, RMU-45, RMU, CN(sloping lot only), CB (sloping lot only), 
CC, CSHBD CSHBD2 CG M1 D1 D2 D3 D4 GMU PL2 MU 

• Design Standards: RMU-35, RMU-45, RMU, CN, SNB, CB, CC, CSHBD, CSHBD2-D1-
D3, GMU, MU 
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• Building additions over a certain size: RO 
• Building square footage: CB CSHBD2 
• Modifications to maximum setback: CN, CB CSHBD CSHBD2 D1 D4 MU 
• Parking setbacks: CN CB GMU MU 
• New Construction: SNB 
• Buffer yards: CSHBD CSHBD2 
• TSA: any project that has a development score less than 100 
• GMU: all conditional uses are also subject to the design review process as are any 

changes to ground floor use requirements 
• Any planned development that also requires a conditional use for any commercial or 

mixed use project. 
 
IDENTIFIED ISSUES IN THE CURRENT CBSDR PROCESS: 
The Planning Division is charged with administering the CBSDR process. Over the years, a 
number of issues have been identified with the current process and standards. These issues 
have been identified through the administration of the code, developers going through the 
process and the neighbors of projects that are being reviewed through this process. 
• The name CBSDR (Conditional Building and Site Design Review) is somewhat confusing 

since it is not  Conditional.  Clarity in terminology would help the public, our commission 
and others.  

• There are currently no standards to deal with the bulk, mass, size, scale and height of 
buildings.   

• Some zoning districts require that most projects go through the CBSDR process such as the 
SNB, GMU and TSA.  Any Planned Development that is a Conditional Use is also subject to 
the CBSDR process.  The value added by requiring the CBSDR process in addition is 
questionable in some cases and lacks a complete set of standards to address the issues.  

• The standards for a building over a certain size bring in other requirements, for example, 
open space.  Depending on lot size, purpose of the zoning district and other adjacent 
amenities this may not be practical or desirable. For example, the D-1 zoning district is 
intended to produce tall buildings with large square footages.  Requiring 10% open space on 
a 20,000 square foot lot in the D-1 zone conflicts with the purpose and standards of the D-1 
zoning district.   

• The current CBSDR is not clear in terms of providing the Planning Commission discretion to 
deny a project if the standards are not met.   

• The standards in 21A.59.060 are written in a way that ties each to every project whereas 
some may not be applicable.  We need standards that relate to the specific triggers. 

• Standard L in the current CBSDR regulations is problematic.  The language essentially 
makes our master and general plans regulatory, which runs contrary to the intent of our 
plans and State Law  (LUDMA - Title 10, Chapter 9a, Part 4, Section 405) and other sections 
of the City’s zoning ordinance. 

• The notification process is inadequate for some of the reasons why a project may be going 
through the CBSDR process.  A project wanting to modify the ground floor glass 
requirement on Main Street is far different than a new commercial building in a 
neighborhood commercial district. 
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APPROACHES TO FIX THE ORDINANCE: 
There are several ways to improve the CBSDR process and standards.  Over the next few months the 
Planning Division will perform public outreach to identify the issues and analyze various solutions for 
each issue.  The process for CBSDR is not as time sensitive as the changes to the CB zoning district, 
but need to happen quickly because more and more projects are being processed through this 
process. Ideally the CB changes and the CBSDR changes will be processed simultaneously. Below are 
some initial ideas on how to address the issues that have already been identified: 
• Improve and expand standards to address all the various process triggers.   
• Creation of specific standards for the triggers that do not currently have standards.   
• Identify what standards apply to specific triggers. 
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Current CB Zoning District Areas in the City 
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6C. Planning Commission Minutes for September 9, 2015 
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SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Room 126 of the City & County Building 

451 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 
Wednesday, September 9, 2015 

 
A roll is being kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. The meeting 
was called to order at 5:30:08 PM.  Audio recordings of the Planning Commission meetings 
are retained for an indefinite period of time.  
 
Present for the Planning Commission meeting were: Chairperson Clark Ruttinger; Vice 
Chairperson James Guilkey; Commissioners Jamie Bowen, Angela Dean, Michael Gallegos, 
Michael Fife, Carolynn Hoskins and Andres Paredes. Commissioner Emily Drown and Matt 
Lyon were excused. 
  
Planning Staff members present at the meeting were: Nora Shepard, Planning Director; 
Nick Norris, Planning Manager; Doug Dansie, Senior Planner; Molly Robinson, Urban 
Designer; Anna Anglin, Principal Planner; Daniel Echeverria, Principal Planner; Tracy 
Tran, Principal Planner; Michelle Moeller, Administrative Secretary and Paul Nielson, 
Senior City Attorney. 
 
Field Trip  
A field trip was held prior to the work session. Planning Commissioners present were: 
Michael Fife, Michael Gallegos, James Guilkey, Carolynn Hoskins, Andres Paredes and Clark 
Ruttinger. Staff members in attendance were Nick Norris, Molly Robinson and Anna 
Anglin. 
 
The following site was visited: 

 Regent Street Hotel 45 E 200 South– Staff gave an overview of the project.  The 
Commissioners asked if the plan conflicted with the Master Plan.  Staff stated no it 
fit in with the proposed plan.  The Commissioners asked if the interior use aligned 
with the design of the exterior.  Staff stated mostly, the base and hotel room mostly 
align with the changes in building design. Staff clarified the midblock height 
requirement in the D-1 zone. 

 Kontgis 809 S 800 East - Staff gave an overview of the project.  The 
Commissioners asked if the duplex was legal.  Staff stated yes and off street parking 
was accessed from 800 South. 

 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE AUGUST 26, 2015, MEETING.  5:30:28 PM  
MOTION 5:30:35 PM  
Commissioner Guilkey moved to approve the August 26, 2015 minutes. 
Commissioner Fife seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.   
 
REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 5:31:01 PM  
Chairperson Ruttinger stated he had nothing to report. 
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Vice Chairperson Guilkey stated he had nothing to report. 
 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 5:31:06 PM  
Ms. Nora Shepard, Planning Director, stated she had nothing to report. 
 
5:31:13 PM  

Regent Street Hotel Conditional Building and Site Design Review at approximately 

45 East 200 South -Chris Zarek and Keith Smith (developer, representing Form 

Development) is requesting approval from the City for additional height (approx 

330 feet)) for a proposed hotel/condominium at the above listed address. Currently 

the land is vacant/underutilized and the property is zoned D-1 (Downtown). A 

building over 100 feet in height located mid-block in the D-1 zone must be reviewed 

through the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process. The subject 

property is within Council District 4, represented by Luke Garrott. (Staff contact: 

Molly Robinson at (801)535-7261 or molly.robinson@slcgov.com.) Case number 

PLCPCM2015-00463 

 
Ms. Molly Robinson, Urban Designer, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff 
Report (located in the case file). She stated Staff was recommending that the Planning 
Commission approve the petition as presented. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 The location and number of parking stalls for the proposed building. 
 
Mr. Chris Zarek, Form Development, introduced himself and his design staff.  He reviewed 
the concept of the hotels and its relationship with the Salt Lake community.  Mr. Zarek 
reviewed the uses of the proposed building, how it would be accessible to the public, 
residents and guest using the building. 
 
The Commission and Applicants discussed the following: 

 The amenities that would be available for families. 
 How the public uses, on the roof, would not be a hindrance to the residences or 

guest of the building. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 5:58:37 PM  
Chairperson Ruttinger opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Jason Mathis, Downtown Alliance, stated they were excited with the development and 
improving Regent Street.  He stated they supported the development and encouraged the 
Commission to support the height variance for the proposal. 
 
Chairperson Ruttinger closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Commissioner Fife expressed his support for the proposal. 

A.5.l

Packet Pg. 185

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 a

11
 P

la
n

n
in

g
 C

o
m

m
is

si
o

n
 M

in
u

te
s 

S
ep

t.
 9

 2
01

5 
 (

15
21

 :
 O

rd
in

an
ce

: 
C

o
n

d
it

io
n

al
 B

u
ild

in
g

 (
C

B
) 

an
d

 S
it

e 
D

es
ig

n
 R

ev
ie

w
 (

C
B

S
D

R
)

tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20150909173106&quot;?Data=&quot;e8266126&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20150909173113&quot;?Data=&quot;14a442b1&quot;
mailto:molly.robinson@slcgov.com.)
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20150909175837&quot;?Data=&quot;c45f1f81&quot;


Salt Lake City Planning Commission September 9, 2015 Page 3 
 

MOTION 6:01:35 PM  
Commissioner Gallegos stated regarding PLNPCM2015-00463, he moved that the 
Planning Commission approve PLNPCM2015-00463 based on the plans presented, 
information in the Staff Report, public testimony and the discussion by the Planning 
Commission.  Commissioner Guilkey seconded the motion.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
Commissioner Guilkey asked what the process was to determine if a project was market 
rate or affordable housing. 
 
Mr. Justin Belliveau, Redevelopment Agency, reviewed the decision process on how 
market rate or affordable housing was determined for projects. 
 
6:04:22 PM  
Kontgis Preliminary Subdivision at approximately 809 South 800 East and 810 East 

800 South – A Request by Chris Kontgis for a lot consolidation located at the above 

listed address. The proposal includes combining two parcels into one lot that would 

be approximately 12,200 square feet. In the R2 zoning district a lot over 12,000 

square feet can only be approved through the subdivision process. The proposed lot 

consolidation is located in the R-2 (Single and Two- Family Residential) zoning 

district and is located within Council District 5, represented by Erin Mendenhall. 

(Staff contact: Anna Anglin at (801)535-6050 or anna.anglin@slcgov.com.) Case 

numberPLNSUB2015-00298 

 
Ms. Anna Anglin, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff Report 
(located in the case file). She stated Staff was recommending the Planning Commission 
deny the petition as presented. 
 
Mr. Chris Kontgis reviewed the reasoning for the proposal and the process he had been 
through.  He discussed the neighbor’s comments and how the property would be used in 
the future.  Mr. Kontgis reviewed the location of the property and stated the proposal 
would enhance the look of the lot. 
 
The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following: 

 Why the parcels needed to be combined if they were allowed to be used currently. 
o If the lots were combined it would provide a back yard for the duplex. 

 The main purpose for the proposal. 
o Was to keep the existing canopy on the lot. 

 The use of the garage. 
 Why the petition was necessary and what it allowed the property to be used for. 
 If rezoning the property was considered instead of combining the lots. 

o Staff reviewed the recent change in zoning and the allowed use for the 
property. 

 If the six foot fence would be allowed to be on the property. 
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o Would need to go through a special exception and meet the criteria for 
approval. 

 If access would still remain off of 800 South. 
o Yes the access would still remain. 

 The subdivision did not change the fact that commercial vehicles could not be 
stored on the property.  

 The lot was very well taken care of and the fence was to keep transients out.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING  
Chairperson Ruttinger opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Nathan Florence stated he had worked with the City to protect the single family 
residences in the area from the businesses and preserve the nature of the neighborhood.  
He stated the lot had never been incompliance with the ordinances but neighbors had 
dealt with the issues to avoid causing problems with the property owner.  Mr. Florence 
stated the property had not been kept up as it was full of the property owner’s storage and 
was not usable by the tenants of the property.  He asked the Commission to deny the 
petition. 
 
Mr. Stewart Smith stated the Staff did a great job on the Staff Report.  He reviewed the 
location and zoning of the property.  Mr. Smith stated the property was well maintained 
and asked if the property could be rezoned instead of combined to allow future use.  He 
stated he could not see anyone developing a home in the lot as it was in between two 
businesses and the location was not ideal.  Mr. Smith stated if the proposal was not 
supported maybe Staff and the Applicant could rework it to accommodate the 
neighborhood and the City.  He stated he supported the rezoning of the property. 
 
Ms. Cindy Cromer handed out an aerial map of the area and stated the following: 
 
My nearest property is a couple of blocks away, but I have extensive experience with this 
block dating back to the late 1980's when Smith's Food King expanded.  I have 
participated in all of the planning efforts since then:  the small area plan, the 1995 
rezoning, the Central Community Master Plan, and the recent rezoning in 2014.  In the late 
1980's, there was a house on the parcel at 810 E 800 S.  It had been there for a long time 
and I've brought the 1911 Sanborn map to make you aware of this property's history of 
residential use.  The house was there in the late '80's when I became involved.   
 
By the time of the 9th and 9th Small Area Plan in 1992, the house was gone and the parcel 
was vacant.  Most of the time since then, it has been used illegally for parking vehicles 
associated with a business which is not in the neighborhood. 
 
