PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Eastside Apartments
PLNPCM2009-01348

Planned Development
556 East 300 South
April 14, 2010

Applicant:
Matt Hansen of PEG Development

Staff:
Doug Dansie, 535-6182
Doug.Dansie@slcgov.com

Tax ID:
16-06-283-009
16-06-427-038

Current Zone:
RMF-35 and RO (RMU proposed as part of
petition PLNPCM2009-01347)

Master Plan Designation:
Central Community Master Plan: medium
density residential of 15-30 per acre.

Council District:
District Four Luke Garrott

Community Council:
Central City

Lot Size:
2.10 acres this phase 4.59 total complex

Current Use:
Vacant

Applicable Land Use Regulations:
e 21A.24.170: R-MU Residential Mixed-
Use District
e 21A.54 Conditional Uses

Notification
» Notice: April 2, 2010
o Sign: April 5, 2010
o Web: April 2,2010

Attachments:

Site Plan & Elevation Drawings.
Conditional use map

PC Subcommittee notes
Department Comments

Staff report for previous approval
Design of previously approved plan
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Planning and Zoning Division
Department of Community and
Economic Development

Request

This is a request from PEG Development for a Planned Development
located at approximately 556 East 300 South (including 350 S 600 East).
The site is presently zoned RMF-35 Residential Multi-Family medium
density and RO Residential Office. The petitioner has an associated
rezone petition to change the zoning to RMU Residential Mixed-Use;
PLNPCM2009-01347. The petitioner is proposing to construct two
apartment complexes on the site (the site on 300 South is being marketed
as senior housing). This is a phased project (the Emigration Court
Apartments were the first phase). The two apartment buildings will be
phased based upon market demand and financing. The layout of the
buildings requires some modification of setback requirements to allow
the project to work as an integrated complex with shared parking, open
space and access.

Staff Recommendation

Based on the findings listed in the staff report, it is the Planning Staff’s
opinion that overall the proposal generally meets the applicable standards
and therefore, recommends the Planning Commission approve the
request for a planned development, with modification to setbacks and
glass requirements, pending adoption of the RMU zoning by the City
Council as requested by petition PLNPCM2009-01347. Staff also
recommends that the Planning Commission delegate final authority for
the building materials, site plan and landscaping to the Planning Director
based upon Historic Landmark Commission approval of petition
PLNHLC2009-01346. The project will comply with all other applicable
City codes and master plans.
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Background

Project Description

The petitioner is proposing to build two apartment buildings (with one being marketed as a senior living center).
The site is presently zoned RMF-35 and RO. The petitioner is proposing the RMU zone to allow for density
and height and to make the zoning of the entire site consistent. There was a previous conditional use/planned
development approved for this site in 2002 (Planned Development Petition 410-584 Rezone Petition 400-01-
37). The first phase of the previously approved development was constructed as Emigration Court Apartments.
The second and third phase approvals, which constitute the presently proposed development, have expired. The
developer wishes to resurrect the previously approved rezone and planned development in a newer format, with
generally the same layout. The new proposal would consist of an apartment building facing 600 East and
another (senior living) facing 300 South. The 600 East apartments are proposed to be three to six stories tall
and the 300 South apartments are proposed to be three to four stories tall. The previous proposal and present
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proposal placed parking underground. The petitioner is asking for a modification to rear yard setbacks, because
all three phases share a common open space on top of an underground parking structure. The new proposal
would also setback the building 15 feet from 600 East to be sensitive to the historic character of the street.

The project is in the Central City Historic District and has been presented to the Historic Landmark
Commission and been presented to an HLC subcommittee on two occasions. The petitioner has modified their
original plans to respond to suggestions from the Historic Landmark Commission and the Community Council.

The proposed phasing timeline is as follows:

Eastside Apartments (600 East)

Construction start: August 2010

Construction completion: October 2011 (the front buildings could open around July 2011)

Senior Apartments (300 South)
Construction start: April 2011
Construction completion: March 2012

Comments

Public Comments

The project was presented to the Central City Community Council on January 6, 2010. The Community
Council felt that the design was too suburban looking and was incompatible with the neighborhood. The design
has been significantly altered based upon community and Historic Landmark Commission feedback.

City Department Comments

Department comments are listed in appendix. There are no issues raised by the departments that cannot be
addressed or that would prevent the construction of this project.

Project Review

This project is being jointly reviewed by the Planning Commission and Historic Landmark Commission. If the
Planning Commission approves the general concept, the Historic Landmark Commission will work with the
developer to insure compatibility with the Central City Historic District. Subcommittees’ from both the
Planning Commission and Historic Landmark Commission have been working with the petitioner to refine the
project.

Planning Commission Subcommittee

The Planning Commission held a joint Planned Development subcommittee with the Historic Landmark
Commission subcommittee on February 25, 2010. Discussion was held about general massing and materials.
Minutes from the subcommittee are attached. The petitioner had a follow up meeting with the Historic
Landmark Commission subcommittee. The plans have been modified to respond to concerns expressed.
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Analysis and Findings

Options
Failure to grant the planned development would still result in two building on two separate lots, however
densities would be decreased and the setback requirements would make site development difficult.

Findings

21A.54.080 B. Specific Standards: A conditional use shall be approved unless the evidence presented shows
that one (1) or more of the standards set forth in this subsection cannot be met. The Planning Commission, or, in
the case of administrative conditional uses, the Planning Director or the Director's designee, may request
additional information as may be reasonably needed to determine whether the standards of this subsection can
be met.

1. Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance Compliance: The proposed conditional use shall be:
a. Consistent with any policy set forth in the City-Wide, Community, and Small Area Master Plan
and future land use map applicable to the site where the conditional use will be located, and

b. Allowed by the zone where the conditional use will be located or by another applicable provision
of this title.

Finding: The Central Community Master Plan identifies the area to be a combination of housing
density: Medium density transit (10-50 dwelling units per acre) along 600 East, residential office (10-50
units per acre) on the corner or 600 East and 300 South and high density mixed-use (50 or more units
per acre) on 300 South. This proposal is consistent with the master plan in that it places the density
towards the interior and western portions of the block and lowers the building along 600 East. The site
is adjacent to Light Rail mass transit.

2. Use Compatibility: The proposed conditional use shall be compatible with the character of the site,
adjacent properties, and existing development within the vicinity of the site where the use will be
located. In determining compatibility, the Planning Commission shall consider:

a. Whether the street or other means of access to the site where the proposed conditional use will be
located will provide access to the site without materially degrading the service level on such
street or any adjacent street;

b. Whether the type of use and its location will create unusual pedestrian or vehicle traffic patterns
or volumes that would not be expected with the development of a permitted use, based on:

1. Orientation of driveways and whether they direct traffic to major or local streets, and, if
directed to local streets, the impact on the safety, purpose, and character of these streets;

ii. Parking area locations and size, and whether parking plans are likely to encourage street side
parking for the proposed use which will adversely impact the reasonable use of adjacent
property;

ii. Hours of peak traffic to the proposed use and whether such traffic will unreasonably impair
the use and enjoyment of adjacent property; and

iv. Hours of operation of the proposed use as compared with the hours of activity/operation of
other nearby uses and whether the use, during hours of operation, will be likely to create
noise, light, or other nuisances that unreasonably impair the use and enjoyment of adjacent
property;

c. Whether the internal circulation system of any development associated with the proposed use
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will be designed to mitigate adverse impacts on adjacent property from motorized, non-
motorized, and pedestrian traffic;

d. Whether existing or proposed utility and public services will be adequate to support the proposed
use at normal service levels and will be designed in a manner to avoid adverse impacts on
adjacent land uses, public services, and utility resources;

e. Whether appropriate buffering or other mitigation measures, such as, but not limited to,
landscaping, setbacks, building location, sound attenuation, odor control, will be provided to
protect adjacent land uses from excessive light, noise, odor and visual impacts and other unusual
disturbances from trash collection, deliveries, and mechanical equipment resulting from the
proposed use; and

f.  Whether detrimental concentration of existing non-conforming or conditional uses substantially
similar to the use proposed is likely to occur based on an inventory of uses within one-quarter
(1/4) mile of the exterior boundary of the subject property.

Finding: Access to the site is available from 500 East, 600 East and 300 South Streets: All three are
arterial streets. The Salt Lake City Transportation Division indicates that access is adequate.

The buildings have been set back 15 feet on 600 East to be consistent with the streetscape and other
landscaped setbacks along the spine of the Central City Historic District.

Salt Lake City Public Utilities has noted that this is an urban area and public utilities are, or can be made
to be, adequate.

There is no detrimental concentration of Conditional Uses in the vicinity (Attachment C). The actual use
(residential) is a permitted use. The Planned Development is a form of conditional use regarding the
design and layout of the project. The concentration of planned developments is not an issue.

3. Design Compatibility: The proposed conditional use shall be compatible with the character of the area
where the use will be located with respect to:

a. Site design and location of parking lots, access ways, and delivery areas;

b. Whether the proposed use, or development associated with the use, will result in loss of privacy,
objectionable views of large parking or storage areas; or views or sounds of loading and
unloading areas; and

c. Intensity, size, and scale of development associated with the use as compared to development
and uses in the surrounding area.

d. If a proposed conditional use will result in new construction or substantial remodeling of a
commercial or mixed-used development, the design of the premises where the use will be located
shall conform to the conditional building and site design review standards set forth in Chapter
21A.59 of this title. (Separate analysis later in this report)

Finding: The planned development has attempted to respond to concerns of the Historic Landmark
Commission by creating an interesting example of architecture that responds to adjacent land uses. The
proposal was specifically designed to maintain sensitivity to the massing along the 600 East spine of the
Central City Historic District by being no taller than traditional walk-up apartments that are common in
the area. The surrounding uses are mixed, including single and multi-family, office and retail. The
development is in scale with surrounding development along street frontages, with the mass being
located interior to the block, and the proposed conditional use is compatible. The project is designed to
conceal most parking, service and delivery access underground or to the rear of the buildings.
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4. Detriment to Persons or Property: The proposed conditional use shall not, under the circumstances of
the particular case and any conditions imposed, be detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare
of persons, nor be injurious to property and improvements in the community, existing surrounding uses,
buildings, and structures. The proposed use shall:

a. Not emit any known pollutant into the ground or air that will detrimentally affect the subject
property or any adjacent property;

b. Not encroach on any river or stream, or direct runoff into a river or stream,;

¢. Not introduce any hazard or potential for damage to an adjacent property that cannot be
mitigated;

d. Be consistent with the type of existing uses surrounding the subject property; and

e. Improve the character of the area by encouraging reinvestment and upgrading of surrounding
properties.