I agree with the recommendation in the staff report based on requirements of the zoning 
ordinance.  But more important to me are the long range planning documents which I have 
worked on.  The small area plan, the most detailed examination of the area, anticipated 
that the residential use would resume on the parcel.  That was in 1992 after the fire when 
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the parcel was vacant.  The most recent evaluation of the zoning was in 2014 when the 
City reviewed the zoning between 700 S and 900 S and 700 E to 900 E.  The decision then 
was that the property should be R-2. 
 
The current use is commercial and not associated with the nearby business.  The proposal 
to combine the lots is an obvious effort to incrementally rezone the property.  There is no 
question that this property would develop as residential if it went on the market.  I can 
think of 2 specific developers of upscale properties who would buy it if I called them.  
There is no question that if you grant the applicant's request, we are losing housing 
contrary to the policies in all the plans I've mentioned and the City's housing policy.  For 
me, this proposal is not about the technical requirements of the zoning ordinance, it is 
about housing and long range planning.  But both the technical requirements and all of the 
planning efforts support denial.   
 
Chairperson Ruttinger read the following card: 
 
Ms. Julie  Bjornstad – I am opposed to the rezone because I feel that the true purpose of the 
rezone is to keep the non-compliant use of the properties on 800 South as non-compliant 
by turning it into a “backyard” for the duplex.  If he truly had the neighborhood’s best 
interest in mind he would maintain his current property.  He is using it as storage and at 
times has had multiple people living there with no utilities including running water since I 
moved in four years ago.  He had mentioned multiple times about wanting to put a 
restaurant there or sell it to create apartments, both of which are both not allowed per 
current zoning.  In addition, no conversations among the property owner and 
neighborhood occurred prior to the closing of the comment period.  I am very suspicious 
of the property owners intentions with the combination, the precedence approval would 
set, and the impact to the neighborhood redevelopment of the site would cause. Although 
the property owner claims there is seven year weed killer on the property, there are 
currently weeds.  I also do not trust the plan for neighborhood garden boxes and 
permission for use. 
 
Chairperson Ruttinger closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Kontgis stated that no restaurant  was planned on the corner and it would remain 
Emily Jane’s and he hated to see the property sit vacant. 
 
The Commission and Applicant discussed the following: 

 The property the Applicant owned in the neighborhood. 
 

MOTION 6:33:48 PM  
Commissioner Guilkey stated regarding PLNSUB2015-00298, based on the findings 
in the Staff Report, testimony and plans presented, he moved that the Planning 
Commission deny PLNSUB2015-00298, the Kontgis Subdivision subject to findings 
one and two in the Staff Report.  Commissioner Dean seconded the motion.   
 
Commissioner Dean thanked the neighbors for their comments. 
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Commissioner Parades asked if the petition could be reworked to achieve the goal of the 
property owner. 
 
Staff explained the reasoning the property could not be used as the Applicant proposed. 
 
Commissioner Gallegos called for the vote. 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
6:35:55 PM  

Westminster Master Plan & Zoning Amendment & Preliminary Subdivision at 

approximately 1888 South 1300 East - A request by Curtis Ryan, on behalf of 

Westminster College, for a Master Plan Amendment, Zoning Amendment and 

Preliminary Subdivision located at the above listed address.  The proposal is to 

consolidate all of these lots into the overall college campus by changing the master 

plan, rezoning the property and absorbing the land into a new subdivision plat The 

project is located in the R-1/5000 Zoning District, located in Council District 7 

represented by Lisa Adams (Staff contact: Doug Dansie at (801)535-6182 or 

doug.dansie@slcgov.com.) Case numbers PLNPCM2014-00253 PLNPCM2014-00254 

PLNSUB2015-00214 

 
Mr. Doug Dansie, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff Report 
(located in the case file).  He stated Staff was recommending the Planning Commission 
forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council regarding the petition.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 6:37:18 PM  
Chairperson Ruttinger opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. George Chapman stated the community was worried that the university would 
increase in size and the neighbors wanted to keep the single family zoning.  He stated he 
recommended the Commission not approve the petition as the area should be protected. 
 
Chairperson Ruttinger closed the Public Hearing. 
 
The Commission discussed and stated the following: 

 The positive comments made during the previous Public Hearing. 
 Westminster discussed their detailed plan, at the previous meeting, that showed 

how concerned they were to make sure they fit with the neighborhood and the 
difficulty there would be for developing any large structure on the lot because of 
setbacks and lot width. 

 The proposal should not affect the neighborhood in any depreciable way. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following 
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 The language in the Master Plan regarding housing stock in the neighborhood and 
how the proposal complied or did not comply with the Master Plan. 

 If dormitory housing was considered residential housing. 
 Why this proposal was different from other proposals when it came to complying 

with the Master Plan. 
 This was a rezoning process and the public stated they support the rezoning. 
 What types of applications, for changing the use of the homes, would be reviewed 

by the Planning Commission. 
 The process the applicant would go through to remove the homes if desired. 

 
The Commission and Applicant discussed the following: 

 The layout and potential use of the homes. 
 If other structures would be constructed on the property. 
 Reason for the proposal. 
 How the homes would be changed to accommodate the proposal and uses of the 

homes. 
 
MOTION 6:52:21 PM  
Commissioner Gallegos stated regarding PLNPCM2014-00253, PLNPCM2014-00254 

PLNSUB2015-00214, Westminster Master Plan & Zoning Amendment & Preliminary 

Subdivision, based on the findings listed in the Staff Report and the testimony and 

plans presented, he moved that the Planning Commission transmit a positive 

recommendation to the City Council for the proposed zoning map and master plan 

amendment and also approve the preliminary subdivision, pending City Council 

approval of the zoning map and master plan amendment.  Commissioner Bowen 

seconded the motion.  Commissioners Gallegos, Hoskins, Fife and Parades voted 

“aye”. Commissioners Dean, Guilkey and Bowen voted “nay”.  The motion passed 4-

3. 

 
6:53:50 PM  
Attached Garage Regulations for Residential Districts - The Salt Lake City Council 

has requested that the existing residential zoning regulations be evaluated with 

regard to compatible infill development in Salt Lake City. City Planning Staff 

identified issues regarding the existing attached garage regulations and is 

proposing regulations that would restrict the ability to build new attached garages 

that project from the front façade of homes in residential zoning districts. An 

exemption is proposed for existing garage replacement and when there is a 

development pattern of such garages on a block face. The proposed regulation 

changes will affect chapter 21A.24 Residential Districts of the zoning ordinance. The 

regulations will affect the R-1, R-2, SR, and FR Residential Zoning Districts city-wide. 

Related provisions of title 21A-Zoning may also be amended as part of this petition. 
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(Staff contact: Daniel Echeverria at (801)535-7165 or 

Daniel.echeverria@slcgov.com .) Case number PLNPCM2014- 00133  

 
Mr. Daniel Echeverria, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff 
Report (located in the case file).  He stated Staff was recommending the Planning 
Commission forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council regarding the 
petition.  
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 What determined a pattern. 
o Three homes that have the particular characteristic on a block face. 

 Why the pattern mattered, because there are benefits if a garage is setback 
regardless if other homes match. 

o To protect the existing development pattern of a neighborhood. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 7:00:07 PM  
Chairperson Ruttinger opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Ms. Cindy Cromer stated she was pleased that this item was coming back to the 
Commission and streetscapes and designs were being discussed.  She stated she thought 
there were restrictions in the compatible infill ordinance regarding the percent of the 
front façade that could be covered by garage that would regulate placement of inline 
garages.  Ms. Cromer asked the Commission to consider, in terms of pattern, what happens 
in a neighborhood where there was no pattern.  She stated many older neighborhoods do 
not have a pattern and the standard would need to address those areas appropriately.  Ms. 
Cromer stated there have been issues with the ordinance, regarding setbacks, where the 
garage has been required to be on the front of the house when it could have gone 
elsewhere.  
 
Chairperson Ruttinger closed the Public Hearing. 
 

 The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 
 What would happen if there was no pattern. 

o One would have to comply with the standard; the exception was only if 
there was a pattern. 

 If there were other regulations that would cause issues with garage location. 
 
MOTION 7:03:58 PM  
Commissioner Fife stated regarding PLNPCM2014-00133, Attached Garage 
Regulations for Residential Districts, based on the findings and analysis in the Staff 
Report and testimony provided, he moved that the Planning Commission transmit a 
positive recommendation for PLNPCM2014-00133 to adopt the proposed zoning 
ordinance text amendment related to attached garages in residential districts 
Commissioner  Gallegos  seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
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7:04:51 PM  
Salt Lake City International Airport Rezone - A request by The Salt Lake City 

International Airport to rezone properties located south of the existing terminal 

and runways from OS Open Space, Commercial Corridor CC and Business Park BP to 

Airport A zoning.  This includes the land at the ends of the runways, presently 

occupied by runway approach lighting, and the Wingpointe golf course. The project 

is located in Council District 1 represented by James Rogers (Staff contact: Doug 

Dansie at (801)535-6182 or doug.dansie@slcgov.com.) Case number PLNPCM2015-

00357 

 
Mr. Doug Dansie, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff Report 
(located in the case file).  He stated Staff was recommending the Planning Commission 
forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council regarding the petition.  
 
Mr. Alan McCandless, Airport, stated the information in the Staff Report was correct.  He 
stated the entire area currently zoned open space was included and there were several 
airport structures in the areas. He reviewed the equipment located in the open space area 
and what the property would be used for in the future.   
 
The Commission and Applicant discussed the following 

 If the Commission was legally required to rezone the open space area. 
o It was a finding from the FAA study and was their recommendation. 

 The future use of the Wingpointe golf course.  
 Mitigation of the loss of open space. 

o There are no requirements to replace the open space and was under the City 
Council’s purview. 

 How the airport would maintain the wetland areas. 
 
The Commission made the following statements: 

 If the Commission denied the petition, the Airport would have made their 
reasonable effort to rezone the property and the City would maintain its open 
space. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 7:18:20 PM   
Chairperson Ruttinger opened the Public Hearing. 
 
The following individuals spoke to the petition: Mr. Michael Brant and Mr. George 
Chapman. 
 
The following comments were made: 

 Loved the golf course but it sounded like the City Council wanted to get rid of the 
golf course because it was land valued by the Federal Government. 

 Water table in the area was high and the wildlife should be protected. 
 Area should not be used to park vehicles. 
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 Proposal was a waste of a great golf course that the citizens of Salt Lake paid for. 
 Salt Lake Administration was pushing for this land change and did not want to 

negotiate on the property with the FAA. 
 The proposal did not follow the open space ordinance.   
 Parking was a non-issue as the workers were supposed to be using Trax. 
 This was a historic golf course. 
 Please deny the petition and do not close open space. 

 
Chairperson Ruttinger closed the Public Hearing. 
 
MOTION 7:24:12 PM  
Commissioner Guilkey stated regarding PLNPCM2015-00357, Salt Lake City 

International Airport Rezone based on the overriding value of the open space that 

would be lost in this proposal, he recommended that the Planning Commission send 

a negative recommendation to the City Council for the proposed zoning map 

amendment. Commissioner Fife seconded the motion.   

 

The Commission discussed and stated the following: 

 What the property could be used for if the golf course were closed. 
 The motion would show that the Commission values open space. 
 The impact the proposal would have on the expansion of the airport and ongoing 

security issues at the airport was important.   
 The Commission could recommend that the City Council consider mitigating the 

loss of open space.   
 The Planning Commission was not making a political decision but was there to 

debate the soundness of the proposal. 

Commission Dean called for the vote. 

 

Commissioner Dean, Fife, Guilkey, Parades and Hoskins voted “aye”. Commissioner 

Bowen and Gallegos voted “nay”. The motion passed 5-2. 

 

7:27:24 PM  

Northwest Quadrant Master Plan - A request by Mayor Ralph Becker and the Salt 

Lake City Council to adopt a master plan for the Northwest Quadrant, an area of Salt 

Lake City that is bounded by the Salt Lake International Airport and I-215 on the 

west, SR-201 and the City boundary to the south, the city boundary (approx. 8600 

West) on the west, and the City boundary on the north.  The Northwest Quadrant 

Master Plan will establish policies for future industrial development in the area and 

identify natural lands that should be preserved.  The Northwest Quadrant is located 

in Council Districts 1 represented by James Rogers and 2 represented by Kyle 
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LaMalfa. A copy of the draft master plan is available at www.slcgov.com/planning  

(Staff contact: Tracy Tran at (801)535-7645 and tracy.tran@slcgov.com.) Case 

number PLNPCM2009-00168 

 
Ms. Tracy Tran, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff Report 
(located in the case file).  She stated Staff was recommending the Planning Commission 
continue the public hearing and allow Staff to continue to make changes to the document.  
 
Ms. Siobhan Locke reviewed the public engagement and findings for the Master Plan. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 If the support of open space included agricultural use. 
o Representatives for agriculture use and general open space protection 

expressed their concerns. 
 If stronger language should be included in the plan regarding trails and bike ways. 

o The plan was to guide what the City did in terms of decision making 
however, the city is required to show trails in the master plan if they want to 
add any in the future.   

o The current language in the plan reflected public comments received, but 
seemed to conflict with the comments in the City’s Bike and Pedestrian Plan. 

o Using terms such as restrict or shall, because it was a guiding document, 
would not hold the same type of authority if it were an ordinance.   

 Where trails or bike paths should be located in the subject area. 
 Directing the trails west in another area and not through the natural area and 

updating the various city master plans to reflect that change. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 7:51:31 PM  
Chairperson Ruttinger opened the Public Hearing. 
 
The following individuals spoke to the petition: Mr. Wayne Martinson and Mr. Adam Von 
Monch. 
 
The following comments were made: 

 Plan was improving from previous drafts. 
 Encouraged people to visit the Lee Creek Management area, west of 8800 West. 
 Keep trails out of the natural open spaces and do not allow trails going west and 

north of the airport.  
 Need to study allowing fill in 4,212 and 4,215 before letting it just happen. 
 Restricting fill in 4,212 and 4,215 would be unreasonable restrictions of property 

owner’s rights. 
 The allowable fill heights vary depending on the data used to measure it. 
 Should review fill applications on a case by case basis to determine if fill should be 

allowed in these areas. 
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The Commission asked Mr. Martinson the rational of not allowing a trail north and west of 
the airport if it was not in a natural area.   
 
Mr. Martinson stated it was not in a natural area as defined by the Northwest Quadrant 
plan but it was a wildlife area and became a boundary issue. 
 
Chairperson Ruttinger continued the Public Hearing. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 
 
MOTION 7:55:31 PM 
Commissioner Gallegos stated regarding PLNPCM2009-00168, Northwest Quadrant 
Master Plan, he moved that the Planning Commission continue the public hearing, 
allow Planning Staff to make further changes to the document and bring the plan 
back to the Commission for further review.  Commissioner Hoskins seconded the 
motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following areas for clarification: 

 Move forward with restricting trails and bike paths in the natural areas and north 
and west of the airport. 

o Further study and coordination with the adjacent plans would be required. 
 Studying the fill areas. 

o Staff will work with the wording and intent to address the concerns of the 
parties involved.  

 If the Trails Plan needed to be amended. 
o If the plan was recommended with no trails in the natural areas, then Staff 

would propose the changes to the other plan.  The Bike and Pedestrian plan 
had not been adopted yet therefore Staff would work with Transportation 
on the language. 

 
8:02:12 PM  
CBSDR and CB Zoning Regulations - Planning Commission briefing on proposed 

changes to Title 21A.36 - Community Business Zoning District and 21A.59 

Conditional Building and Site Design Review of the Zoning Ordinance in relation to 

the criteria for additional building size, buffering requirements and other design 

elements as well as standards for review for projects that are required to go 

through the approval process outlined in Chapter 21A.59.  (Staff contact is David 

Gellner at 801-535-6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com).  Case number 

PLNPCM2015-00636 

 
Mr. David Gellner, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff Report 
(located in the case file).  He stated Staff was asking the Planning Commission for input 
and direction on the petition.  
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The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 Including zoning adjacent to subject parcels on the map. 
 Recent examples of properties that have gone through the process for the 

Commission to view the end result. 
o Zoning, examples and massing can be given to help depict results. 

 How parking was addressed in the standards. 
o Parking was not part of the CB standards. 

 If applications were waiting to be approved for these types of projects. 
 
8:19:00 PM  
2015 Chair and Vice Chair Elections - The Commission will nominate and vote in a 

Chair and Vice Chairperson these individuals will serve in the positions from 

October 2015 to September 2016.  

 
MOTION 8:21:56 PM  
Commissioner Gallegos nominated Commissioner James Guilkey for the position of 

Chair and Commissioner Andres Parades for the position of Chair. Commissioners 

Fife seconded the nomination.   The motion passed unanimously. 

 

Commissioner James Guilkey was elected as Chairperson. 

 

Commissioner Andres Parades was elected as Vice Chair. 

 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:22:23 PM  
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6D. Notice and Planning Commission Agenda for December 9, 2015 
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AMENDED SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 
In Room 326 of the City & County Building  

451 South State Street 
Wednesday, December 9, 2015, at 5:30 p.m. 

(The order of the items may change at the Commission’s discretion.) 
 
The field trip is scheduled to leave at 4:00 p.m.  
Dinner will be served to the Planning Commissioners and Staff at 5:00 p.m. in Room 126 of the City and 
County Building. During the dinner break, the Planning Commission may receive training on city planning 
related topics, including the role and function of the Planning Commission. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 5:30 PM IN ROOM 326 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR NOVEMBER 18, 2015 
REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR  
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Administrative Matters 

1. Victory Road Twin Homes at approximately 690 N. West Capitol Street - Bruce Baird, representing the 
owner, is requesting approval from the City to: 1) close a portion of West Capitol Street and 2) develop a 14 
unit twin home subdivision that will be accessed by a new public street at the above listed address.  
Currently the land is vacant and is zoned SR-1A (Special Development Pattern Residential District).  This 
type of project requires street closure and preliminary subdivision review.  The subject property is within 
Council District 3, represented by Stan Penfold.  (Staff contact: Maryann Pickering at (801)535-7660 or 
maryann.pickering@slcgov.com.) 

a. Street Closure.  In order to build the project noted above, a street closure application is required to 
close a portion of West Capitol Street.  The existing street has an existing right-of-way that is 
approximately 49 ½ feet along this portion of West Capitol Street.  The applicant is requesting to 
close approximately 11 ½ feet of right-0f-way, resulting in a street right-of-way of approximately 
38 feet wide.  Case Number PLNPCM2015-00438. 

b. Preliminary Subdivision.  In order to build the project noted above, a preliminary subdivision is 
required for a subdivision with a total of 14 lots and a new public street to access the lots.  Case 
Number PLNPCM2015-00473 PLNSUB2015-00473. 

 
Legislative Matters 

2. Amending the Boundaries of a Landmark Site at approximately 381 E. 11th - A request by Larry 
Perkins to alter the boundaries of a Landmark Site. The applicant proposes to subdivide part of the 
property in order to create a new buildable lot in the north-east portion of the current property. An 
amendment to the zoning map is required to remove this portion of the site from the H-Historic 
Preservation Overlay District and the City Council is the final decision making body. On, July 16, 2015 the 
Historic Landmark Commission denied a Certificate of Appropriateness to subdivide the lot and forwarded 
a negative recommendation to the Planning Commission and the City Council regarding amending the 
boundaries. The Planning Commission is being asked to make a recommendation to the City Council about 
the proposed change. Currently, the site contains a single family building, the Malcolm and Elizabeth Keyser 
House and its associated grounds. The existing parcel is 33,977 square feet and would be subdivided into 
one lot that is approximately 7,200 square feet and one lot that is 26,777 square feet.  The existing property 
is zoned SR-1A (Special Development Pattern Residential District). The entire property is a City Landmark 
site. The subject property is located within Council District 3, represented by Stan Penfold. (Staff contact: 
David J. Gellner at (801)535-6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com.) Case Number PLNHLC2015-00403 
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3. Majestic Meat Rezone at approximately 115 West 1700 South and 1710 South West Temple - A 
request by Majestic Meat represented by Raymond Zaelit, to rezone the above listed property from CB 
Community Business to RMU-45 zoning.  The petitioner intends to relocate the existing nonconforming 
business to another site where they can expand and redevelop this parcel as a mixed use project with a 
housing emphasis. Although the applicant is requesting to change the zoning to RMU-45, the Planning 
Commission may consider another zoning district that has similar characteristics. The project is located in 
Council District 5 represented by Erin Mendenhall (Staff contact: Doug Dansie at (801)535-6182 or 
doug.dansie@slcgov.com.)  Case number PLNPCM2015-00809 
 

4. Height Amendments to the D-4 Zoning District - A request by Mayor Ralph Becker to amend city code to 
increase the building height in the D-4 zoning district in anticipation of a future convention center hotel. 
The D-4 zoning district has a permitted height of 75 feet and conditional height of up to 120 feet. The 
proposal is being made to accommodate a future convention center hotel to be located in the D-4 zoning 
district and will increase the conditional height limit of 120 feet. The amendment will affect section 
21A.30.045: D-4 Downtown Secondary Central Business District. Related provisions of Title 21A-Zoning 
may also be amended as part of this petition. (Staff contact: Molly Robinson at (801)535-7261 or 
molly.robinson@slcgov.com.) Case Number PLNPCM2015-00676 
 

5. Amendments to the CB Zoning Regulations - A request by the Salt Lake City Council to review the CB 
(Community Business) zoning regulations related to building square feet. The focus of this project is 
limited to determining the size of buildings, based on square feet, that would require design review 
through the Conditional Building and Site Design review process. The amendments will affect Section 
21A.26 of the Zoning Ordinance and would apply to all properties that are zoned CB. Related provisions of 
Title 21A-Zoning may also be amended as part of this petition. (Staff contact: David Gellner at (801)535-
6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com) Case Number PLNPCM2015-00636 
 

 
The files for the above items are available in the Planning Division offices, room 406 of the City and County Building.  Please contact the staff planner for 
information, Visit the Planning Division’s website at www.slcgov.com/CED/planning for copies of the Planning Commission agendas, staff reports, and minutes. 
Staff Reports will be posted the Friday prior to the meeting and minutes will be posted two days after they are ratified, which usually occurs at the next regularly 
scheduled meeting of the Planning Commission. Planning Commission Meetings may be watched live on SLCTV Channel 17; past meetings are recorded and 
archived, and may be viewed at www.slctv.com.   
  
The City & County Building is an accessible facility. People with disabilities may make requests for reasonable accommodation, which may include alternate 
formats, interpreters, and other auxiliary aids and services. Please make requests at least two business days in advance. To make a request, please contact the 
Planning Office at 801-535-7757, or relay service 711. 
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6E. Planning Commission Staff Report for December 9, 2015 
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SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION 
451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406  WWW.SLCGOV.COM 
PO BOX 145480 SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84114-5480  TEL  801-5357757  FAX  801-535-6174 

PLANNING DIVISION 

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Staff Report  
 
 

To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 

From:          David J. Gellner, AICP, Principal Planner 
       (801) 535-6107 

david.gellner@slcgov.com  

Date: December 9, 2015 

Re: PLNPCM2015-00636 – Community Business (CB) Zoning District Amendments  

Zoning Text Amendment 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: All Parcels Zoned CB (Community Business) Citywide 

PARCEL ID: Not Applicable 

MASTER PLAN: See Analysis  

ZONING DISTRICT: CB – Community Business Zoning District 
 

REQUEST:  A request by the Salt Lake City Council to review the CB (Community Business) zoning regulations 
addressing building footprint and square footage. The amendments will affect Section 21A.26 of the Zoning 
Ordinance and would apply to all properties that are zoned CB citywide.   

RECOMMENDATION:  Based on the analysis and findings of this report, it is the opinion of staff that the 
proposed text amendments meet standards for a zoning ordinance amendment and staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council for petition PLNPCM2015-
00636. Below is a proposed motion consistent with this recommendation: 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: Based on the information in the staff report and the discussion heard, I move 
that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council regarding petition 
PLNPCM2015-00636, text changes to amend section 21A.26.030.B. – CB Community Business District, 
Maximum Building Size. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Petition to Initiate 

B. Proposed Ordinance  

C. Analysis of Standards 

D. Public Process and Comments 

E. Maps of CB Zoning Districts 

F. Examples of Existing CB Development  

G. Motions 
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 Page 2 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

This is a request by the Salt Lake City Council to review the CB (Community Business) zoning regulations 
related to building footprint and square footage. The scope of this project is limited to determining the size of 
buildings, based on square feet, which would require design review through the Conditional Building and Site 
Design review process. The amendments will affect Section 21A.26 of the Zoning Ordinance and would apply to 
all properties that are zoned CB citywide.  

 

Background History 

On August 4, 2015, the City Council adopted a temporary ordinance that imposes a maximum building size of 
20,000 square feet in the CB – Community Business zoning district.  This ordinance also suspends the process 
to allow an increase in building size via the CBSDR process for properties in the CB zoning district.  As a 
temporary land use regulation, this ordinance is in effect for a period of 6 months from the effective date and 
expires on February 4, 2016. Prior to the adoption of the temporary regulations, building size allowed in the CB 
zone was fifteen thousand (15,000) gross square feet of floor area for the first floor, or, a total area of twenty 
thousand (20,000) gross square feet overall.  Additional building size beyond these limits could only be 
requested and approved through the CBSDR process.   