Finding: The Conditional Use does not emit any pollutants or impact any environmentally fragile sites,
nor is it adjacent to any rivers or streams. The neighborhood has a mix of single family homes and multi
family apartments as well as office and retail uses. The project represents new investment into the
neighborhood which has been subject to commercial encroachment and will tend to stabilize its
residential character, although at higher densities.

5. Compliance with Other Applicable Regulations: The proposed conditional use and any associated
development shall comply with any other applicable code or ordinance requirement.

Finding: With the exception of modifications to the Zoning Ordinance standards approved by the
Planning Commission, all applicable City Code requirements must be met. Exceptions include
modification to setback requirements. The project will also meet the provisions of the Historical
Preservation Overlay Zone.

21A.54.150 E Additional Standards for Planned Developments

1. Minimum Area: A planned development proposed for any parcel or tract of land under single ownership
or control shall have a minimum net lot area for each zoning district as set forth in table 21A.54.150E2 of
this section.

Finding: There is no minimum lot size in the RMU zoning district. This lot is over 2.1 acres and meets this
standard.

2. Density Limitations: Residential planned developments shall not exceed the density limitation of the
zoning district where the planned development is proposed. The calculation of planned development density
may include open space that is provided as an amenity to the planned development. Public or private
roadways located within or adjacent to a planned development shall not be included in the planned
development area for the purpose of calculating density.

Finding: The City is concurrently processing petition PLNPCM2009-01347, which requests the rezoning of
the property to RMU. The RMU zoning district has no density limitation.
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3. Consideration Of Reduced Width Public Street Dedication: A residential planned development
application may include a request to dedicate the street to Salt Lake City for perpetual use by the public. The
request will be reviewed and evaluated individually by appropriate departments, including transportation,
engineering, public utilities, public services and fire. Each department reviewer will consider the adequacy
of the design and physical improvements proposed by the developer and will make recommendation for
approval or describe required changes. A synopsis will be incorporated into the staff report for review and
decision by the Planning Commission. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no such street will be accepted as a
publicly owned street unless there is a minimum width of twenty feet (20") of pavement with an additional
right-of-way as determined by the Planning Commission.

Finding: This project does not include dedication of a new public street. This standard does not apply.

4. Planned Developments: Planned developments within the TC-75, RB, R-MU, MU, CN, CB, and
CSHBD zoning districts and the South State Street Overlay. Also planned developments within the CS
zoning district, when the district is adjacent to more than sixty percent (60%) residential zoning (within 300

feet, either on the same block or across the street).

Planned developments within these zoning districts may be approved subject to consideration of the
following general conceptual guidelines (a positive finding for each is not required):

a. The development shall be primarily oriented to the street, not an interior courtyard or parking lot,
b. The primary access shall be oriented to the pedestrian and mass transit,

c. The facade shall maintain detailing and glass in sufficient quantities to facilitate pedestrian interest and
interaction,

d. Architectural detailing shall emphasize the pedestrian level of the building,

e. Parking lots shall be appropriately screened and landscaped to minimize their impact on the
neighborhood,

f. Parking lot lighting shall be shielded to eliminate excessive glare or light into adjacent neighborhoods,

g. Dumpsters and loading docks shall be appropriately screened or located within the structure, and

h. Signage shall emphasize the pedestrian/mass transit orientation.
Finding: This project is proposed to be located in the RMU district, therefore the standard does apply. The
buildings are designed so that the main entries and some units are oriented to the street. The general
massing of the structures are designed to increase sensitivity to the pedestrian environment. The project will

receive further review and refinement by the Historic Landmark Commission regarding final detailing.

5. Perimeter Setback: The perimeter side and rear yard building setback shall be the greater of the required
setbacks of the lot or adjoining lot, unless modified by the Planning Commission.

Finding: The adjacent zoning districts are RMU to the west and northwest, RMF-35 to the northeast and
east and TC Transit Corridor to the south and southeast. The setbacks provided along 300 South and 600
East are consistent with setbacks along those streets. The rear yard setbacks are being reduced because the
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three buildings in the complex share a common open space on the roof of an underground parking structure
that is guaranteed to remain open space through cross easements with each property.

6. Topographic Change: The Planning Commission may increase or decrease the side or rear yard setback
where there is a topographic change between lots.

Finding: This project has a significant topographic change, dropping over one story in height from east to
west. The overall project has been designed with a parking structure built into the grade change. The roof of
the parking structure provides open space for the three building in the overall complex. The applicant is
requesting that the Planning Commission reduce the rear yard requirements of the two new apartment
buildings in order to take advantage of the shared open space on top of the parking structure. The project
benefits by the reduction of rear yard requirement by allowing all parking (except for a few visitor stalls) to
be located underground.

Additional analysis

21A.59.060 Standards For Design Review:

In addition to standards provided in other sections of this title for specific types of approval, the following
standards shall be applied to all applications for design review:

A. Development shall be primarily oriented to the street, not an interior courtyard or parking lot.

1. Primary building orientation shall be toward the street rather than the parking area. The principal
entrance shall be designed to be readily apparent.

2. At least sixty percent (60%) of the street frontage of a lot shall have any new building located within ten
feet (10") of the front setback. Parking is permitted in this area.

3. Any buildings open to the public and located within thirty feet (30") of a public street shall have an
entrance for pedestrians from the street to the building interior. This entrance shall be designed to be a
distinctive and prominent element of the building's architectural design, and shall be open to the public
during all business hours.

4. Each building shall incorporate lighting and changes in mass, surface, or finish to give emphasis to its
entrances.

Finding: The buildings will face directly onto 300 South or 600 East. All buildings have pedestrian entries
facing the street.

B. Primary access shall be oriented to the pedestrian and mass transit.
1. Each building shall include an arcade, roof, alcove, portico, awnings, or similar architectural features
that protect pedestrians from the rain and sun.

Finding: Architectural fenestration is proposed as part of the development through the use of building step
back and materials. The final design approval is with the Historic Landmark Commission.

C. Building facades shall include detailing and glass in sufficient quantities to facilitate pedestrian interest
and interaction.

1. At least forty percent (40%) of any first floor wall area that faces and is within thirty feet (30") of a
primary street, plaza, or other public open space shall contain display areas, windows, or doorways.
Windows shall allow views into a working area or lobby, a pedestrian entrance, or display area. First
floor walls facing a side street shall contain at least twenty five percent (25%) of the wall space in
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window, display area, or doors. Monolithic walls located within thirty feet (30") of a public street are
prohibited.

2. Recessed or projecting balconies, verandas, or other usable space above the ground level on existing
and new buildings is encouraged on a street facing elevation. Balconies may project over a public right
of way, subject to an encroachment agreement issued by the city.

Finding: This criteria is intended for commercial projects; this is a residential project: Therefore the 40 %
glass requirement is not necessarily appropriate. The buildings meet the intent of this criteria by having
windows and entries along all major street frontages. The Planning Commission should modify this
requirement pending design approval from the Historic Landmark Commission. There are no balconies
proposed to hang over public property.

D. Architectural detailing shall emphasize the pedestrian level of the building.

Finding: The ground level is primarily occupied by residential units; therefore the main entry to the
building, rather than individual units, will be the prominent architectural feature. Further refinements to the
architecture will be made by the Historic Landmark Commission to insure compatibility.

E. Parking lots shall be appropriately screened and landscaped to minimize their impact on adjacent
neighborhoods.
1. Parking areas shall be located behind or at one side of a building. Parking may not be located between a
building and a public street.
2. Parking areas shall be shaded by large broadleaf canopied trees placed at a rate of one tree for each six
(6) parking spaces. Parking shall be adequately screened and buffered from adjacent uses.
3. Parking lots with fifteen (15) spaces or more shall be divided by landscaped areas including a walkway
at least ten feet (10") in width or by buildings.

Finding: The parking is located under the building or under a central plaza, at the interior of the block, to
minimize surface parking. Parking will not be visible from the street.

F. Parking lot lighting shall be shielded to eliminate excessive glare or light into adjacent neighborhoods.
Finding: Parking is within the structures therefore this requirement does not apply.

G. Parking and on site circulation shall be provided.
1. Connections shall be made when feasible to any streets adjacent to the subject property and to any
pedestrian facilities that connect with the property.
2. A pedestrian access diagram that shows pedestrian paths on the site that connect with a public sidewalk
shall be submitted.

Finding: Parking access is from a private drive that will access all three exterior streets (500 East, 600 East,
300 South). Pedestrian access through the block is available along the east/west central private drive. This
will essentially function as a mid-block walkway for the larger neighborhood.

H. Dumpsters and loading docks shall be appropriately screened or located within the structure.
1. Trash storage areas, mechanical equipment, and similar areas are not permitted to be visible from the
street nor permitted between the building and the street.
2. Appropriate sound attenuation shall occur on mechanical units at the exterior of buildings to mitigate
noise that may adversely impact adjacent residential uses.
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Finding: All major loading and access is from the interior of the block. The 300 South apartment building
is being marketed as senior housing and will have a drop-off area on the south side of the building, interior
to the block, to accommodate handicap and assisted access.

[. Signage shall emphasize the pedestrian/mass transit orientation.

Finding: This is a residential project with minimal signage. A separate permit for signage is required.
Signage must meet City Code and be approved by the Historic Landmark Commission.

J. Lighting shall meet the lighting levels and design requirements set forth in chapter 4 of the Salt Lake City
lighting master plan dated May 2006.

Finding: The Lighting Master plan coordinates the design of street lighting throughout the City. Lighting
will be reviewed prior to the issuance of a building permit and be approved consistent with the Salt Lake
City Lighting Master Plan.

K. Streetscape improvements shall be provided as follows:
1. One street tree chosen from the street tree list shall be placed for each thirty feet (30") of property
frontage on a street.
2. Landscaping material shall be selected that will assure eighty percent (80%) ground coverage occurs
within three (3) years.
3. Hardscape (paving material) shall be utilized to designate public spaces. Permitted materials include
unit masonry, scored and colored concrete, grasscrete, or combinations of the above.

4. Outdoor storage areas shall be screened from view from adjacent public rights of way. Loading
facilities shall be screened and buffered when adjacent to residentially zoned land and any public street.
5. Landscaping design shall include a variety of deciduous and/or evergreen trees, and shrubs and

flowering plant species well adapted to the local climate.

Finding: It is recommended that the Planning Commission delegate authority to the Planning Director to
determine compliance, prior to the issuance of a building permit.

L. Street trees shall be provided as follows:
1. Any development fronting on a public or private street shall include street trees planted consistent with
the city's urban forestry guidelines and with the approval of the city's urban forester.
2. Existing street trees removed as the result of a development project shall be replaced by the developer
with trees approved by the city's urban forester.

Finding: Compliance and approval by the Urban Forester will be determined prior to the issuance of a
building permit.

M. The following additional standards shall apply to any large scale developments with a gross floor area
exceeding sixty thousand (60,000) square feet:
1. The orientation and scale of the development shall conform to the following requirements:

a. Large building masses shall be divided into heights and sizes that relate to human scale by
incorporating changes in building mass or direction, sheltering roofs, a distinct pattern of divisions
on surfaces, windows, trees, and small scale lighting.

b. No new buildings or contiguous groups of buildings shall exceed a combined contiguous building
length of three hundred feet (300").
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2. Public spaces shall be provided as follows:
a. One square foot of plaza, park, or public space shall be required for every ten (10) square feet of
gross building floor area.
b. Plazas or public spaces shall incorporate at least three (3) of the five (5) following elements:

i. Sitting space of at least one sitting space for each two hundred fifty (250) square feet shall be
included in the plaza. Seating shall be a minimum of sixteen inches (16") in height and thirty
inches (30") in width. Ledge benches shall have a minimum depth of thirty inches (30");

11. A mixture of areas that provide shade;

i11. Trees in proportion to the space at a minimum of one tree per eight hundred (800) square feet, at
least two inch (2") caliper when planted;

iv. Water features or public art; and/or

v. Outdoor eating areas or food vendors.

Finding: The fagade along 600 East is longer than 300 feet; however, detailing of the fagade is being
required to minimize the massing of the building. This development is being reviewed by the Historic
Landmark Commission, which has final approval authority of decisions to insure compliance with
residential guidelines and standards of the Central City Historic District: Petition PLNHLC2009-01346.
Open space has been provided at the center of the block to serve the residents of all three building in the
complex. Many units also have balconies and there is shared open space on several roof levels.

N. Any new development shall comply with the intent of the purpose statement of the zoning district and
specific design regulations found within the zoning district in which the project is located as well as adopted
master plan policies, the city's adopted "Urban Design Element" and design guidelines governing the
specific area of the proposed development. Where there is a conflict between the standards found in this
section and other adopted plans and regulations, the more restrictive regulations shall control.

Finding: The proposed buildings generally meet the Central Community Master Plan by providing a variety
of housing, balancing increased density with historic district concerns and adjacent transit. The density is an
increase over historical levels but is consistent with the Central City Master Plan.

The purpose of the R-MU residential/mixed use district is to reinforce the residential character of the area
and encourage the development of areas as high density residential urban neighborhoods containing
supportive retail, service commercial, and small scale office uses. The design guidelines are intended to
facilitate the creation of a walkable urban neighborhood with an emphasis on pedestrian scale activity while
acknowledging the need for transit and automobile access. The design of the proposed apartments meets the
intent of the purpose statement.

21A.59.020 Authority:

Design review shall be required pursuant to the provisions of this chapter for uses as specified within individual
zoning districts before zoning certificates, building permits or certificates of occupancy may be issued.

A. The planning commission shall approve design criteria upon consideration of comments received from city
departments and determining whether modification of specific design regulations meets the intent of the
individual zoning district.

B. The planning commission may modify individual design requirements for specific projects if they find that
the intent of the basic design criteria of the zoning district has been met.
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Finding: The project generally meets the intent of the design standards. The petitioner is specifically
requesting to modify the setbacks and provide cross access agreements to accommodate the project. The overall
project meets the larger frontage and square footage requirements and meets the off-street parking number

requirements.

Published Date: April 9, 2010
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Attachment A

Site Plan and Elevation Drawings
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Conditional Use Map
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Planning Commission Subcommittee

February 25, 2010

Attendees:

Planning Commission: Michael Gallegos, Michael Fife, and Angela Dean

Historic Landmark Commission: Dave Richards and Anne Oliver

Planning Division Staff: Doug Dansie, Carl Leith, and Janice Lew

Applicant: Emigration Court Project: Jordy Walker and Matt Hansen

Background and Project Location: 600 East 300 South

Presentation in summary including changes to the project: The applicant is proposing a planned
development approval, landmark site, and zoning change in adopted phases. The site had been cleared of
the Jewel Apartments, two single-family homes and an apartment building on 300 South.

Mr. Dansie noted the Planning Commission (PC) would approve the general layout of the plan and the
Historic Landmark Commission (HLC) would approve the detail of the architecture after the PC’s
decision. He noted that originally the HLC stated the project was too generic, with no sense of character
or uniqueness to Salt Lake City.

Commissioner Oliver was concerned that historic elements tended to be tacked onto huge building
masses, so anyway the applicant could reduce the mass and bring this project into harmony with the
neighborhood was her main concern.

Commissioner Gallegos inquired if there were height restrictions.

Mr. Dansie noted approximately 75 feet, if it is rezoned to the RM-U zone from the current three zones
it falls under now (RMF-35, RO, and RM-U).

Planning Commissioners agreed with that, but on 600 East there were setbacks of 15 feet so there would
be a front yard, they did not want to see 75 feet at the property line.

Commissioner Dean stated it would be helpful to know which parts of the lot were being rezoned.

Mr. Dansie stated the RMU zone was already in place where the existing apartments and garage were.
The frontage on 600 East is RMF-35 and the RO is on 300 South.

Mr. Walker noted that making the project one zone would aid in everything working together.

Mr. Walker stated the brownstone they were using had a historical look; he stated he took note at the last
HLC meeting when Commissioners said if it is going to be new materials do it well.



Mr. Walker stated they would start with the assisted living building on 300 South, the height was
reduced on the front of the building and a gated courtyard was added. He stated the first three floors
would be used for intensive care residents and the top three floors would be for residents that were more
active.

Mr. Dansie noted there would be a shared parking area.

Commissioner Richards inquired if this was zoned RMF-35 could the PC add conditions to height limit
and require a setback on 600 East.

Mr. Dansie stated conditions could be added.

Mr. Walker inquired if the mass made sense to step the different heights of the building and if the
courtyard looked okay.

Commissioner Gallegos inquired about the parking allowance and inquired why 5 stalls were required
for an assisted living facility.

Mr. Dansie stated the applicant was not asking for a reduction in parking, and the City has parking
rules/processes for specialized living conditions.

Mr. Hansen stated 130 stalls for assisted living and approximately 138 stalls for the apartments.

Mr. Walker stated there would be secure parking underground with an easement off the north drive that
would be able to feed that parking. He stated this parking lot would be located in the center of the block
for the apartments, which would also allow for a great open space to be used for basketball and

volleyball courts on the surface.

Commissioner Oliver suggested the applicant take the context of the buildings on 300 South and design
to the least common denominator.

Commissioner Fife stated there was variation along the front of the building, but the courtyard was
oddly split.

Mr. Walker stated they could pull the entry over to one side to allow for a better spaced courtyard.
Commissioner Richards inquired about the building materials.

Mr. Walker stated they would use brick and stucco.

Mr. Dansie stated if there was already a feeling from HLC members of what materials would be okay
with them, they should let Mr. Walker know what was expected.

Mr. Walker stated the apartments would be more modern looking.

Commissioner Dean stated 300 South had more residential on it so that would be appropriate and 600

South was more modern, so that would be appropriate. She stated she would like to see more elevations
of the buildings when the applicant brought this to the PC.




Mr. Walker stated another change they had made was to break down the massing of the building by
having covered decks that could be used year round. Stairs could be accessed from the courtyard and
both parts of the building had step out decks.
Commissioner Richards stated the project still appeared to be one long building face, with not much
variation. He stated it was most massive along the south side, but he applicant had done a good job
breaking the mass of the front of the building.

Mr. Dansie stated the 3 1/2 story apartments were not uncommon in the area, but they were not as deep
and long as this proposal.

Commissioner Dean stated the front setback was nice, but it was sacrificing the usability of the
courtyard (area between the front and rear building portions facing 600 East).

Mr. Walker stated the courtyard also functioned as giving natural light to the buildings as well.
Commissioner Oliver stated she was concerned about the two broken up courtyards as well, they seemed
more like walkways with lots of landscaping. She also suggested a few secondary entrances to help
break the elevation down and allow the building to look more approachable.

Mr. Danise inquired how parking would be affected.

Mr. Walker stated that would not affect parking.

Commissioner Oliver suggested recessing more sections of the building and popping out more elements.

Commissioner Richards agreed that recessing would draw people in and the scale of the building would
feel more comfortable.

Mr. Walker stated he liked the that idea and people would not have to enter only through the main
building to access the units, which would also help the building look more pedestrian friendly.

Commissioner Oliver suggested one more subcommittee with the HLC members within a week or two.
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Public Utilities Justin Stoker

We have reviewed the proposed Planned Unit Development for the Eastside Apartments located at approximately 556 E 300
S and 350 S 600 E. We have no objections to the proposed development and look forward to a detailed review of the
project when improvement plans have been submitted for review. Major issues that will need to be addressed during design
include the capacity of the water and exist in 300 South and 600 East. The water mains in both of those streets are only 6-
inches in size and are not adequate for buildings with a fire suppression system. It is highly likely that the water demand of
this project will necessitate the upsizing of the water mains to provide for the project. Please work with us to ensure that
adequate capacity exists in the sanitary sewer system and that an adequate solution is provided for the storm drain (no
storm drain systems are currently located adjacent to the project).

Engineering Randy Drummond

SUBJECT: Eastside Apartments/Assisted Living (Formerly known as Emigration Court Development) 556 East 300 South &
350 South 600 East PLNPCM2009-01348, 01347 & 013476 City Engineering review comments are as follows: 1- This is a
proposal to construct an assisted living facility facing 300 South and apartments facing 600 East under a planned
development and subdivision. Inasmuch as a planned development and subdivision are proposed, the developer must enter
into a subdivision improvement construction agreement. This agreement requires the payment of a stepped fee starting at
5% based on the estimated cost of constructing the street improvements. Street improvements for a condominium or
planned unit development include the on-site driveways serving the parking lots. We will provide further requirements on
the subdivision drawings below. 2- Curb, gutter and sidewalk exist in 300 South Street and 600 East Street along the
frontages of the proposed development. The existing drive approaches that will not be used for the proposed project must
be removed and replaced with new curb & gutter. New drive approaches must conform with APWA Std. Plan 225 with 8”
thick concrete. If the cut back parking, proposed to be built on the 600 East frontage, is approved, it must be installed with
concrete. Any curb & gutter or sidewalk along the project’s frontage that is defective when construction of the buildings is
completed must be replaced. Any uneven sidewalk joints over ¥2” causing a tripping hazard must be ground down or
replaced. 3- It is our understanding that there were two existing private streets, Vernier Place (335 South) and Delwood
Court (540 East) and they no longer exist. 4- It is our understanding that a plat will be required for this project. A plat
should be submitted as soon as possible to allow the SLC Surveyor to begin his review. Alice Montoya (535-7248) in SLC
Engineering will assign addresses on the plat. Certified addresses are required prior to applying for a building permit. I have
included a copy of the preliminary plat checklist for use by the developer’s consultant. Page 2 Doug Dansie Eastside
Apartments PUD Dec. 18, 2009 5- The construction contractor must file a Notice of Intent with the State of Utah,
Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality, to comply with the NPDES permitting process. A copy of
the pollution prevention plan (SWPP) must also be submitted to SLC Public Utilities. 6- At least one member of the concrete
finishing crew must be ACI certified. The name of the ACI certified finisher must be provided at the pre-construction
meeting for the subdivision. 7- The grading plan, or plan & profile drawings for the proposed new access-ways must comply
with Salt Lake City Engineering design regulations. Some of the significant requirements are as follows: Minimum design
grade is 0.50%. Maximum grade for accessible parking stalls is 2%. The horizontal scale shall be 1”"=20’, 1"=30" or 1"=40'".
The vertical scale shall be one-tenth the horizontal scale, if a profile is needed. The minimum size lettering shall be 1/10”
and capital letters shall be used. The north arrow shall point toward the top or left of the sheet with stationing progressing
from west to east or from north to south. The foliowing approval signatures are required on the cover sheet for the project:
SLC Transportation for approval of street geometrics and street lighting. SLC Fire Department SLC Public Utility Department
(sewer, water & drainage improvements) SLC Engineering Division (street design) cc: Scott Weiler Brad Stewart Barry
Walsh Vault