Adoption of the temporary ordinance came partly in response to neighborhood concerns about the potential 
negative impacts of larger buildings when additional building size was requested adjacent to residential 
development and in developed business nodes that have an existing development pattern. Concerns included 
buildings being out of scale with the surrounding neighborhood which could possibly lead to increased traffic 
congestion, parking shortages, and an overall negative impact on the long-term livability and desirability of 
these areas.   

The scale of a building and how it impacts its surroundings is determined by a number of factors.  In addition to 
footprint size, the perceived scale of a building is impacted by the height, physical setbacks, landscaping, and 
buffers.  The CBSDR process allowed for modification of some of these within the CB zoning district.  The 
requirements of the CB zone and how standards may be modified is included in the table below: 
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 Page 3 

 

 

Building 
Regulations and 
Design Elements  

Allowed/Required under the 
Temporary CB Zoning 
Regulations 

Allowed/Required under 
the Previous CB Zoning 
Regulations 

Modification 
allowed 
though the 
CBSDR 
Process  

Lot Size 
Requirements 

• No minimum lot area or width.  
• Any lot over 4 acres must follow 

the CBSDR process.  

 

• No minimum lot area or 
width.  

• Any lot over 4 acres must 
follow the CBSDR process.  

 

No 

Maximum 
Building Height  

30 feet 30 feet No 

Maximum 
Building Size 

20,000 square feet 15,000 square feet first floor and 
20,000 sf overall. (Additional 
only allowed through the 
CBSDR process) 

No - process to 
exceed 
suspended 
under 
temporary 
regulations 

Front or Corner 
Side Yard 

No minimum required – must 
comply with landscaping, fencing 
and obstructions.    

No minimum required – must 
comply with landscaping, 
fencing and obstructions.    

Yes  

Rear Yard 10 feet 10 feet Yes 

Maximum 
Setback 

15 feet for 75% of building facade 15 feet for 75% of building 
facade 

Yes 

Parking Setback • Parking prohibited in front or 
corner side yard.  

• Surface parking within an 
interior side yard requires a 20-
foot setback from property line.  

• No min or max setback 
restrictions on underground 
parking.  

• Planning director may waive 
requirements.   

• Parking prohibited in front 
or corner side yard.  

• Surface parking within an 
interior side yard requires a 
20-foot setback from 
property line.  

• No min or max setback 
restrictions on underground 
parking.  

• Planning director may 
waive requirements.   

 

No 

Parking Area 
Landscaping 

7-foot buffer strip required where a 
parking lot is located within a 
required yard, or within twenty feet 
(20') of a lot line 

7-foot buffer strip required 
where a parking lot is located 
within a required yard, or within 
twenty feet (20') of a lot line 

No 

Landscaping 
Buffers  

• 7 feet when abutting a 
residential district 

• Shrub & tree requirements 
•  Solid fence between four (4) 

and six feet (6') in height is 
required unless waived by the 
zoning administrator. 

• 7 feet when abutting a 
residential district  

• Shrub & tree requirements 
•  Solid fence between four 

(4) and six feet (6') in height 
is required unless waived by 
the zoning administrator. 

N0 
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 Page 4 

 

Salt Lake City commercial districts as a whole are intended to enhance the economic vitality of the city through 
the creation of sustainable and profitable businesses and business districts in order to implement the adopted 
development policies of the city. The various commercial zoning districts differ in the range and intensity of 
allowed uses.  Each zoning district includes standards and land uses that reflect the diverse nature of the 
commercial areas within the city.  Standards within each district are intended to allow development flexibility to 
support the desired character for the given area.   

The purpose of the Community Business district is to provide moderately sized commercial areas that function 
within a residential neighborhood setting. The Conditional Building and Site Design Review (CBSDR) process is 
intended to provide flexibility in implementing the requirements of the individual zoning districts. Within the 
CB Zoning District, the CBSDR process allows for variation in several design elements and allows for additional 
building square footage to be requested and approved. The CBSDR process does not allow for additional 
building height to be requested. Building height in the CB zoning district is limited to 30 feet regardless of any 
additional size sought or approved through the CBSDR process.  Additional building height in commercial 
districts may be requested through the Special Exception process and approved by the planning commission.   
This is limited to a 10% increase to the maximum allowable height.  On sloping lots in the CB zoning district, 
this height increase can exceed the 10% limit but may not allow more than one (1) additional story.   

KEY ISSUES:  

The section that would be changed in the zoning ordinance as part of the proposed amendment is the building 
square footage size that would trigger the requirement for approval through the Conditional Building and Site 
Design Review (CBSDR) process. The issues listed below have been identified through staff analysis of the 
project. 

 
1. CB Parcel Location and Size Variability  

The Community Business (CB) zoning district is geographically dispersed throughout Salt Lake City.  There are 
approximately 457 parcels zoned CB and they can be found within the boundary of at least 14 community or 
neighborhood council areas as well as several neighborhood business districts.  In addition, the size of CB zoned 
parcels varies greatly, from the smallest parcel being just 196 square feet, to the largest parcel being 10.4 acres in 
size.  The average size of parcel in the CB zone is approximately 0.44 acres (19,170 square feet) and the median 
or middle value of all CB parcels is 0.18 acres (7,841 square feet).  An analysis of the data for all CB parcels 
indicated the following: 

• The median size of all CB parcels is 0.18 acres (7,841 SF).   
• There are approximately 135 parcels in the CB zoning district (30% of all CB parcels) that exceed 

15,000 square feet in size.  On those parcels a building could be requested that exceeds the 
previous CBSDR trigger limits.   

• Under the scenario using the temporary size limits, staff also looked at the entire range of CB 
parcels that are over 0.46 acres (20,000 SF) in order to determine how many could potentially 
have a building with a 20,000 square foot building footprint constructed on them on a single 
level.  There are approximately 108 parcels (of the total 457 parcels zoned CB) that exceed 20,000 
square feet in size.   

• Since the temporary ordinance did not differentiate between a primary footprint and total 
building size, it is conceivable that a single-story building with a footprint of 20,000 square feet 
could be constructed upon a given site that was large enough to support that size of building.   

• As another example, on such a parcel a 3 story building could also be requested that meets the 
rear setback requirement and has a footprint of approximately 6,666 square feet.  This size of 
building could have significant impacts on an adjacent parcel given its height but would be 
allowed by right of the zoning district and would be under the 20,000 sf maximum size imposed 
by the temporary regulations.     

The data indicated that given the large range in size of parcels zoned CB, as well as their widespread geographic 
occurrence, it is difficult to determine the attributes of a typical CB parcel within the universe of all parcels for 
the purposes of analysis.  Even under the limits of the temporary regulations, a building could still be 

A.5.n

Packet Pg. 206

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 a

13
 P

la
n

n
in

g
 C

o
m

m
is

si
o

n
 S

ta
ff

 R
ep

o
rt

 D
ec

. 9
 2

01
5 

 (
15

21
 :

 O
rd

in
an

ce
: 

C
o

n
d

it
io

n
al

 B
u

ild
in

g
 (

C
B

) 
an

d
 S

it
e 

D
es

ig
n

 R
ev

ie
w

 (
C

B
S

D
R

)



 Page 5 

 

constructed that would have significant impacts on neighboring properties as the illustration above outlines.  
This points to the need to have a process with a rational trigger size limit that allows for buildings over that size 
be reviewed in terms of impacts, and to have additional standards that may be considered in order to address 
additional anticipated impacts when a larger size building is requested.   

 
2. Existing CB Development Pattern 

Staff determined that doing a more in-depth analysis of a select number of representative CB zoned city nodes 
would yield more relevant information in terms of trying to determine if there are typical characteristics of a CB 
parcel, and to understand how the existing development pattern relates to the 15,000 and 20,000 square foot 
building size standards.  Four (4) different nodes were reviewed to provide a more in-depth analysis of the 
existing conditions in the CB zoning district.  The sample areas chosen were the 9th and 9th, 21st and 21st, 
University Business District nodes and the Redwood Rd/700 North node.  Within these areas, data for lot size, 
building size and the percentage of a parcel that is covered with buildings or structures were all examined.  Staff 
looked at both the average and median value for each of these parameters.  Since the average value can be 
skewed by outliers at either end (large or small) the median or middle value may more closely reflect a typical 
scenario within each of these geographic nodes.  The values for each of these distinct nodes are included in the 
table below: 

 

 9th and 9th 
Business District 
(27 parcels) 

University 
Business District 
(28 parcels) 

21st and 21st 
Business District 
(22 parcels)  

Redwood 
Road/700 North 
(7 parcels)  

Average Parcel 
Size - Acres 

0.17 0.18 0.43 1.01 

Average Parcel 
Size – Square 
Feet 

7328 7646 20231 43955 

Average Building 
Footprint – 
Square Feet 

3055 2282 4415 6115 

Average Parcel 
Coverage - 
percent 

49.9 33 22.9 14.7 

Median Parcel - 
Acres 

0.14 0.16 0.27 1.07 

Median Parcel – 
Square Feet 

6011 6996 13704 46370 

Median Building 
Footprint – 
Square Feet 

2141 2090 2412 4819 

Median Parcel 
Coverage - 
Percent 

39.9 33.2 15.8 9.7 

 

Comparison of the four nodes shows that there is a range of development patterns when comparing these 
distinct areas.  In general, the 9th & 9th and University Business District nodes are most similar in terms of parcel 
size, building footprint and parcel coverage.  The University node has slightly larger building footprints with a 
corresponding increase in lot coverage.  The 21st and 21st District has parcels that are more than double in size 
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compared to the 9th and 9th and University nodes.  The building sizes are larger but are not double in footprint 
size compared to these other two nodes.  The median building size is similar to the other 2 districts.  The 
Redwood Road/700 North node is smaller than the other 3 nodes in terms of the total number of parcels.  It is 
also distinctly different in terms of parcel size and development pattern.  The parcel size is roughly two (2) times 
that in the 21st node and about 5-6 times that in the 9th and University nodes.   The parcel size is also more than 
double the average size for the CB Zoning District as a whole.  Average building size is considerably larger and 
the median value is at least twice that in the other three sample nodes.  Average parcel coverage is by far the 
lowest, less than one-third of that in the 9th and 9th node and less than half that in the University node owing to 
the much larger parcel size.   

Analysis of these four nodes shows that there is no typical parcel size or development pattern district when 
comparing these nodes.  This lack of a typical development pattern or parcel is also true in the CB district as a 
whole.     

 

3. Building Size Impacts 

The size and orientation of a building are just two factors that affect how a development impacts neighboring 
properties.  In addition, the perceived mass and scale of a building of a building also effects how it impacts 
neighboring properties.  The mass and scale is affected by the building design which includes elements such as 
the total glass area, the setbacks and landscape buffers between properties, the roofline, length and height of 
continuous walls and step backs.  All these design elements impact how a building “feels” or is perceived in 
relation to its surroundings in addition to the overall size of the building.  A larger building that incorporates 
additional design elements intended to mitigate perceived negative impacts may have less of an impact on 
neighboring properties than a smaller building that does not incorporate such elements.      As previously noted, 
prior to the temporary regulations, buildings in the CB district were limited to a footprint of 15,000 square feet 
and a height of 30 feet. The footprint limit is fixed regardless of the size of the property and there is no lot 
coverage regulation. Therefore, a building can occupy a significant portion of even a small lot provided the 
development still meets its parking, setback and landscape buffering requirements.   

 
 

4. Need for a Process that Allows for Larger Size Buildings Where Appropriate 

There are times when additional building size may be appropriate and in fact desired.  This may be the case with 
larger parcels and where additional density is desirable.  The temporary limits on building size do not take into 
account the physical parcel size.  A larger building may be more appropriate on a larger parcel and in fact create 
no additional impacts on neighboring uses given the size of the property.  These larger parcels represent a 
challenge in determining the appropriate maximum building size.  Placing a strict building size limit on larger 
parcels is likely to yield a development pattern with a relatively small building located on one portion of the 
parcel and larger amounts of surface parking and/or landscaping.  This type of development is not desirable in 
the CB zone as it leads to a pattern that promotes larger undeveloped areas, larger surface parking areas and 
additional landscaping.  This makes the area less walkable which is contrary to the vision of the CB zoning 
district being pedestrian in both orientation and scale.   