Transportation Barry Walsh

Re: PUD Development at 556 East 300 South (Assisted Living) and 350 South 600 East (Apartment). PLNNHL2009-01346 -
Historic Landmarks Commission review. PLNPCM2009-01347 - Rezone from RMF-35 & Ro to RMU. PLNPCM2009-01348 -
Planned Development. The division of transportation review comments and recommendations are as follows; Per the DRT
review November 24 , 2009 our comments for the 556 E 300 South site were - The 300 So. Drop off port chair proposal is
not recommended. A field review is needed to address concerns for; trees, lighting (Michael Barry), existing utilities, Fire
hydrants, physical geometrics, and traffic patterns, etc. per the revocable lease agreement process. The proposed 2 levels
Parking Structure needs design reviews to address: column locations and grid spacing, ramps, height (8'-2") clearance, rear
access alley easements (one-way SB) and width/ fire, Etc. and lower level abutting parking structure access. (Emigration
Court) The draft submittal notes, 132 units and 93 stalls , but needs SLC standard parking calc's to address ADA & the 5%
of required parking for bike rack stalls issues. Our comments for the 350 South 600 East site were — The proposed 600 E.
angle parking is not recommended. Historic landmarks review is require for any change to 600 East corridor. A
transportation field review is needed to address concerns for: trees, lighting (Michael Barry), existing utilities, Fire hydrants,
physical geometrics, and traffic patterns, etc. The proposed 2 level parking structure needs design reviews to address:
column locations and grid spacing, ramps, height (8'-2") clearance. etc. The access is proposed by shared access alley
easements. 600 East is a one-way (SB) Right only access and 500 East as a (EB) alleyway access. The north alleyway is
one-way WB and the south alleyway is one-way EB with exits open to north or south travel. (existing median break on 600
East) These alleyways also service the existing Emigration Court abutting parking structure access and need fire and
transportation review for required widths and traffic circulation. The draft submittal notes, 176 units and 243 stalls, but
needs SLC standard parking calc's to address ADA & the 5% of required parking for bike rack stalls issues. Sincerely, Barry
Walsh Cc Kevin Young, P.E. Scott Weiler, P.E.




SALT LAKE CITY BUILDING SERVICES

Preliminary Zoning Review

Log Number: PLNPCM2009-01348 Date: December 17, 2009

PLNPCM2009-01247
PLNNHL2009-01346

Project Name: Peg Development

Project Address: 556 East 300 South

350 South 600 East

Contact Person: Doug Dansie Fax Number: (801) 535-6174

Phone Number: (801) 535-6182 E-mail Address:

Zoning District: R-MU (proposed) Reviewer: Alan Hardman  Phone: (801) 535-7742
Comments

This preliminary zoning review is based on comments received at DRT meetings held on
November 24, 2009 and December 16, 2009.

W N =

e

Provide cross-access easement agreements between adjacent lots and have them recorded.
Verify compliance with all of the entrance and visual access requirements of the R-MU zone.
Provide actual parking calculations.

Transportation Division special approval required for the following: 1) the porte cochere drop off
at 556 East 300 South; 2) the angled on-street parking at 350 South 600 East, and 3) drive
approaches less than 6 feet from property lines.

Non-complying zoning issues to be addressed and approved or waived in the Planned
Development process:

a. Both buildings do not meet the minimum rear yard setback required,

b. The building at 350 South 600 East does not meet the minimum 20% open space required.
Property Management Division approval required for the porte cochere that encroaches onto city
property at 556 East 300 South.

Trash dumpsters provided on site appear to be inadequate.

City Planning, Public Utilities, Fire, Transportation and Engineering approvals required.
Ground-mounted transformers require conditional use approval.
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SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Petition 410-584 (Revised)
Modification of a previously approved Planned Development
between 300 to 400 South and 500 to 600 East,
in a Residential Mixed-Use R-MU zoning district.
November 21, 2002

REQUEST

Petition # 410-584, is a request by Ken Holman of Block 38 Associates, to modify a
previously approved Planned Development, generally located between 300 to 400 South
and 500 to 600 East, in a [proposed] Residential Mixed-Use (R-MU) zoning district. The
development will be completed in three phases. The first phase will have approximately
208 units. The total project will have approximately 430 units. The applicant is
requesting approval for Phase I of the development. Phase II and Phase III will be
submitted to the Planning Commission for approval at a later date.

The Planning Commission approved a variation of this planned development on June 6,
2002. The parking being moved to the rear, rather than beneath the first phase building is
the primary difference with this reiteration.

COMMUNITY/NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL REVIEW

The Central City Community Council has heard this proposal on multiple occasions.
They voted on April 3, 2002 not to support the project. 1t was a split vote. The stated
reason for non-support was that they preferred a previous proposal with a pitched roof
(which may have been from a previous developer). The issue was presented again to the
Community Council on November 6, 2002. Although no vote was taken, the comments
were mainly supportive of the development although there were some comments
requesting the developer retain the Juel Apartments located at 340 South 600 East which
is located on property associated with Phase III of the development.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised] 1 11/21/02
by Salt Lake City Planning Division
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BACKGROUND

Property Owner Name
And Applicant:

Purpose of proposal or
proposed site changes:

Affected Parcel Number(s):

Previous Case Files:

Lot Size / Lot Area of
subject property:

Ken Holman, Block 38 Associates (Overland
Development Corporation)

Planned Development (for a multi-building residential
planned development).

16-06-426-008 and 16-06-427-036

The Historic Landmark Commission approved the
project on November 6, 2002.

The Planning Commission previously heard this issue
on June 6, 2002. The site plan has been altered and is
being resubmitted.

In 1998, the Planning Commission approved Petition
410-301, a different planned proposal from a different
applicant, for a portion of the site. The approval
expired because the previous applicant never obtained a
building permit. The previously approval affected the
site of the second and third phase of this proposed
development.

1.86 acres — first phase 4.588 acres - total project

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised]
by Salt Lake City Planning Division

2 11/21/02




Existing Land Use on

subject property: Vacant land and the Juel Apartments. Other structures
on the site have been demolished or are in process of
being demolished.

Existing Zoning and
Overlay Districts on
subject property: The proposed zoning is RMU (Petition 400-01-37).
Currently the entire site consists of RMU, RO and
RME-35.
H Historic Preservation Overlay Zone.
Groundwater Source Protection Overlay Zone,
secondary recharge area.

rs

Existing Master Plan
Land Use Designation: East Downtown Master Plan calls for medium to high
density housing on the block.

IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF ISSUES

Issues that are being generated by this proposal.

Zoning

The proposed planned development consists of three separate buildings that face onto
three separate streets: 500 East, 300 South and 600 East. The planned development also
spans three separate zoning districts: R-MU, RO and RMF-35. The applicant has initiated
a separate petition (400-01-37), to rezone the entire site to RMU. The current proposal for
the first phase of the planned development is primarily located within the R-MU zoning
district, although the proposed parking is on land presently zoned RMU and RO.

Modification of Setback Requirements Because of multiple parcels, there are inherent
conflicts with the interface of lot lines. The required minimum rear yard setback in the R-
MU zone is 30 feet. The first phase is proposed to encroach into land that is presently on
a separate lot and within separate zoning. The new zoning and lot lines will resolve this
problem, however the second and third phases as proposed, will not maintain the required
30 foot rear yard setback. The top level of the proposed parking structure for phase one
will be the rear yard open space for phases two and three. The planned development
process is necessary to modify the 30-foot minimum rear yard requirement, since all three
building are proposed to share a joint open space.

There are no side or front yard setback requirements for multi-family development in the
R-MU zoning district, however 20-foot side yards are being proposed. Twenty feet is a
minimum setback for unprotected window space by building code. There is a 15-foot
landscaped setback shown on 600 East. No setback is required in the proposed RMU
zoning district, but the setback is consistent with the 600 East historic district
development pattern.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised] 3 11/21/02
by Salt Lake City Planning Division




Height In 1998, the Planning Commission approved rezoning the 600 East frontage to
RMF-75, with the caveat that the height be restricted to 35 feet. The rezoning was
proposed because the RMF-75 zoning district allows a higher density than the RMF-35
district. The Planning Commission agreed with the density, but not the height. The
previous petition was tied to the issuance of a building permit. The applicant did not
develop the project and therefore the zoning was not changéd.

Historic Preservation

The entire proposed complex is within the Central City Historic District. The Historic
Landmark Commission has approved the demolition of structures along Vernier Place
(where the first phase is proposed) and has approved the proposed design for the first
phase building (November 6, 2002). The proposed densities and height should be
focused along the 500 East frontage in order to lower height and density along 600 East,
which 1s the spine of the historic district. There is also an approximate 20-foot elevation
difference between the 500 East Frontage and the 600 East frontage.

The site plan for future phases identifies the Juel Apartments, which fronts onto 600 East,
as being removed and replaced with new development. At its November 6, 2002
meeting, the Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission rejected the findings of the
Economic Review Panel relating to the economic viability of the Juel. The applicant
intends to appeal this finding to the Land Use Appeals Board. Therefore, staff is
uncertain whether the Juel site will be available for new construction in this project. The
applicant has stated that if they are not able to demolish the Juel Apartments, the building
will be incorporated into Phase I1I of the planned development.

The first phase consists of 208 units. The applicant desires that the total complex have
approximately 430 units. However, the total number of units will depend on what the
Historic Landmark Commission finds to be the appropriate height for the new buildings
to ensure compatibility with the historic district. The total number of units allowed will
be determined through separate review processes for Phase II and Phase I11.