Having a process to allow for larger buildings is desirable when considering development on larger parcels.  CB 
zoning regulations that incorporate a strict maximum size limit tend to be a “one size fits all” approach which 
may not be realistic given the dispersed nature and size variability of CB parcels.  This in itself points to the need 
for a flexible approach that allows for additional building size to be requested and approved where appropriate.   

The CBSDR process is intended to provide for the flexibility in implementing the requirements of individual 
zoning districts. The process allows for variation in several design elements and allows for additional building 
square footage to be requested and approved. The CBSDR design standards are intended to help achieve 
flexibility while also considering the potential impacts of this approach.  The current CBSDR process includes a 
number of design review standards that must be considered for all projects going through the CBSDR process.  
The standards are intended to help mitigate design variations so they offer a degree of protection in cases where 
additional building size is requested.  Having a process which allows for flexibility in design and additional 
building size where appropriate allows development to be more specifically tailored to individual sites and 
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neighborhoods.  This is in keeping with current professional practices of urban planning and design which 
development that is more suited to individual sites and neighborhoods rather than taking a one size fits all 
regulatory approach.   

 

5. Proposed Design  Standards 
Additional design standards that apply to properties in the CB zone that request additional building size 
are also being recommended by staff.  The specific proposed standards are included in Attachment A: 
Proposed Ordinance.  These standards are intended to provide the planning commission with flexibility to 
further mitigate the potential impacts of larger size buildings through identified design elements.    
 
 

6. Language Clarity - Maximum Building Size Wording 
 
Prior to the adoption of the temporary regulations, there was not a set maximum size limit for buildings in 
the CB zoning district.  Buildings over 15,000 square feet were still allowed if they were approved through 
the Conditional Building and Site Design review process.  Under the previous regulations, maximum 
building size in the CB zoning building district was a misnomer and created some confusion for the general 
public.  With the proposed amendments, staff is recommending language changes that address this 
confusion in order to make the trigger limits for the CBSDR process easier to understand. Among the 
changes recommended is the replacement of the term “Maximum Building Size” with the term “Building 
Size Limits”.  This would more accurately reflect that there is not a strict maximum building size, but 
rather a specified size limit that can be built up to, after which a specific process is triggered in order to 
build beyond those limits.  The full text of suggested changes are included in Attachment A: Proposed 
Ordinance.   

 

NEXT STEPS: 

The Planning Commission’s recommendation for these proposed zoning text amendments will be forwarded to 
the City Council for their action. The City Council is the decision-making body for zoning text amendments. 
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ATTACHMENT A:  PETITION TO INITIATE  
A copy of the Legislative Action memo pertaining to the request to initiate the process of reviewing the 
Conditional Building and Site Design Review process is attached:   
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Attachment A 

CITY COUNCIL OF SALT LAKE CITY 

451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 304 
P.O. BOX 145476, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114-5476 

WWW.COUNCIL.SLCGOV.COM  
TEL  801-535-7600   FAX  801-535-7651  

 

LUKE GARROTT | DISTRICT 4 |COUNCIL CHAIR || JAMES ROGERS | DISTRICT 1 | COUNCIL VICE CHAIR ||  
KYLE LAMALFA | DISTRICT 2 || STAN PENFOLD | DISTRICT 3 || ERIN MENDENHALL | DISTRICT 5 ||  

 CHARLIE LUKE | DISTRICT 6 || LISA R. ADAMS | DISTRICT 7 
 

 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION  

CITY COUNCIL of SALT LAKE CITY 

 

 

 

TO: City Council Members 

FROM: Nick Tarbet, Analyst 

 

DATE: August 5, 2015 

RE: Legislative Action: Conditional Building and Site Design Review Process 
   

On Tuesday, August 4, 2015, the Salt Lake City Council approved a Legislative Action requesting a 
review of the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process - 21A.59 of the Salt Lake City 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
This was approved 5-0 (Council Members Garrott and Rogers were absent). 
 
The Intent is to review the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process to make 
recommendations for more criteria in the conditions or not allow the additional building space.  
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ATTACHMENT B:  PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
Based upon the analysis provided in the Key Issues section, including the issue of language clarity, 
staff suggests the following ordinance changes to Section 21A.26.030.E. of the zoning ordinance:   

21A.26.030: CB COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT: 

E. Maximum Building Size Limits: Any building having a Buildings in excess of fifteen thousand 
(15,000) gross square feet of floor area for a first floor footprint or in excess of twenty thousand 
(20,000) gross square feet floor area overall, shall be allowed only through the conditional building 
and site design review process. An unfinished basement used only for storage or parking shall be 
allowed in addition to the total square footage. In addition to the conditional building and site design 
review standards in 21A.59, the planning commission shall also consider the following standards: 

 
1. Compatibility: The proposed height and width of new buildings and additions shall be visually 

compatible with buildings found on the block face.  
2. Roofline: The roof shape of a new building or addition shall be similar to roof shapes found on the 

block face. 
3. Vehicular Access: New buildings and additions shall provide a continuous street wall of buildings 

with minimal breaks for vehicular access. 
4. Façade Design: Façade treatments should be used to break up the mass of larger buildings so they 

appear to be multiple, smaller scale buildings. Varied rooflines, varied façade planes, upper story 
step backs, and lower building heights for portions of buildings next to less intensive zoning 
districts may be used to reduce the apparent size of the building. 

5. Buffers:  When located next to low density residential uses, the planning commission may require 
larger setbacks, landscape buffers and/or fencing than what are required by this Title if the 
impacts of the building mass and location of the building on the site create noise, light trespass or 
impacts created by parking and service areas.  

6. Step Backs: When abutting a low density residential use and/or public street, the PC may require 
that any story above the ground story be stepped back from the building foundation at grade to 
address compatibility issues with the other buildings on the block face and/or uses.    

 
 
Temporary Ordinance Adopted by Council on August 4, 2015  
(Expires February 4, 2015)  
 
E. 21A.26.030: CB COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT: 
Maximum Building Size: The maximum size of any building shall not exceed twenty-thousand 

(20,000) square feet.  

 

Ordinance Language Prior to August 4, 2015 

21A.26.030: CB COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT: 
E. Maximum Building Size:  Any building having a fifteen thousand (15,000) gross square foot floor 

area of the first floor or a total floor area of twenty thousand (20,000) gross square feet or more, 
shall be allowed only through the conditional building and site design review process. An 
unfinished basement used only for storage or parking shall be allowed in addition to the total 
square footage.   
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ATTACHMENT C:  ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS 
Per section 21A.50.050, a decision to amend the text of this title or the zoning map by general 
amendment is a matter committed to the legislative discretion of the city council and is not controlled by 
any one standard.  In making a decision concerning a proposed text amendment, the City Council should 
consider the following: 

Factor Finding Rationale 

1. Whether a proposed text 
amendment is consistent 
with the purposes, goals, 
objectives, and policies of 
the city as stated through 
its various adopted 
planning documents; 

The proposed 
amendment is 
consistent with 
the purposes, 
goals, objectives 
and policies of 
the city. 

Several adopted city master plans 
have policies, goals and objectives 
that are consistent with the 
proposed amendments.   

 The Central Community Master 
Plan (2005) speaks to building up 
vertically on existing commercial 
properties in the 9th and 9th area.  
The plan also talks about the 
importance of compatibility of new 
structures with existing 
development.  This plan also 
recommends mixed commercial 
and residential developments in 
the University Business District. 
This could include a mix of 
apartments and retail or service 
businesses.    

The Sugar House Master Plan 
(2005) recommends that 
neighborhood small business areas 
allow both residential and small 
business uses.  There is an 
emphasis on proposed 
development being compatible 
with the land uses and architecture 
adjacent to the site.   

The Westside Master Plan (2014) 
describes the 900w/800S node as 
good example of a community 
node.  This node has a grocery 
store as an anchor that is 
surrounded almost entirely by 
single-family residential uses.  The 
mix of businesses attracts patrons 
from a much larger area.  
Providing opportunities to expand 
the commercial base in this area 
has been identified as a goal of the 
plan.   

The Northwest Master Plan (1992) 
supports increased development in 
the commercial node around 700 
N and Redwood Road.  The plan 
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also specifies that business projects 
should be designed to not 
negatively impact neighboring 
properties, signage should be 
pedestrian in scale, and, no 
exceptions should be granted to 
required landscape setbacks and 
buffers between commercial and 
residential uses.   

 

2. Whether a proposed 
text amendment furthers 
the specific purpose 
statements of the zoning 
ordinance; 

The proposed 
amendment 
furthers the 
specific purpose 
statements of the 
zoning ordinance. 

The proposed amendments 
support the intent of the City’s 
commercial districts which are 
“intended to enhance the economic 
vitality of the specific commercial 
districts and the city as a whole, 
encourage sustainable and 
profitable businesses, create 
dynamic and vital business 
districts, and implement the 
adopted development policies of 
the city.” 

The proposal is consistent with the 
purpose of the CB zoning district 
which is “…to provide for the close 
integration of moderately sized 
commercial areas with adjacent 
residential neighborhoods.”  

The proposed design standards 
allow the Planning Commission to 
consider how this interface 
functions in regard to larger 
buildings that are requested in the 
CB zoning district through the 
CBSDR process. These standards 
also allow the Planning 
Commission discretion in order to 
mitigate the potential negative 
impacts of larger buildings that are 
located closed to low density 
residential uses.     

  
3. Whether a proposed text 
amendment is consistent with the 
purposes and provisions of any 
applicable overlay zoning 
districts which may impose 
additional standards; 

The proposed 
amendment is 
consistent with 
any applicable 
overlay zoning 
districts.  

The proposed text amendments are 
not associated with any specific 
overlay zoning districts or 
development project.  Where CB 
parcels are located in areas where 
an overlay zoning district also 
occurs, the rules of the overlay 
district would supersede those of 
base zoning district when there is 
conflict between the regulations. In 
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the case of CB properties that are 
located within the Historic – H 
overlay district, the development 
would be required to follow the 
Historic Preservation Overlay 
district standards and process.  In 
such a case, the HLC – Historic 
Landmark Commission review 
process for the design and scale of 
the building would supersede 
those of the CB zoning district.   

4. The extent to which a proposed 
text amendment implements best 
current, professional practices of 
urban planning and design. 

The proposed 
amendment is in 
keeping with the 
best and current 
professional 
practices of urban 
planning and 
design. 

The best current professional 
practices of urban planning and 
design speak to encouraging 
development that is more suited to 
individual sites and neighborhoods 
rather than taking a one size fits all 
regulatory approach which may 
lead to generic development 
patterns and stifle design 
creativity.  The proposed text 
amendment allows for flexibility in 
development so is in keeping with 
this philosophy.  In addition, the 
proposed language changes also 
provide clarity in regard to 
building size and eliminates 
cumbersome language in the 
current ordinance.   
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ATTACHMENT D:  PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS 
Properties zoned CB can be found within the boundary of at least 14 community or neighborhood council areas 
as well as several neighborhood business districts.  Because this zoning text amendment potentially impacts the 
entire city and not just a specific community council or neighborhood, outreach was conducted through a variety 
of means.  Information was mailed directly to all CB property owners in the city as well as residents within 300 
feet of any CB zoned parcel. Information was also sent directly to the chairs of all potentially affected community 
and business organizations to get their input and recommendations for possible changes. 

The following is a list of public meetings that have been held or are planned, and other public input 
opportunities, related to the proposed project: 
 

• Planning Commission Briefing:  September 9, 2015 

• Initial public Open House:  September 17, 2015 

• 9th and 9th Street Fair: September 19, 2015 

• Salt Lake City Development Advisory Forum:  October 22, 2015 

• Public Open House:  November 19, 2015 

• Planning Commission Public Hearing:  December 9, 2015 

• City Council Hearing:  Upcoming - date to be determined 

Zoning text amendments require that both the Planning Commission and the City Council hold a public 
hearing giving the public further opportunities to voice their opinion.  