Subdivision

The Planned Development is requested because of multiple buildings on the site. The
overall project will contain three major buildings. The site contains multiple parcels and
will continue to do so for financing reasons, although lot lines will be readjusted through
a separate subdivision process to combine the lot with structured parking and a plaza so
construction can begin on Phase 1. Private Streets, Vernier Place (335 South) and
Delwood Court (540 East) will be incorporated into the new parcel lines.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised] 4 11/21/02
by Salt Lake City Planning Division




CODE CRITERIA / DISCUSSION / FINDINGS OF FACT

21.54.080 Standards for Conditional Uses.
A. The proposed development is one of the conditional uses specifically listed in
this Title.

<

Discussion: Section 21A.54.140.C allows the planned development process in
the RMU zoning district for parcels greater than 20,000 square feet. The total
acreage of the project is 6.45 acres with 1.86 acres for Phase 1.

Finding: The site meets the required acreage for Planned Developments in the
RMU zoning district.

B. The proposed development is in harmony with the general purposes and
intent of this Title and is compatible with and implements the planning goals
and objectives of the City, including applicable City master plans.

Discussion:

Zoning

Most of Phase 1 is currently zoned R-MU, which allows for high-density
residential and mixed-use development. The larger site is zoned a combination of
R-MU, RO and RMF-35, all of which allow medium to high-density residential
development. The petitioner is concurrently requesting the entire site be rezoned
to RMU.

Setback Because of financing reasons, the applicant would like the final layout of
the subject property to consist of three parcels. The RMU zoning district requires
a 30-foot rear yard setback. The underground parking structure will encroach into
this setback area. Therefore the applicant is requesting the Planning Commission
modify the rear yard setback requirement to allow for this encroachment. Section
21A.54.140.C allows the Planning Commission authority to modify individual
setback requirements in order to create a better design.

The conceptual plan for the project consists of all phases connecting via an open
space amenity on the interior of the block above the parking structure. The
amenity will mainly serve the residents of Phases II and III because Phase I will
have amenities within the building for its residents (including a fitness facility,
common space, interior courtyard and computer center). The applicant should
return to the Planning Commission for final approval of Phase II and Phase III.
Assurance that the amenities on top of the parking structure will be built should
be a condition of approval for those phases.

Height The proposed maximum building height for Phase I is 75 feet. The zoning
allows for a 75-foot tall building in the R-MU zoning district. On November 6,
2002 the Historic Landmark Commission approved the design of Phase I finding
that the layout and height are consistent with the historic preservation regulations.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised] 5 11/21/02
by Salt Lake City Planning Division




Master Plan ‘

The East Downtown Master Plan (1990) identifies the majority of the site as high
density residential (R-6). The 1995 zoning rewrite project (Ordinance 26, 1995)
effectively updated the master plan to allow mixed-use, office and residential
development on the subject properties. The text of the East Downtown Master
Plan splits the block into two subareas: the Bryant atea (600 East frontage and the
middle of the block) is identified as a medium density high quality residential area
which mainly relates to Phase III, while the Brownstone Apartment mixed use
area (300 South, 400 South and 500 East frontage) is identified as a high density
residential “urban neighborhood” and mainly relates to Phases 1 and I1.

Height The Brownstone Apartment subarea was zoned RMU and RO in the
zoning rewrite project, which is consistent with the text of the East Downtown
Master Plan. Although the RMU zoning classification allows a height of 125 feet
as a conditional use, the East Downtown Master Plan limits the height on this
block to 75 feet to protect view corridors, eliminating the potential to extend the
building to 125 feet. The proposal for Phase I of a 75-foot, 208-unit residential
development is consistent with the master plan policies for this area. Higher
density development is also consistent with Phase II. However final design of
Phase II will have to be approved by the Historic Landmark Commission to
ensure the height is compatible with the historic district regulations. Their
determination may impact the overall height and, therefore, density, of Phase I1.

In the Bryant subarea, the frontage along 600 East was originally zoned RMF-35
because 600 East is the spine of the Central City Historic District and the majority
of structures along the street are a lower scale. The Juel apartment building, which
has been the center of numerous preservation discussions, is approximately 45
feet tall and has a density that is greater than what is presently allowed in the
RMF-35 zoning district. The East Downtown Master Plan calls for medium
density residential development with no new commercial development and a 45-
foot height limit in the Bryant subarea. Because of its proximity to the Light Rail
Transit Station, staff believes it is appropriate to allow heights higher than 45 feet
on the interior of the block, while limiting the height along 600 East to 45 feet.
Final design of Phase IlI will have to be approved by the Historic Landmark
Commission to ensure the height is compatible with the historic district
regulations. Their determination may impact the overall height and, therefore,
density of Phase III.

Transportation Master Plan

The Transportation Master Plan (1996) identifies the need for higher density
development along the major transit corridors to benefit the transit system. The
plan states that encouraging higher density housing and concentrating business
and commercial uses at transit stations, allows greater opportunities for
ridesharing which in turn helps implement one of the “Guiding Principles” of the
plan in reducing the dependence on the automobile as our primary mode of

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised)] 6 11/21/02
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transportation. The proposed medium-high density residential planned
development is consistent with the policies of the Transportation Master Plan.

Findings:

Phase I meets all of the zoning requirements for the RMU zoning district except
the rear yard setback. Staff recommends the Planning Commission modify the
rear yard setback requirement through the planned development process in
accordance with Section 21A.54.150.C

Phase I of the proposed Planned Development is consistent with the East
Downtown and Transportation Master Plans in that it provides high density
residential development in the East Downtown neighborhood near the University
Trax Line Station. Final design proposals for Phases 1I and III must be submitted
to the Planning Commission and Historic Landmark Commission for approval.
Those future approvals may impact the overall density of the development. The
maximum height for buildings in Phase III should be limited to 45 feet with a 15-
foot front yard setback or other dimensions compatible with the character of the
historic district as determined by the Historic Landmark Commission.

C. Streets or other means of access to the proposed development are suitable
and adequate to carry anticipated traffic and will not materially degrade the
service level on the adjacent streets.

Discussion: Primary access to the site is from 500 East, 300 South and 600 East.
500 East and 300 South are collector streets. 600 East is the spine of the historic
district and has a major landscaped median. Existing private courts, Delwood
Court and Vernier Place will be incorporated into the development. The Salt
Lake City Transportation Division has reviewed the plan, and they have
determined that access to the site is adequate. A traffic impact study was
performed for a previous proposal. The Transportation Division is not requesting
a new traffic impact study.

Finding: The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that access
is adequate.

D. The internal circulation system of the proposed development is properly
designed. :

Discussion:

On Site Parking

All of the parking will be within the lower levels of the structures or under the
central plaza. Because the site is sloped, the parking may be entered at grade
from 500 East but is buried within the hillside towards the interior of the block.
Preliminary review by the Salt Lake City Transportation Division indicates that
the parking and internal circulation for the specific first phase building and the
larger complex is adequate or may be made adequate with more detailed review at
the time of issuing a building permit.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised] 7 11/21/02
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The off-street parking requirement for multi-family dwellings in the RMU zoning
district is /2 parking space for each dwelling unit. Phase I includes approximately
208 units which would require 104 off-street parking spaces. The applicant is
proposing to build 304 stalls. These stalls will meet the required parking for the
entire development although Phase 111 is intended to have parking beneath the
building and provide its own parking on-site. The dpplicant will have to request
a conditional use for off-site parking as part of the approval for the Phase II and
possibly Phase 111 developments.

On Street Parking

The 500 East building is faced with commercial uses. The petitioners are
proposing cutback parking within the park strip along 500 East to accommodate
parking for the commercial uses within the public right-of-way.

Pedestrian Circulation

The applicant is proposing to provide pedestrian access to the interior of the block
via two access roads on the north and south of the development. The design of
these access roads should include a differentiated paving material as well as
landscaping and pedestrian amenities.

Finding: The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that internal
circulation 1s adequate. The first phase will exceed the number of required off-
street parking stalls. Crossover easements will be required to ensure access to the
parking on the lot of Phase I for Phases II and III. A conditional use will be
required for off-site parking as part of the approval process for Phases II and 111.
The final design of the access roads should include differentiated paving
materials, landscaping and pedestrian amenities.

E. Existing or proposed utility services are adequate for the proposed
development and are designed in a manner that will not have an adverse
impact on adjacent land uses or resources.

Discussion: The Public Utilities Department reviewed the project as part of the
Development Review Team. They determined that utilities were adequate. Their
primary concern is removal of dead sewer and water lines and tying into adequate
storm drainage.

Finding: Public Utilities are adequafe._The applicant will be required to meet all
applicable utility codes prior to the issuance of a building permit.

F. Appropriate buffering is provided to protect adjacent land uses from light,
noise and visual impacts.

Discussion: No side yards are required within the R-MU zoning district, yet the
development will provide a setback of approximately 20 feet on most sides.
Adjacent uses are commercial and office. No Front yard is required in the R-MU
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zoning district; however, a 15-foot setback has been provided for most of the
frontages including 600 East in keeping with the historic development pattern.

The proposed buildings will have retail space at the ground level, along the 500
East frontage and potentially along 300 South. Commercial uses within the
building are separated from residential uses. The East Downtown Master Plan
does not encourage new commercial development along the 600 East frontage and
none 1s planned.

Finding: Adjacent land uses do not require buffering from the proposed
apartment complex. Buffering of the apartments from adjacent land uses is
adequate. Retail space in the project should be prohibited along the 600 East
frontage.

G. Architecture and building materials are consistent with the development and
compatible with the adjacent neighborhood.

Discussion: The architecture of the building is a departure from traditional
architecture located on the site and is different from adjacent commercial
buildings, however it takes elements from historical apartment buildings in the
area (such as protruding balconies) and creates a modern version of a traditional
East Central Walk-up apartment. On November 6, 2002, the Salt Lake City
Historic Landmark Commission approved the design of Phase 1.

The final approved design for Phases I1 and III may be substantially different than
what is shown on the attached schematic drawing.

Finding: The architecture is different, but compatible with historic high-density
housing in the neighborhood. The Historic Landmark Commission has approved
the design of the first phase structure and will review future phases. The project
is a Planned Development and the Planning Commission has authority to review
and approve the final design of the buildings in the development. However, since
the property is within an H Historic Preservation Overlay Zone and the
regulations governing the overlay zone take precedence when there is a conflict
between the base zoning and the overlay zone, Staff recommends the Planning
Commission delegate final design approval of the buildings for Phases II and
Phase III to the Planning Director with the directive that final approval be

- consistent with the Historic Landmark Commission’s approval. The final
approved design for Phases II and Il may be substantially different than what is
shown on the attached schematic drawing.

H. Landscaping is appropriate for the scale of the development.
Discussion: All yard spaces have some landscaping but they also serve dual

purposes. By ordinance, driveways and sidewalks are allowed to pass through
landscaped areas.
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The Phase I building on 500 East is near the front property line, although there 1s
a small setback. The front yard will have a mix of trees and shrubs but also
serves as the forecourt to commercial spaces. The tenant of these spaces may
serve to determine the ultimate type of landscaping along 500 East depending on
what the use is (for example; if it were a deli, outdoor seating may be provided).
Both side yards are shared with driveways to/from the parking and as a pedestrian
corridor/fire lane through the site. The yards will be landscaped but will be mixed
with hard surfacing. The rear yard will be integrated into the overall planned
development plaza are in the center of the block.

The complex’s main amenities (especially for Phases II and III) will be provided
on top of the underground parking structure. The proposed amenities will consist
of an outdoor pool, playground, putting green and gathering spaces. These
amenities will be developed as part of Phases 11 and III. Amenities for Phase I
will be provided within that development and include a fitness center, computer
center, interior courtyard and common space.

The proposed third phase building is setback approximately 15-feet from the front
property line on 600 East.

Finding: Landscaping may be adequate, but may need further review upon final
development of the site plan. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission
delegate final approval of the landscaping plan to the Planning Director. Staff
recommends the maintenance of a 15-foot landscaped setback along 600 East as
part of the future Phase III development or as otherwise required by the Historic
Landmark Commission. Staff recommends the final mid-block walkway design
and improvements are subject to Planning Director approval.

1. The proposed development preserves historical architectural and
environmental features of the property.

Discussion: In order to develop this project as designed, the applicant requested
demolition approval for the contributing structures on the block. Several
buildings that were contributing to the historic district have been given approval
for demolition through the economic hardship process of the historic preservation
overlay zone. The Historic Landmark Commission rejected the Economic
Review Panels determination of Economic Hardship relating to the Juel
Apartments, another contributing structure located in Phase III of the project. The
Commission’s decision is being appealed to the Land Use Appeals Board.

Finding: The Historic Landmark Commission found that an economic hardship
would occur if the applicant were required to renovate most of the structures on
the block and therefore the demolitions were allowed to occur. There are no
sensitive environmental features associated with this site.
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J. Operating and delivery hours are compatible with adjacent land uses.

Discussion: The apartments will have a 24-hour land use. Adjacent properties
are retail and office uses that are usually only active during daylight and evening
hours. Hours of the retail space within the development have not been
determined, but are vertically separated from the residential portions of the
building. Most potential land uses that may cause noise interference with the
residential portions of the project, such as a club/tavern, would be required to
submit separate conditional use application before opening.

Finding: Operating and delivery hours of the commercial land uses must comply
with the Salt Lake County Health Department regulations and should not
negatively impact adjacent residential land uses.

K. The proposed conditional use or, in the case of a planned development, the
permitted and conditional uses contained therein, are compatible with the
neighborhood surrounding the proposed development and will not have a
material net cumulative adverse impact on the neighborhood or the City as a
whole.

Discussion: The East Downtown Neighborhood is a neighborhood with a
mixture of uses including multi-family residential development. The City policies
for this neighborhood include promoting historic preservation, encouraging
medium to high-density residential development and allowing development that
will support the Light Rail Transit line. The proposed project will implement the
housing and transit oriented development policies of the City and will not have a
net cumulative adverse impact on the City. The application to demolish several
contributing historic resources met the requirements for demolition as outlined in
Section 21A.34.020.L and were therefore, allowed to be demolished.

Finding: The proposed planned development furthers the goals of the master
plan and will implement master plan policies of the City. The final design of
Phase II and Phase III will require approval from the Planning Commission as
well as the Historic Landmark Commission.

L. The proposed development complies with all other applicable codes and
ordinances.

Discussion: The applicant will be required to reconfigure the lot lines of the
properties to provide three different parcels. Most of the parking and amenities
will be provided on the parcel of Phase 1. Cross-over easements should be
provided to allow access to the parking and amenities from Phases II and I1I. All
other City requirements must be met, prior to the issuance of a building permit.

Finding: The development will be required to meet all applicable codes prior to
the issuance of any building permit.
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21.54.150 Planned Developments

The purpose of planned development is to provide flexibility in the ordinance to achieve
the following objects:

1. Creation of a more desirable environment than would be possible through strict
application of other City land use regulations.

2. Promotion of a creative approach to the use of land and related physical facilities
resulting in better design and development, including aesthetic amenities.

3. Combination and coordination of architectural styles, building forms and building
relationships.

4. Preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics such as natural
topography, vegetation and geologic features, and the prevention of soil erosion.

5. Preservation of buildings, which are architecturally or historically significant or
contribute to the character of the City.

6. Use of design, landscape or architectural features to create a pleasing
environment.

7. Inclusion of special development amenities.

8. Elimination of blighted structures or incompatible uses through redevelopment or

rehabilitation.
(

Strict application of the zoning ordinance would limit the site to one single building. The
proposed modifications to the rear yard requirement allow the developer to develop
multiple buildings, which allow for increased internal pedestrian circulation, respond to
varying grades on the site and accommodate historic preservation goals along 600 East.
Therefore, the proposed development conforms with objectives 1, 2, 3,4, 6, and 7 of
Section 21A.54.150.

21A.54.150E — Other standards.
There are three standards for planned development approval

Standard 1. The project must meet the minimum lot size.
Discussion: The minimum lot size is 20,000 square feet for planned developments in
the R-MU zoning district. The project consists of 1.86 acres in Phase 1

and a total of 4.59 acres total.

Finding: The project meets the minimum lot size standard.

Standard 2. Residential density may not be greater than the base zone.
Discussion: The density 1s unlimited in the R-MU zoning district.
Finding: The project meets the criteria

Standard 3. Reduced width streets must be properly engineered.
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Discussion:  There are no proposed internal streets.

Finding: This standard is not applicable.

Recommendation:

Based on the findings, the Planning Staff recommends conceptual approval for a three
phase residential mixed-use planned development generally located between the blocks
of 300 to 400 South and 500 to 600 East, and final approval for the first phase building
being located at approximately 325 South 500 East, with the following conditions:

The Planning Commission modifies the rear yard setback requirements.

The final landscape plan and mid-block walkway design be approved by the
Planning Director.

The 600 East frontage maintain a 15-foot landscaped setback or an alternative as
approved by the Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commuission, to maintain the
historic character of the street.

The buildings along 600 East maintain a 45-foot height limit or an alternative as
approved by the Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission, to maintain the
historic scale and character of the street.

New commercial uses are prohibited along the 600 East frontage.

Phases II and III be submitted to the Planning Commission for final approval.
The applicant grant an easement for Phases II and Phases III to ensure cross
access easements are allowed for parking and access to the amenities on the lot of
Phase .

The Planning Commission grant final building design approval to the Planning
Director for Phases II and III with the directive that the design be consistent with
the approval by the Historic Landmark Commission.

The Planning Commission allow the applicant two years to obtain final
conditional use approval for Phases II and III.

Doug Dansie
Principal Planner

Attachments:  Exhibit 1 — June 6, 2002 Staff Report and Minutes. Exhibit 2 — Division
Recommendations, Enclosure - Site plan and Building Elevations
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SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Petition 410-584

A request by Ken Holman of Block 38 Associates, for a Planned Development (for the
first phase building of what will eventually be a multi-building residential planned
development) generally located at 325 South 500 East, in a Residential Mixed-Use R-MU
zoning district.

June 6, 2002

REQUEST

Petition # 410-584, a request by Ken Holman of Block 38 Associates, for a Planned
Development (for the first phase building of what will eventually be a multi-building
residential planned development) generally located at 325 South 500 East, in a
Residential Mixed-Use R-MU zoning district. The first phase will have 200 units. The
total project will have approximately 500 units.

COMMUNITY/NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL REVIEW

The Central City Community Council has heard this proposal on multiple occasions.
They voted on April 3, 2002 not to support the project. It was a split vote. The stated
reason for non-support was that they preferred a previous proposal with a pitched roof
(which may have been from a previous developer).
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BACKGROUND

Property Owner Name
And Applicant:

Purpose of proposal or
proposed site changes:

Affected Parcel Number(s):

Previous Case Files:

Lot Size / Lot Area of
subject property:

Existing Land Use on
subject property:

Existing Zoning and
Overlay Districts on
subject property:

Existing Master Plan
Land Use Designation:

Ken Holman, Block 38 Associates (Overland
Development)

l

Planned Development (for the first phase building of
what will eventually be a multi-building residential
planned development).

16-06-426-008

The project has been reviewed by the Historic
Landmark Commission. Petition 410-301 was
previously approved by the Planning Commisston for
an adjacent property (not built/approval expired), which
1s the site of the second and third phase of this proposed
development.

1.86 acres — first phase of larger project

Existing site has several single-family homes and
duplexes that are being demolished per Historic
Landmark approval, and vacant land

Residential Mixed-Use R-MU zoning district.
Groundwater Source Protection overlay, secondary
recharge area. H Historic Preservation Overlay Zone.
The larger site, for future phases, also contains
Residential Office RO zoning along 300 South and
Residential multi-family RMF-35 zoning along 600
East.

East Downtown Master Plan calls for medium to high
density housing on the block.

IDENTIFICATION AND ANAL YSIS OF ISSUES

Issues that are being generated by this proposal.
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The proposed building is the first phase of a larger complex that faces onto three separate
streets: 500 East, 300 South and 600 East. The final planned development also spans
three separate zoning districts: R-MU, RO and RMF-35. The current proposal is located
entirely within the R-MU zoning district. The petitioner has initiated a separate petition
to alter the zoning of the remainder of the block. That petition will be addressed prior to
building the second and third phases, but is being held until the Historic Landmark
Commission makes a final recommendation on the demolition request for the Juel
Apartments at 340 South 600 East. The first phase consists of 200 units. The total
complex will have up to 500 units, depending on final configuration of the second phase
units (rental or owner occupied).

The entire proposed complex is within the Central City Historic District. The Historic
Landmark Commission has approved the demolition of structures along Vernier Court
(where the first phase is proposed) and has approved the proposed design. It is proposed
that the densities and height be focused along the 500 East frontage in order to lower the
height and density along 600 East, which is the spine of the historic district. There is also
an approximate 20-foot elevation difference between the 500 East Frontage and the 600
East frontage.

The site plan for future phases illustrates the Juel Apartments, which fronts onto 600
East, as being removed and replaced with new development. The Salt Lake City Historic
Landmark Commission has not approved demolition of the Juel Apartments. The
Landmark Commission did not find an economic hardship, which would allow
demolition of the apartments. The Landmark decision was appealed to the Land Use
Appeals Board. The case is currently being remanded to the Historic Landmark
Commission for additional appraisal work. The final overall site plan may or may not be
required to be amended in future phases to accommodate the Juel Apartments.