 

Notice of the Planning Commission public hearing of 12/09/2015 for the proposal included: 

Public hearing notice posted on November 25, 2015 

Public notice posted on City and State websites and Planning Division list serve: November 25, 2015 

Public hearing notice published in the newspaper on November 28, 2015 

 

Public Input: 

Staff received inquiries from several notified property owners, mainly seeking to understand the 
extent of proposed changes. No comments were received from any of the notified community 
organizations or business district organizations.  The only specific comments received in writing were 
submitted by Jim Ack, a business and property owner in the 9th & 9th area.  Mr. Ack’s comments 
received via email on 12/01/2015 follow: 

 
Hi David, 
Thanks for your time on the phone yesterday. 
As a follow-up to that call, I would like to weigh in that if the choice is between a hard cap and going 
back to the pre-moratorium threshold of 15,000SF footprint or 20,000SF total to trigger a 
conditional site and design review, I am in favor of the latter.  That said, I think that it is probably 
worth considering a percent of lot coverage as the trigger, given the enormous disparity of lot sizes in 
the CB zones, city-wide. 
In any event, I am opposed to any additional design criteria which make 
development/redevelopment more cumbersome/costly/difficult for property owners.  I am not of the 
opinion that the City is the best judge of what will work/be desirable when it come to commercial 
(re)development. I would greatly appreciate being sent a copy of the staff report when it is available, 
or a heads-up that it can be found online.   Thanks,  Jim 
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ATTACHMENT E:  MAPS OF CB ZONING DISTRICTS 
The Community Business (CB) zoning district is geographically dispersed throughout Salt Lake City.  There are 
approximately 457 parcels zoned CB and they occur within the boundary of 14 community or neighborhood 
council areas as well as several neighborhood business districts.  In addition, the size of CB zoned parcels varies 
greatly, from the smallest parcel being just 196 square feet, to the largest parcel being 10.4 acres.  The average 
size of parcel in the CB zone is approximately 0.44 acres (19,170 square feet). 

The accompanying maps show all CB-zoned parcels in the city.  The maps are broken geographically by parcels 
that are located west and east of State Street respectively in order to provide reference points and for legibility.       
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ATTACHMENT F:  EXAMPLES OF CB DEVELOPMENT 
Contender Bicycle Building - 989 East 900 South  
Property:  0.4973 acres (21,600 SF)  
Building:  4,700 SF 
Parcel coverage: 21.7%  
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Mountain America building – 1715 W 700 N  
Property: 1.32 acres (57,400 SF)  
Two-story building:  Footprint 5,300 SF (10,000 SF total)  
Parcel coverage: 9.3% 
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Sugarhouse Dental Office – 2090 East 2100 South  
Property:  0.33 acres (14,375 SF)  
Building:  2,953 SF  
Parcel coverage:  20% 
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Smith’s Avenues Grocery Store - 402 E. 6th Avenue  
Property:  2.5 acres (109,000 SF)  
Building:   37,000 SF  
Parcel coverage:  34%  
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Neighborhood aerial view of the Smith’s Avenues Grocery Store – 402 E. 6th Avenue 
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Zoning Example – 2000 S 900 E – Zoned I - Institutional   
Property: 2.32 acres (102,366 SF)  
Two-story building:  Footprint 19,000 SF (38,000 SF total)  
Parcel coverage:  19%  
This is an example of a larger building on a larger parcel that is found within a neighborhood setting.  
While this is not in the CB zoning district, a similar size building could be requested in the CB zone 
through the CBSDR process.    
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ATTACHMENT G:  MOTIONS 
Potential Motions 

Consistent with Staff Recommendation:  

Based on the information in the staff report and the discussion heard, I move that the Planning Commission 
forward a positive recommendation to the City Council regarding petition PLNPCM2015-00636, text changes 
to amend section 21A.26.030.B. – CB Community Business District, Maximum Building Size. 

Not consistent with Staff Recommendations:  

Based on the information, public input and discussion and the following finding(s), I move that the Planning 
Commission transmit a negative recommendation to the City Council for petition PLNPCM2015-00636 relating 
to amending section 21A.26.030.B. – CB Community Business District, Maximum Building Size. The Planning 
Commission shall make findings on the Zoning Text Amendment standards as listed below: 

 

1. Whether a proposed text amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives, and policies of the 
City as stated through its various adopted planning documents; 

 

2. Whether a proposed text amendment furthers the specific purpose statements of the zoning ordinance; 

 

3. The extent to which a proposed map amendment will affect adjacent properties; 

 

4. Whether a proposed text amendment is consistent with the purposes and provisions of any applicable 
overlay zoning districts which may impose additional standards; and 

 

5. The extent to which a proposed text amendment implements best current, professional practices of urban 
planning and design. 
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6F.i. Planning Commission Record of Decision for December 9, 2015 
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Salt Lake City Planning Division 
Record of Decision 

Wednesday, December 9, 2015, 5:30 p.m. 
City & County Building 

451 South State Street, Room 326 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

1. Victory Road Twin Homes at approximately 690 N. West Capitol Street - Bruce Baird, representing the 
owner, is requesting approval from the City to: 1) close a portion of West Capitol Street and 2) develop a 14 
unit twin home subdivision that will be accessed by a new public street at the above listed address.  
Currently the land is vacant and is zoned SR-1A (Special Development Pattern Residential District).  This 
type of project requires street closure and preliminary subdivision review.  The subject property is within 
Council District 3, represented by Stan Penfold.  (Staff contact: Maryann Pickering at (801)535-7660 or 
maryann.pickering@slcgov.com.) 

a. Street Closure.  In order to build the project noted above, a street closure application is required to 
close a portion of West Capitol Street.  The existing street has an existing right-of-way that is 
approximately 49 ½ feet along this portion of West Capitol Street.  The applicant is requesting to 
close approximately 11 ½ feet of right-0f-way, resulting in a street right-of-way of approximately 
38 feet wide.  Case Number PLNPCM2015-00438. 

b. Preliminary Subdivision.  In order to build the project noted above, a preliminary subdivision is 
required for a subdivision with a total of 14 lots and a new public street to access the lots.  Case 
Number PLNSUB2015-00473. 

 
Decision: Road Closure-A favorable recommendation was forwarded to the City Council. Subdivision- 
Approved 

2. Amending the Boundaries of a Landmark Site at approximately 381 E. 11th - A request by Larry 
Perkins to alter the boundaries of a Landmark Site. The applicant proposes to subdivide part of the 
property in order to create a new buildable lot in the north-east portion of the current property. An 
amendment to the zoning map is required to remove this portion of the site from the H-Historic 
Preservation Overlay District and the City Council is the final decision making body. On, July 16, 2015 the 
Historic Landmark Commission denied a Certificate of Appropriateness to subdivide the lot and forwarded 
a negative recommendation to the Planning Commission and the City Council regarding amending the 
boundaries. The Planning Commission is being asked to make a recommendation to the City Council about 
the proposed change. Currently, the site contains a single family building, the Malcolm and Elizabeth Keyser 
House and its associated grounds. The existing parcel is 33,977 square feet and would be subdivided into 
one lot that is approximately 7,200 square feet and one lot that is 26,777 square feet.  The existing property 
is zoned SR-1A (Special Development Pattern Residential District). The entire property is a City Landmark 
site. The subject property is located within Council District 3, represented by Stan Penfold. (Staff contact: 
David J. Gellner at (801)535-6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com.) Case Number PLNHLC2015-00403 

 
Decision: A favorable recommendation was forwarded to the City Council 

3. Majestic Meat Rezone at approximately 115 West 1700 South and 1710 South West Temple - A 
request by Majestic Meat represented by Raymond Zaelit, to rezone the above listed property from CB 
Community Business to RMU-45 zoning.  The petitioner intends to relocate the existing nonconforming 
business to another site where they can expand and redevelop this parcel as a mixed use project with a 
housing emphasis. Although the applicant is requesting to change the zoning to RMU-45, the Planning 
Commission may consider another zoning district that has similar characteristics. The project is located in 
Council District 5 represented by Erin Mendenhall (Staff contact: Doug Dansie at (801)535-6182 or 
doug.dansie@slcgov.com.)  Case number PLNPCM2015-00809 

 
Decision: A favorable recommendation was forwarded to the City Council 
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4. Height Amendments to the D-4 Zoning District - A request by Mayor Ralph Becker to amend city code to 
increase the building height in the D-4 zoning district in anticipation of a future convention center hotel. 
The D-4 zoning district has a permitted height of 75 feet and conditional height of up to 120 feet. The 
proposal is being made to accommodate a future convention center hotel to be located in the D-4 zoning 
district and will increase the conditional height limit of 120 feet. The amendment will affect section 
21A.30.045: D-4 Downtown Secondary Central Business District. Related provisions of Title 21A-Zoning 
may also be amended as part of this petition. (Staff contact: Molly Robinson at (801)535-7261 or 
molly.robinson@slcgov.com.) Case Number PLNPCM2015-00676 
 

Decision: A favorable recommendation was forwarded to the City Council 
 

5. Amendments to the CB Zoning Regulations - A request by the Salt Lake City Council to review the CB 
(Community Business) zoning regulations related to building square feet. The focus of this project is 
limited to determining the size of buildings, based on square feet, that would require design review 
through the Conditional Building and Site Design review process. The amendments will affect Section 
21A.26 of the Zoning Ordinance and would apply to all properties that are zoned CB. Related provisions of 
Title 21A-Zoning may also be amended as part of this petition. (Staff contact: David Gellner at (801)535-
6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com) Case Number PLNPCM2015-00636 

 

 

Decision: A favorable recommendation was forwarded to the City Council 

Dated at Salt Lake City, Utah this 10th day of December, 2015. 
Michelle Moeller, Administrative Secretary 
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6F.ii. Planning Commission Draft Minutes for December 9, 2015 
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Salt Lake City Planning Commission December 9, 2015 Page 1 
 

SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Room 126 of the City & County Building 

451 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 
Wednesday, December 9, 2015 

 
A roll is being kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. The meeting 
was called to order at 5:35:22 PM.  Audio recordings of the Planning Commission meetings 
are retained for an indefinite period of time.  
 
Present for the Planning Commission meeting were: Vice Chairperson Andres Paredes; 
Commissioners Angela Dean, Emily Drown, Carolynn Hoskins, Matt Lyon and Clark 
Ruttinger. Chairperson James Guilkey, Commissioners Jamie Bowen, Michael Fife and 
Michael Gallegos were excused. 
  
Planning Staff members present at the meeting were: Nora Shepard, Planning Director; 
Nick Norris, Planning Manager; Doug Dansie, Senior Planner; Molly Robinson, Urban 
Designer; David Gellner, Principal Planner; Maryann Pickering, Principal Planner; Michelle 
Moeller, Administrative Secretary and Paul Nielson, Senior City Attorney. 
 
Field Trip  
A field trip was held prior to the work session. Planning Commissioners present were: 
Carolynn Hoskins, Andres Paredes and Clark Ruttinger. Staff members in attendance were 
Nick Norris, John Anderson and Tracy Tran.  
 
The following sites were visited: 

 690 N. West Capitol Street – Staff gave an overview of the proposal and the 
concerns raised by the neighbors. 

 381 E. 11th – Staff gave an overview of the proposal. The Commission asked the 
reasoning for Historic Landmark Commission recommendation.  Staff stated the 
Commission viewed the site as a whole in terms of Historic preservation. The 
commission asked why it was a landmark.  Staff stated it was listed a few years ago 
based on standards in the zoning ordinance. 

 115 West 1700 South– Staff gave an overview of the proposal. 
 

 
APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER 18, 2015, MEETING MINUTES.  5:35:32 PM  
MOTION 5:35:41 PM  
Commissioner Ruttinger moved to approve the November 18, 2015, meeting 
minutes. Commissioner Drown seconded the motion. The motion passed 
unanimously.   Commissioner Dean abstained as she was not present at the subject 
meeting. 
 
REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 5:36:19 PM  
Vice Chairperson Paredes stated he had nothing to report. 
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REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 5:36:30 PM  
Ms. Nora Shepard, Planning Director, reviewed petitions approved by the City Council 
such as Plan Salt Lake, the Pedestrian Bike Plan, Assisted Living Zoning, the modifications 
to the SNB zone, the modifications to the Breweries and the Indiana rezone.  She stated 
Maurine Bachman would be taking Commissioner James Guilkey’s place on the Planning 
Commission.  Ms. Shepard stated with that new appointment the Commission would need 
to hold elections for the Chair and Vice Chair positions at the January meeting.  
 
5:42:03 PM  
Victory Road Twin Homes at approximately 690 N. West Capitol Street - Bruce 
Baird, representing the owner, is requesting approval from the City to: 1) close a 
portion of West Capitol Street and 2) develop a 14 unit twin home subdivision that 
will be accessed by a new public street at the above listed address.  Currently the 
land is vacant and is zoned SR-1A (Special Development Pattern Residential 
District).  This type of project requires street closure and preliminary subdivision 
review.  The subject property is within Council District 3, represented by Stan 
Penfold.  (Staff contact: Maryann Pickering at (801)535-7660 or 
maryann.pickering@slcgov.com.) 

a. Street Closure.  In order to build the project noted above, a street closure 
application is required to close a portion of West Capitol Street.  The existing 
street has an existing right-of-way that is approximately 49 ½ feet along this 
portion of West Capitol Street.  The applicant is requesting to close 
approximately 11 ½ feet of right-of-way, resulting in a street right-of-way of 
approximately 38 feet wide.  Case Number PLNPCM2015-00438. 

b. Preliminary Subdivision.  In order to build the project noted above, a 
preliminary subdivision is required for a subdivision with a total of 14 lots 
and a new public street to access the lots.  Case Number PLNSUB2015-00473. 