The Planned Development is requested because of multiple buildings on one site. The
site contains multiple parcels and will continue to be so for financing reasons, but it is
one overall project that will contain three major buildings tied together with underground
parking.

Because of multiple parcels, there are inherent conflicts with the interface with lot lines.
The required minimum rear yard in the R-MU zone is 30 feet. The first phase is 20 feet
from the rear property line of its specific lot line to the balcony of the building. The
actual building face is approximately 27 feet from the property line. Underground
parking will eventually cross property lines to connect to underground parking on
adjacent lots as part of the larger project. The next building in the planned development
will be 40 feet from the first phase proposed building (it is also proposed to be 20 feet
from the property line.)

There are no side or front yard requirements for multi-family development in the R-MU
zoning district, however 20-foot side yards are being proposed. Twenty feet is a

minimum setback for unprotected window space by building code.

There are unresolved height issues for the building.
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The Planning Commission previously approved rezoning the 600 East frontage to RMF-
75, with the caveat that the height be restricted to 35 feet. The property was previously
proposed for rezoning because other density of RMF-75 is greater than RMF-35. The
Planning Commission agreed with the density, but not the height. The previous petition
was tied to the 1ssuance of a building permit. The previous owner did not move forward
with the project and therefore the rezoning was not changed.

CODE CRITERIA / DISCUSSION / FINDINGS OF FACT

21.54.080 Standards for Conditional Uses.

M.

The proposed development is one of the conditional uses specifically listed in
this Title. ‘

Discussion: Section 21A.54.140.C allows the planned development process to
allow multiple buildings on a single site.

Finding: The Planning Commission is authorized to approve planned
developments with multiple buildings.

The proposed development is in harmony with the general purposes and
intent of this Title and is compatible with and implements the planning goals
and objectives of the City, including applicable City master plans.

Discussion: The zoning on the specific site is R-MU, which allows for high-
density residential and mixed-use development. The larger site is zoned a
combination of R-MU, RO and RMF-35, all of which allow medium to high-
density residential development. The proposed building is 20 feet from the rear
property line (from the balcony), but will be 40 feet from the next building in the
complex. Section 21A.54.140.C allows the Planning Commission authority to
alter or waive individual setback requirements in order to create a better product.
The underground parking will eventually cross property lines.

The proposed building is between 70 and 78 feet tall. The zoning allows for a 75-
foot tall building in the R-MU zoning district. The ordinance allows for an
increase in height up to 125 feet when the East Downtown Master Plan identifies
such height. The master plan identifies the area across the street to the west as
potential to increase to 125 feet, but this specific site remains in the 75-foot area.
The petitioner has applied to the Board of Adjustment for a variance for the height
based on the fact that the site is sloped, it meets the intent of the ordinance and the
design has received Historic Landmark Commission approval.

The overall complex is within an area noted for medium to high-density
development by the East Downtown Master Plan. It is also within a one-block
walk of a light rail transit station.
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Finding: The project meets all of the zoning requirements for the RMU zoning
district except the rear yard setback and the height. Staff recommends the
Planning Commission modify the rear yard setback requirement to 20 feet
through the planned development process in accordance with Section
21A.54.150.C

The proposal is consistent with the East Downtown Master Plan, which calls for
medium to high-density housing. ‘

0. Streets or other means of access to the proposed development are suitable
and adequate to carry anticipated traffic and will not materially degrade the
service level on the adjacent streets.

Discussion: Primary access to the site is from 500 East. 500 East 1s a collector
street. The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has reviewed the plan, and
they have determined that access to the site is adequate.

Finding: The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that access
is adequate.

p. The internal circulation system of the proposed development is properly
designed.

Discussion: All of the parking will be within the lower levels of the structure.
The building is faced with commercial uses along 500 East with parking located
behind. Because the site is sloped, the parking may be entered at grade from 500
East but it is buried within the hillside towards the interior of the block.
Preliminary review by the Salt Lake City Transportation Division indicates that
the parking and internal circulation for the specific building and the larger
complex is adequate or may be made adequate with more detailed review at the
time of issuing a building permit.

A two hundred-unit apartment complex would require 100 parking stalls in the R-
MU zoning district. Commercial space is required to have 3 parking spaces per
1,000 square feet. There is approximately 4,000 square feet of commercial space,
which would require 12 stalls. Therefore a total of 112 stalls are required.

214 parking stalls are provided in the first phase, which is nearly double the
required amount.

Finding: The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that internal
circulation is adequate. The first phase will exceed the number of required off-
street parking stalls.

Q. Existing or proposed utility services are adequate for the proposed
development and are designed in a manner that will not have an adverse
impact on adjacent land uses or resources.
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Discussion: The Public Utilities Department reviewed the project as part of the
Development Review Team. They determined that utilities were adequate.

Finding: Public Utilities are adequate.

R. Appropriate buffering is provided to protect ad]acent land uses from light,
noise and visual impacts.

Discussion: No side yards are required within the R-MU zoning district, yet the
development is providing approximately 20 feet on both the north and south sides.
All adjacent uses are commercial/office. No Front yard is required in the R-MU
zoning district, however, a 15 foot setback has been provided for most of the
frontage (staircase excepted).

The building cannot be pulled forward to accommodate the required rear yard
without placing the staircase for access to the mid-block walkway into the public
right-of-way.

Adjacent land uses consist of a Maverick gas station and an office building. The
proposed building will have retail space at the ground level, along the 500 East
frontage. Commercial uses within the building are vertically separated from
residential uses.

Finding: Adjacent land uses do not require buffering from the proposed
apartment complex. Buffering of the apartments from adjacent land uses is
adequate.

S. Architecture and building materials are consistent with the development and
compatible with the adjacent neighborhood.

Discussion: The architecture of the building is a departure from traditional
architecture located on the site and is different from adjacent commercial
buildings, however it takes elements from historical apartment buildings in the
area (such as protruding balconies) and creates a modern version of a traditional
East Central Walk-up apartment. The design has received the approval of the Salt
Lake City Historic Landmark Commission.

Finding: The architecture is different, but compatible with historic high-density
housing in the neighborhood. The Historic Landmark Commission has approved
the design of the structure.

T. Landscaping is appropriate fof the scale of the development.
Discussion: All yard spaces have some landscaping but they also serve dual

purposes. By ordinance, driveways and sidewalks are allowed to pass through
landscaped areas.
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The building is setback approximately 15 feet from the front property line; the
front yard will have a mix of trees and shrubs but also serves as the forecourt to
commercial spaces. The tenets of these spaces may serve to determine the
ultimate type of landscaping along 500 East depending on what the uses is (for
example; if it were a deli, outdoor seating may be provided). Both side yards are
shared with driveways to/from the parking and as a pedestrian corridor/fire lane
through the site. The yards will be landscaped but will be mixed with hard
surfacing. The rear yard will be integrated into the overall planned development.

Finding: Landscaping may be adequate, but may need further review upon final
development of the site plan. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission
delegate final approval of the landscaping plan to the Planning Director.

U. The proposed development preserves historical architectural and
environmental features of the property.

Discussion: Several building that were contributing to the historic district have
been given approval for demolition through the economic hardship process of the
historic preservation overlay zone. Demolition approval for the Juel apartments
on the larger site, facing 600 East, is still being discussed. This particular phase
of construction does not immediately impact the Juel.

Finding: The Historic Landmark Commission found and economic hardship
would occur if the applicant were required to renovate most of the structures on
the block and therefore will allow for the demolitions. The fate of the Juel
apartments has not been determined.

V. Operating and delivery hours are compatible with adjacent land uses.

Discussion: The apartments will have a 24-hour land use. Adjacent properties
are retail and office uses that are usually only active during daylight and evening
hours. Hours of the retail space within the building have not been determined, but
are vertically separated from the residential portions of the building. Most
potential land uses that may cause noise interference with the residential portions
of the project, such as a club/tavern, would be required to submit separate
conditional use application before opening.

Finding: Operating and delivery hours are compatible with adjacent land uses.

W.  The proposed conditional use or, in the case of a planned development, the
permitted and conditional uses contained therein, are compatible with the
neighborhood surrounding the proposed development and will not have a
material net cumulative adverse impact on the neighborhood or the City as a
whole.

Discussion: The Downtown master plan calls for increasing housing in and
adjacent to the downtown area. The draft Central City plan also calls for
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increasing density, when appropriate, near LRT transit stations. This project
furthers the goals of the master plan. The proposed project will have an impact on
the neighborhood because it facilitates a general transition from lower to higher
density on the block. The transition is supported by the Master Plan.

The 600 East frontage 1s considered the main spine of the Central City Historic
District. The proposed planned development will loWer building heights along
600 East to be compatible with the historic district.

The proposed planned development will be creating a mid-block walkway
through the center of the block, which facilitates the City’s goals of creating a
more walkable community.

Finding: The proposed planned development furthers the goals off the master
plan and will impact the neighborhood consistent with the master plan and
historic district design policies.

The proposed development complies with all other applicable codes and
ordinances.

Discussion: The height of the building remains in question. The majority of the
building falls within the 75-foot height limit, however because of the slope of the
site, the building exceeds 75 feet:in several portions. The Planning Commission is
not authorized to waive the height restrictions in this instance. The petitioners
have applied for a variance, due to slope, to rectify the height issue. It is
scheduled for a Board of Adjustment hearing on June 17, 2002. All other building
code issues and requirements will be met prior to receiving a building permit.

Finding: A Board of Adjustment variance is required to rectify outstanding
height issues, or the building must be lowered by several feet. The staff
recommends the Planning Commission reduce the rear yard requirement from 30
feet to 20 feet, and that the underground parking be allowed to cross property
lines, consistent with the planned development process. All other code
requirements will be met.

21.54.150 Planned Developments

The purpose of planned development is to provide flexibility in the ordinance to achieve
the following objects:

1. Creation of a more desirable environment than would be possible through strict
application of other City land use regulations.

2. Promotion of a creative approach to the use of land and related physical facilities
resulting in better design and development, including aesthetic amenities.

3. Combination and coordination of architectural styles, building forms and building
relationships.

4. Preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics such as natural
topography, vegetation and geologic features, and the prevention of soil erosion.
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5. Preservation of buildings, which are architecturally or historically significant or
' contribute to the character of the City.

6. Use of design, landscape or architectural features to create a pleasing
environment.
7. Inclusion of special development amenities.
8. Elimination of blighted structures or incompatible uses through redevelopment or
e

rehabilitation.

Strict application of the zoning ordinance would limit the site to one single building. The
proposed modifications to the rear yard requirement allow the developer to develop
multiple buildings, which allow for increased internal pedestrian circulation, respond to
varying grades on the site and to accommaodate historic preservation goals along 600
East. This is in conformity with objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 of Section 21A.54.150.