 
Ms. Maryann Pickering, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff 
Report (located in the case file). She stated Staff was recommending the Planning 
Commission forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council regarding 
PLNPCM2015-00438 and approve PLNSUB2015-00473. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 If the hammer head was for a turnaround or a potential connection to Victory Road. 
o It was for a turnaround required by the Fire Department and Utilities. 

 If the proposed twenty foot street width was adequate for a two lane road. 
 If the road would be a public road maintained by the city. 

o Yes it will be a public road. 
 How the addition of the sewer line would impact the roadway. 
 The City’s benefit in vacating the subject area. 
 This current petition was for the subdivision, the building design would go to the 

Historic Landmark Commission for review. 
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Mr. Bruce Baird, attorney for applicant, stated there was an error in the Staff Report 
stating the street closure was required for the subdivision, which was not the case.  He 
stated the subdivision was compliant with the standards without the street closure.  
However, the closure would make the street better.  He stated Staff asked the applicant to 
add the additional lots and they agreed.  Mr. Baird asked the Commission to forward a 
favorable recommendation to the City Council on the petition. 
 
Mr. Chad Thomas, Ensign Engineering, reviewed the existing right of way and stated the 
current subdivision design did not include the road closure.  He thanked Staff for their 
help on the proposal to ensure it complied with the standards without having to ask for 
variances.  Mr. Thomas reviewed the sewer and how the petition met requirements in the 
ordinance. 
 
The Commission and Applicant discussed the following: 

 Why was the additional land needed if the proposal worked without it? 
o It gave more value for the proposal and made sense for the City, as it would 

land lock the parcel if it were left as is. 
 How the right of way was currently used and the affect of losing it. 
 If access from Victory Road was considered and why it was not adequate for the 

proposal. 
 
The Commission and Mr. Mike Barry, SLC Transportation discussed the following: 

 If the road was sufficient for two way traffic. 
o The road was sufficient for two way traffic but not street parking. 

 If the road would be widened at a later date. 
 Ideal road width. 
 Access to the property off of Victory Road. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 6:06:11 PM  
Vice Chairperson Paredes opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Ms. Minta Brandon, Capitol Hill Community Council, stated the Historic Landmark 
Commission should be reviewing the petition.  She stated the city had never maintained 
the subject roadway and it was not possible to have two-way-traffic on the street. Ms. 
Brandon asked for clarification on parking and development.  She discussed other projects 
in the area that should not have been approved and stated putting another project in the 
area that did not fit, would ruin the neighborhood. Ms. Brandon stated the water and 
sewer would not work for the proposal and would create more issues for the area. She 
asked the Commission to deny the petition. 
 
The following individuals spoke in opposition to the petition:  Mr. Jerry Rapier, Ms. Megg 
Morin, Ms. Darcy Dixon Piglinelly, Ms. Karen Brisendine, Mr. Colin Strasser Mr. Nathan 
Jones, and Mr. Sidney Draper. 
 
The following comments were made: 
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 Access to the subject property should be from Clinton Street.   
 Two-way-traffic was not possible on West Capitol Street. 
 The property had not been developed because the street could not accommodate 

the additional traffic. 
 Utilities are currently an issue and the development would make it worse. 
 Subject property could not accommodate fourteen homes. 
 Parking was currently an issue and proposal would make parking worse. 
 Proposal put unfair burden on the neighborhood. 
 Not opposed to single family homes that bring little impact to the neighborhood. 
 The City should repair the utilities and road without developing the land. 
 Nothing in the presentation dealt with the traffic impacts. 
 Research on traffic, drainage and utility impacts needed to be done prior to 

approval. 
 Property should remain open space. 
 Consider the impact of the additional cars would have on the area. 
 The development looked great and the development of the property was a benefit 

to the area. 
 
The Commission asked the following individuals if the improvements were appealing to 
the neighborhood.  

 Mr. Rapier stated they were appealing but they did not meet the minimum 
standards.  

 Ms. Karen Brisendine stated the sidewalk was appealing but the other 
improvements would be more of an issue. 

 
Commissioner Ruttinger read Ms. Vicki Ghicadus’ letter in oppositions to the proposal 
(located in the case file). 
 
Chairperson Paredes closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Baird stated a traffic study was not needed for the proposal, all drainage, sewer and 
utility issues would be dealt with during the review process.  He stated the retaining wall 
would not block anyone’s view and would allow for sidewalk installation.  Mr. Baird stated 
if the City wanted the space for open space then it should be purchased for such. He said 
the proposal complied with all applicable standards in the ordinance and the topography 
off of Victory Road did not work as access to the property.  
 
The Commission, Applicant and Staff discussed the following: 

 Access to the property from Clinton Street. 
o The grade did not allow for viable access off of Clinton. 

 If it would be possible for a twenty eight (28’) foot road to be installed and move 
the retaining wall back. 

o It would be costly and not be the same benefit for the area. 
 The options for the proposal if the street was not closed. 
 How garbage services would be handled for the site. 
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 If a traffic study was required for the proposal. 
 Why it was in the public’s interest to sell the Applicant the subject portion of the 

street. 
o The cash gain and the maintenance of the retaining would be done by the 

private sector versus the City. 
o There was no benefit for the right of way to stay in its current form. 

 The minimum required sidewalk width. 
 If a compromise could be reached between the width of the easement to help the 

neighborhood. 
o The applicant would be willing to work with Staff to accommodate a 

compromise. 
 “No Parking” signs would be installed on the east side of the road. 
 How utilities would be impacted for the proposal. 
 The materials proposed for the retaining wall. 

o Would be no more than six feet tall and would be subject to review by the 
Historic Landmark Commission. 

 The possible impact to wildlife in the area. 
 
MOTION 6:58:07 PM  
Commissioner Ruttinger stated regarding, PLNPCM2015-00438, Victory Road Twin 
Homes at approximately 690 N. West Capitol Street, based on the standards and 
findings in the Staff Report, the ten conditions outlined in the Staff Repot and the 
additional condition that the Applicant work with City Staff on increasing the road 
width and side walk width, he moved that the Planning Commission forward a 
positive recommendation to City Council.  Commissioner Dean seconded the motion.  
Commissioners Dean, Lyon, Drown and Ruttinger voted “aye”. Commissioner 
Hoskins voted “nay”.  The motioned passed 4-1. 
 
Commissioner Ruttinger stated regarding, PLNSUB2015-00473 Victory Road Twin 
Homes Subdivision, he moved that the Planning Commission approve the 
subdivision based on the standards and findings listed in the Staff Report.   
Commissioner Dean seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
7:01:09 PM  
The commission took a five minute break. 
 
7:06:31 PM  
Amending the Boundaries of a Landmark Site at approximately 381 E. 11th - A 
request by Larry Perkins to alter the boundaries of a Landmark Site. The applicant 
proposes to subdivide part of the property in order to create a new buildable lot in 
the north-east portion of the current property. An amendment to the zoning map is 
required to remove this portion of the site from the H-Historic Preservation Overlay 
District and the City Council is the final decision making body. On, July 16, 2015 the 
Historic Landmark Commission denied a Certificate of Appropriateness to 
subdivide the lot and forwarded a negative recommendation to the Planning 
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Commission and the City Council regarding amending the boundaries. The Planning 
Commission is being asked to make a recommendation to the City Council about the 
proposed change. Currently, the site contains a single family building, the Malcolm 
and Elizabeth Keyser House and its associated grounds. The existing parcel is 
33,977 square feet and would be subdivided into one lot that is approximately 
7,200 square feet and one lot that is 26,777 square feet.  The existing property is 
zoned SR-1A (Special Development Pattern Residential District). The entire 
property is a City Landmark site. The subject property is located within Council 
District 3, represented by Stan Penfold. (Staff contact: David J. Gellner at (801)535-
6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com.) Case Number PLNHLC2015-00403 
 
Mr. David Gellner, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff Report 
(located in the case file). He stated Staff was recommending the Planning Commission 
forward a negative recommendation to the City Council regarding the petition. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following 

 If splitting the lot would take away from the historic home. 
o The grounds are part of the makeup of the contributing status of the site.   

 If the proposal was approved did the lots meet the required setbacks. 
o Yes, the two resulting lots would meet the required setbacks. 

 If the home was not historic would the issue be the same.  
 
Mr. Larry Perkins, property owner, stated the survey did not refer to the land but 
extensively to the structure.  He reviewed the proposal and the process for the application.  
Mr. Perkins reviewed the notices sent out to the neighborhood and stated he felt they 
were bias and negative.  He reviewed the comments from the Community Council meeting 
and reviewed the history of the property.  Mr. Perkins reviewed the proposal for the new 
home on the new lot and how it would fit with the neighborhood.  He reviewed the pros 
and cons of the proposal and how it would benefit the neighborhood.  He asked the 
Commission to forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council regarding the 
petition.  
 
The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following 

 What would be demolished in the backyard if the proposal was approved. 
o Nothing as it was currently grass and bark. 
o Some elm trees would be removed. 

 If new trees be planted to replace the existing trees. 
o Yes, new trees would be planted. 

 Would the new home have to comply with the historic district. 
o No it would not have to comply but nothing would be done to compromise 

the historic nature of the neighborhood.  
 Could the historic barn be rebuilt on the property. 

o Restorations of the barn would fall under the purview of the Historic 
Landmark Commission. 
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 How a second structure could be built on the property without having to go 
through this process. 

o Another principal structure could not be built on the property.   
 How the fencing would be changed for the lot. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 7:40:42 PM  
Vice Chairperson Paredes opened the Public Hearing. 
 
The following individuals spoke to the petition: Mr. Dan Woolley, Ms. Lou Jean Flint, Ms.  
Joanne Lowe, Mr. Clive Watson, Ms. Cindy Cromer and Mr. David Harris. 
 
The following comments were made: 

 The proposal would revitalize the neighborhood and add to the area. 
 The housing in the Avenues was unique and diverse therefore, the proposed new 

home would not distract from the area.  
 The development of the property would add to property values. 
 The elm trees are messy and removing them would benefit the view. 
 Removing the proposed section of property from the historic property was an 

issue. 
 The subject section of the lot was non-contributing and could not be seen from the 

street. 
 The proposal would not adversely affect the area and would break up the long 

section of fence on the street. 
 If the lot was subdivided and the new house built the only thing governing and 

protecting it would be the SR-1 overlay. 
 The property and neighborhood needed to be protected from future development 

that would not fit with the neighborhood.  
 The historic house did not need three quarters of an acre to maintain its historic 

context. 
 
Commissioner Ruttinger read comments in oppositions from Mr. and Mrs. Duffin-Gee 
(located in the case file).  
 
Chairperson Paredes closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Perkins stated he appreciated the neighbors support and he would embrace historic 
review of any house.    
 
The Commission, Applicant and Staff discussed the following: 

 The time line for the proposal. 
 
The Commission discussed the following: 

 The protection for the property if the historic overlay was removed. 
 If a broader discussion was needed for other historic sites. 
 The proposal would add to the fabric of the neighborhood. 
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 The proposal was not taking away from the historic nature of the home or site. 
 
MOTION 7:59:21 PM  
Commissioner Ruttinger stated regarding PLNHLC2015-00403, Boundaries of a 
Landmark Site at approximately 381 E. 11th, based on the analysis, findings listed in 
the Staff Report, testimony and plans presented, he moved that the Planning 
Commission transmit a favorable recommendation to the City Council to amend the 
zoning map to remove the northeast portion of the current property from the H 
Historic Preservation Overlay District as requested. Commissioner Drown seconded 
the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
8:00:24 PM  

Majestic Meat Rezone at approximately 115 West 1700 South and 1710 South West 
Temple - A request by Majestic Meat represented by Raymond Zaelit, to rezone the 
above listed property from CB Community Business to RMU-45 zoning.  The 
petitioner intends to relocate the existing nonconforming business to another site 
where they can expand and redevelop this parcel as a mixed use project with a 
housing emphasis. Although the applicant is requesting to change the zoning to 
RMU-45, the Planning Commission may consider another zoning district that has 
similar characteristics. The project is located in Council District 5 represented by 
Erin Mendenhall (Staff contact: Doug Dansie at (801)535-6182 or 
doug.dansie@slcgov.com.)  Case number PLNPCM2015-00809 
 
Mr. Doug Dansie, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff Report 
(located in the case file). He stated Staff was recommending the Planning Commission 
forward a positive recommendation to the City Council regarding the petition. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 What was allowed under the current zoning and what would be allowed under the 
proposed zoning.  

 
Mr. Raymond Zaelit, Majestic Meat, reviewed the history of the business and why the 
proposal was in front of the Commission.  He stated they needed the additional space or 
the business would fail.   Mr. Zaelit stated they were going to relocate the business and sell 
the property.   
 
The Commission and Applicant discussed the following: 

 Why RMU zoning was proposed. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 8:12:42 PM  
Vice Chairperson Paredes opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Russell Cline stated he was speaking on behalf of Ms. Betty Lou who was in opposition 
to the proposal, as it was only to rezone or upgrade zone for the purpose of price rather 
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than need.  He stated there are issues with egress and ingress for neighboring properties 
that would be affected by the proposal and development of the property.   
 
The Commission asked if the easements were legal.  
 
Mr. Cline stated they are not written easements but prescriptive easements and litigation 
may happen to secure them if needed. 
 
The Commission and Mr. Cline discussed the location of Ms. Lou’s property. 
 
Vice Chairperson Paredes closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Zaelit stated the easements were a “he said, she said” issue that came about in the last 
few months.   
 
Mr. Neilson stated until the court declared a prescriptive easement the Commission had to 
presume that one did not exist. 
 
Ms. Shepard stated there was frontage and potential access from existing public streets to 
the surrounding properties. 
 
Mr. Zaelit stated if the basis for the rezone were monetary the expansion of their building 
would be finished.   
 
MOTION 8:18:44 PM  
Commissioner Drown stated regardingPLNPCM2015-00809, Majestic Meat Rezone 
at approximately 115 West 1700 South and 1710 South West Temple, based on the 
information contained within the Staff Report and comments received, she moved 
the Planning Commission forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council 
for the proposed zoning map amendments. Commissioner Ruttinger seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
8:20:04 PM  
Height Amendments to the D-4 Zoning District - A request by Mayor Ralph Becker to 
amend city code to increase the building height in the D-4 zoning district in 
anticipation of a future convention center hotel. The D-4 zoning district has a 
permitted height of 75 feet and conditional height of up to 120 feet. The proposal is 
being made to accommodate a future convention center hotel to be located in the D-
4 zoning district and will increase the conditional height limit of 120 feet. The 
amendment will affect section 21A.30.045: D-4 Downtown Secondary Central 
Business District. Related provisions of Title 21A-Zoning may also be amended as 
part of this petition. (Staff contact: Molly Robinson at (801)535-7261 or 
molly.robinson@slcgov.com.) Case Number PLNPCM2015-00676 
 
Ms. Molly Robinson, Urban Designer, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff 
Report (located in the case file). She stated Staff was recommending the Planning 
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Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council regarding the 
petition. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 The number of rooms required in the RFP. 
 Why the Downtown Alliance had concerns over the property values in the D1. 
 Why having convention centers in the D1 zone was not preferred.  
 The differences in D1 and D4 zoning. 
 How to protect the historic structures in the area. 
 The sites for the proposed hotel/convention center. 
 If the lack of response to the RFP was due to the zoning issues. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING  
Vice Chairperson Paredes opened the Public Hearing. 
 
The following individuals spoke to the petition: Mr. John Lund, Mr. Ryan Richie and Mr. Ed 
Gallehar.  
 
The following comments were made: 

 To get everything desired in the RFP developers would need additional height. 
 The height for the D1 would meet the needs of the RFP.  
 Other properties in the area would like to have the same option for height.  
 Should have more options for these types of proposals. 
 The pyramid shape should start in the center of the city not on the edges as the 

proposal promotes. 
 The smaller buildings in the area would be lost among the taller structures. 

 
The Commission and Mr. Lund discussed why a taller and skinner model was preferred 

versus using the available square footage.   Mr. Lund stated it was cost effective and the 

proposed zoning would end the proposal before it was started  

 
Vice Chairperson Paredes closed the Public Hearing. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 There was a pyramid shape for the city and this would be going against that. 
o Staff looked at various height maximums and both sides of the street would 

be zoned the same.  
 Why the height was being proposed. 
 If the area could be spot zoned and why the entire D4 was being rezoned. 

o There was no set location for the hotel, the central business district was 
going to grow so rezoning the entire area made sense. 

 Regardless of the convention center the height in the D4 needed to be addressed 
 Should there be special zoning for convention centers. 
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o How do you write a zone for one use when the City didn’t know where it 
was going to be. 

 The height of Grand America Hotel. 
 Why the discussion was being held now and not later in the process. 
 The options for the zoning and the process of approval. 
 The Planning Commissions role in the process. 
 Applying the same standards of the D1 to the D4 area. 

 
MOTION 9:26:24 PM  
Commissioner Lyon stated regarding PLNPCM2015-00676, Height Amendments to 
the D-4 Zoning District, based on the findings in the Staff Report, public input, and 
discussion, he moved to transmit a favorable recommendation to the City Council to 
adopt the proposed D-4 zoning district height amendments as written in addendum 
C of the Staff Report but will match the height of the allowable as in the D1 zone, the 
same process as outlined in the D1 zone and with regard to the plan alternative 3A, 
Limited Salt Place only, allowing additional height above the three hundred seventy 
five (375) feet under the conditional site design review process subject to 
protecting site line corridors from the Temple as possible in the design review 
process.  Commissioner Dean seconded the motion. The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
9:29:32 PM  
Amendments to the CB Zoning Regulations - A request by the Salt Lake City Council 
to review the CB (Community Business) zoning regulations related to building 
square feet. The focus of this project is limited to determining the size of buildings, 
based on square feet that would require design review through the Conditional 
Building and Site Design review process. The amendments will affect Section 21A.26 
of the Zoning Ordinance and would apply to all properties that are zoned CB. 
Related provisions of Title 21A-Zoning may also be amended as part of this petition. 
(Staff contact: David Gellner at (801)535-6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com) Case 
Number PLNPCM2015-00636 
 
Mr. David Gellner, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff Report 
(located in the case file). He stated Staff was recommending the Planning Commission 
forward a positive recommendation to the City Council regarding the petition. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 How parking was addressed in the changes. 
o The changes made to the Parking Standards. 

 How the proposed design standards were substantially different from the original 
standards. 

o The proposed standards allow the Planning Commission some latitude in 
looking at how to soften impacts.   
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o These standards were in addition to the current ones because of the variety 
of development in the CB zone Staff felt adding the triggers for review 
helped address the issues created by mass and scale. 

 How to address the smaller and larger lots. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 9:49:19 PM  
Vice Chairperson Paredes opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Ms. Blakely Summerfield stated a home in the area was converted to CB zoning and she 
was looking to put a green build in the rear of her lot. She stated she was not for or against 
the zoning but that commercial buildings needed to be respectful of the residential 
neighbors.  Ms. Summerfield stated the changes needed to be done as a whole to help 
people that are all ready in the process of transitioning their properties.  She thanked the 
Commission for making the standards apply to a wide variety of properties.  Ms. 
Summerfield stated she would like to see her neighborhood morph into something like the 
9th and 9th neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Cindy Cromer thanked Staff for the new analysis on the proposal.  She stated the City 
now had the data but not the solution.  She stated the CB zone was not appropriate for the 
University District or the 9th and 9th area; at least it was not appropriate for maintaining 
what she liked about the areas.  Ms. Cromer stated there were issues with developers 
combining lots and building buildings out of scale with the surrounding neighborhood.  
She said the intention of the CBSDR process must be explicably stated in the ordinance, it 
was not to increase tax revenue or the developers anticipated gain but to deliver a more 
compatible project to the immediate neighborhood and larger community.  Ms. Cromer 
stated the Commission does not receive training on how to apply the standards and the 
standards should be based on the scale of the adjacent structures not on low density use.  
 
Chairperson Paredes closed the Public Hearing. 
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

 The square footage amount that would trigger the additional review process. 
 The negatives of lowering the square footage requirement. 
 The language in the ordinance for properties abutting low density uses. 

 
MOTION 10:03:08 PM  
Commissioner Lyon stated regarding PLNPCM2015-00636, Amendments to the CB 
Zoning Regulations, based on the analysis and findings in the Staff Report and the 
discussion heard, he moved that the Planning Commission forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council regarding petition, text changes to amend 
section 21A.26.030.B. – CB Community Business District, Maximum Building Size 
with the change of moving the max size in section E from fifteen thousand to seventy 
five hundred.  
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The Commission and Staff discussed the square footage totals and how to properly reflect 
them in the proposal. 
 
Commissioner Lyon amended his motion to stated with the changes of seventy five 
hundred gross square feet on the first floor and fifteen thousand gross square feet 
overall and that the City Council also review the language under the step backs to 
see if it was not just low density residential but if there are other ways to define 
those zones in a more appropriate manner.  Commissioner Drown seconded the 
motion. Commissioner Lyon, Hoskins, Drown and Ruttinger voted “aye”. 
Commissioner Dean voted “nay”. The motion passed 4-1. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 10:08:01 PM  
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7. Original Petition 
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Attachment A 

CITY COUNCIL OF SALT LAKE CITY 

451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 304 
P.O. BOX 145476, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114-5476 

WWW.COUNCIL.SLCGOV.COM  
TEL  801-535-7600   FAX  801-535-7651  

 

LUKE GARROTT | DISTRICT 4 |COUNCIL CHAIR || JAMES ROGERS | DISTRICT 1 | COUNCIL VICE CHAIR ||  
KYLE LAMALFA | DISTRICT 2 || STAN PENFOLD | DISTRICT 3 || ERIN MENDENHALL | DISTRICT 5 ||  

 CHARLIE LUKE | DISTRICT 6 || LISA R. ADAMS | DISTRICT 7 
 

 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION  

CITY COUNCIL of SALT LAKE CITY 

 

 

 

TO: City Council Members 

FROM: Nick Tarbet, Analyst 

 

DATE: August 5, 2015 

RE: Legislative Action: Conditional Building and Site Design Review Process 
   

On Tuesday, August 4, 2015, the Salt Lake City Council approved a Legislative Action requesting a 
review of the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process - 21A.59 of the Salt Lake City 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
This was approved 5-0 (Council Members Garrott and Rogers were absent). 
 
The Intent is to review the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process to make 
recommendations for more criteria in the conditions or not allow the additional building space.  
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Item 7 Page 1 of 2 

 

City Council Announcement 
January 12, 2016 

 

City Council Announcements 
January 12, 2016 

  
Information Needed by Council Staff  
 
A. Council District Newsletters for Public Utilities Mailing: 

At the beginning of each calendar year, the Public Utilities Department identifies 
months for Council Members to include Council District newsletters as part of 
Public Utilities’ monthly mailing. Council Members save on costs associated with 
mailing, but pay for printing expenses out of their communication budget.  Public 
Utilities has the capability to process only three Council District newsletters for each 
month. 
 

 Council Members, please let Council staff know which month you are 
interested in: 

o April 
o October 
o December 

The goal is for each Council Member to have one opportunity each year to utilize 
the Public Utilities mailing as a way to distribute a Council District newsletter to 
constituents.  Council Liaisons will work with Council Members on deadlines that 
they are required to meet in order to not delay mailing of Public Utilities bills.    

 

B.     Opening for Council Member on the Salt Lake County Council 
of Governments 

Council Member Kyle LaMalfa served on the Salt Lake County Council of 
Governments. His seat on the Council of Governments is reserved for a Salt Lake 
City Council Member because the city is a city of the first class – a legislative term 
for cities with more than 100,000 residents.  
All meetings are held the 1st Thursday of each month at 2:00 p.m. in the Salt Lake 
County Government Center N2003: 2001 S State Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84190. 
The next meeting of the Council of Governments for 2016 is February 4. 

        Here is a brief description of the Council of Governments: 
The Salt Lake County Council of Governments is made up of the mayors of each 
municipality in the county as well as a city council representative from each of the 
cities of the first class.  There are also two county council members and the County 
mayor who are members of the COG. This group has historically been a group that 
dealt with issues that cross city boundaries, such as transportation, watershed, air 
quality, public safety, and other issues.  In 2006, as a result of legislative action, a 
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   Meeting of January 12, 2016 

Updated: 1/7/2016 1:46 PM       Item 7 Page 2 of 2 
 

local transportation corridor preservation fund was created and the COG was 
charged with coordinating property purchases for future roads in the county.   The 
Council of Governments has subcommittees that deal with Air Quality, 
Transportation, Public Safety, Human Services, Arts and Humanities, and 
Intergovernmental Relations. 

  Does any Council Member want to succeed Council Member LaMalfa on the 
Salt Lake County Council of Governments? 
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