21A.54.150E - Other standards.
There are three standards for planned development approval
1. It must meet the minimum lot size.
Discussion: The minimum lot size is 20,000 square feet for planned
developments in the R-MU zoning district.
Finding: The project meets the criteria.

2. Residential density may not be greater than the base zone.
Discussion: The density is unlimited in the R-MU zoning district.
Finding: The project meets the criteria

4. Reduced width streets must be properly engineered.

Discussion: There are no internal streets.
Finding: Not applicable.

Recommendation:

Based on the findings, the Planning Staff recommends approval for the first phase of a
planned development for a mixed-use development at approximately 325 South 500 East,
with the following conditions: The Planning Commission modify the rear yard setback
requirement to allow a 20 foot rear yard setback for the specific building at
approximately 325 South 500 East, the underground parking be allowed to cross property
lines, and the final landscape plan be approved by the Planning Director.

The Planning Commission will be reviewing a rezoning request for the eastern portion of
the block once the Juel apartment issue is resolved and will have an opportunity to review
the final planned development at that time.

Doug Dansie
Principal Planner

Attachments:  Exhibit I — Previous case minutes. Exhibit 2 — Division Recommendations, Exhibit
3 - Site plan and Building Elevations
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A The proposed amendment will be in the best interest of the City.
B. All newly created lots will meet the minimum lot area and lot width/r/equirements for the
zone. '

C. No changes will be made to the plat that would require a gédication to the City. Ultility

easements of record will be preserved.
D. The provisions for any construction in the public way will be included.
E. This proposed amendment will comply with all @pplicable laws and regulations.
F. This minor subdivision amendment will no{fhaterially injure the public or any person and

there is a good cause for the amendm

Conditions of Approval

1. That a building permit only be issued once an amended plat for the Subdivision is
recorded with the Sgi’Lake County Recorders Office.
2. That the appliyrﬂ/complies with all City Departmental comments and recommendations.

Ms. Arnold, Ms7 Barrows, Mr. Chambless, Mr. Diamond, Ms. Funk, Mr. Jonas, Ms. McDonough,

PUBLIC HEARING - Petition No. 410-584, by Ken Holman of Block 38 Associates, for a

Planned Development (to reduce the rear yard requirement for the first phase building of

what will eventually be a multi-building residential complex Planned Development)
generally located at 325 South 500 East, in a Residential Mixed-Use R-MU zoning district.

Due to a conflict of interest, Mr. Jonas, Ms. McDonough, and Mr. Nelson recused themselves

from this item and left the room.

Planner Doug Dansie reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff report. He noted that this
is the first phase of a planned development that will eventually have frontage on 500 and 600
East and 300 South. In writing the staff report, he noticed that the RMU District ties specifically
to a map in the master plan, and although the property on the west side of the street is allowed
125 feet, this one is limited to 75 feet. The petitioner removed a foot from each level to lower
the building, resulting in the building shown in the staff report. This brought the building within
range to request a 4-foot variance from the Board of Adjustment. Upon reconsideration, the
petitioner has decided it would be difficult to market units with 8-foot ceilings and has requested
the S-foot ceilings. Because the first phase has been financed, between 190 and 200 units are

needed to meet bond requirements. The only way to remain within the height limit and have 9-
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foot ceilings would be to remove the top level and add the units to the back of the existing
building. As part of the planned development, the petitioner wishes to reduce the rear yard
toward the property line. Mr. Dansie noted that the property line exists primarily for financing
purposes, and within the planned development it will coordinate with at least two other buildings.
The City will receive a public mid-block walkway through the planned development process.
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the first phase of the planned
development with the modification of the rear setback to allow zero rear yard and allow for
underground parking to cross property lines. The Staff also recommended that the final
landscape plan be approved by the Planning Director. Due to the rear yard issue, the Staff
recommended that the developer enter into a development agreement with the City which
should include a requirement that the entire planned development be completed within two
years. If it has not been completed by then, the developer should either commit to move the
rear property line back 30 feet and adjust the zoning appropriately or provide a 30-foot no build

easement on the adjacent property.

Ms. Barrows noted that the Staff report refers to a previous approval on a petition for the same
development, but she recalled this as being very different. Mr. Dansie replied that the original
planned development contained the 300 South and 600 East parcel but it not Vernier Place. A
rezone was approved for the site to RMF-75, and the planned development was approved for
multiple buildings. After that, the property owner acquired Vernier place, and the property has
been under contract several times. Ms. Barrows asked Mr. Dansie for his perception on the
spacing if all the phases are completed. If Phase 2 is RMF-35, she asked what setback would
be required and whether it could encroach on a 30-foot-wide no build easement. Mr. Dansie
explained that there is a petition from the developer for the second phase to rezone the RMF-35
to R-MU, but there is an outstanding issue on the east parcel with the Juel Apartments. Even
though the previous Planning Commission agreed to rezone to RMF-75, they placed a caveat
that the frontage along 600 East would be limited to 35 feet in height. It is assumed that the
same limitation will be in place along 600 East in the second phase. Ms. Barrows asked if Staff
had any concerns about solar access and getting light into the 30-foot space between the
buildings. Mr. Muir shared Ms. Barrows’ concern, noting that 50% of the units would never get
direct light, and this project could be the prototype for future developments. Mr. Dansie replied
that the issue has not been addressed. The petition has been through the design process with
the Historic Landmark Commission, and in that process the design was altered and the

balconies became semi-freestanding.

Mr. Chambless asked who would be a typical occupant in these units. Mr. Dansie replied that
Planning Commission Meeting 17 June 6, 2002




the first phase will be rental, and the petitioner is deciding about ownership units in subsequent

phases.

Ms. Funk referred to the reference in the staff report to 20-foot side yards where none are
required and to a combination of pedestrian corridors, parking, and fire lanes through the site.
She asked if that would all be hard surface and whether there.will be a demarcation between
pedestrian and vehicle access. Mr. Dansie replied that most will be hard surface, but that is not
abnormal. He discussed the access and noted that the fire department requires complete

access along the side and through the block.

Tim Chambless asked about landscaping. Mr. Dansie replied that landscaping in the side yard
will mostly be trees. Front landscaping will depend on the users. Mr. Chambless asked if
children would occupy the building. Mr. Dansie replied that the units are one or two bedrooms,
and this project has a mix of market housing and subsidized housing. He did not think the units
would be conducive to children and, based on the location, he assumed the tenants would be

students and single people working downtown.

Ken Holman, representing the developer, was available to answer questions. Ms. Funk asked
about plans if the Juel Apartments are not torn down since a caveat for allowing this is the
corridor from 500 East to 600 East. Mr. Holman stated that there is no specific requirement to
provide a mid-block pedestrian corridor, but they intend to provide one. If the apartments stay,
the mid-block corridor will be on the north side of the apartments. Ms. Funk expressed concern
about approving a project in phases when the second phase is so uncertain. Mr. Holman
explained that, if the apartments stay, there is a question about the economic feasibility of
Phase 2, because the 24-unit Juel complex sits in the middle of what could be 100 units. He
believed that the Juel might receive demolition approval through proof of economic hardship. If
not, the developer would have to reevaluate Phase 2. Ms. Funk referred to the
recommendation received by the Planning Commission today and asked Mr. Holman if he
agreed with those conditions if Phase 2 does not go through. Mr. Holman replied that he did

agree with those conditions.

Ms. Barrows asked why the petitioner was building 100% more parking than what is required
when they are within a half block of the light rail system. Mr. Holman commented on parking
ratios for other buildings he has developed, and in all instances they found the parking to be too
tight. He noted that the parking ratio is only 1.3 to 1, and the 100% figure mentioned by Ms.

Barrows is incorrect. Mr. Dansie clarified that parking was increased to 1.5 per unit, so the
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requirement would be 80 stalls for the residential plus the commercial. Ms. Barrows asked Mr.
Helman to address solar access and asked whether he had done shadow models. Mr. Holman
explained the heights and stated that they have not done any shadow models. Although the
width of the courtyard is 40 feet, running east to west he believed a fair amount of light would
come in. He understood that units on the north would not get direct sunlight, but that is not

unusual for apartment projects in Salt Lake. &

Mr. Muir asked Mr. Holman if he would consider changing the design if he had more flexibility
with height and provided ideas on how this could be done. Mr. Holman felt Mr. Muir had an
excellent suggestion. Mr. Muir stated that he was unsure if the Planning Commission had the
purview to grant that flexibility, but he was putting it on the table as a hypothetical. Mr. Dansie
replied the height could be adjusted through the conditional use process, but the RMU zone
language ties this to a map for the East Downtown Master Plan. The developer would have to
prove a hardship in order to vary the height.

Mr. Chambless asked Mr. Holman who would live in these units. Mr. Holman replied that 60%
of the units will be affordable and will be rented to people who earn less than 60% of the median
income. Mr. Chambless asked if Mr. Holman believed this project met the needs of the
downtown housing requirement. Mr. Holman replied that it does meet the needs, but downtown

needs more of this type of project.

Mr. Daniels applauded the developer for this project and agreed that downtown Salt Lake City
needed more projects like this one. The idea of a mix of people was especially attractive to him,
and he liked the fact that the developer was open to suggestions for the second and third

phases.
Chair Daniels opened the public hearing.

Thomas Mudder, a resident at the Juel Apartments, expressed concern with the height on 500
East. He did not think there was anything higher than 3-1/2 stories in view from the end of
Vernier Place. He asked why this proposed height was allowed. He asked why the elevations
were rubbed off the sketches and wondered if the number of stories would change if the
developer keeps the 9-foot ceilings. Mr. Dansie explained that the elevation numbers were
removed because they related to the original design for a taller building and changed when the
ceiling heights were changed. He explained that, if a floor is removed from the building, it wil
be one story shorter, but it will come out of the middle, not the top. Mr. Mudder asked about

side yards and asked if the north and south borders are hardscaped into the adjacent property.
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Mr. Holman explained that a 12" wide driveway is planned for the north and south and the
remaining eight feet will be landscaped. Mr. Mudder asked where the vehicles would enter for
the complex. Mr. Holman explained that they would enter on the first level at the front of the
project and on the second level 12 feet up at the back of the project and exit out the other side.
Mr. Mudder commented on how difficult it was to live with the Trax construction and his concern
that they will continue to see the same problems of dust, noise, and heavy equipment with all
phases of this project. He noted that if parking exits onto 600 East, the cars can only turn right,

and he wondered if that was looked at through a traffic study.
Chair Daniels closed the public hearing.

Mr. Muir commented that this is a significant neighborhood, and he wished they had better tools
to model where this heads in terms of light and easement rather than responding strictly to
height and density restrictions. He preferred to give some directive of license to the Staff as to
what degree they can bend the rules in a planned development to address those issues. They
could give an incentive to the developer from the beginning so the developer would have an
opportunity to investigate the issues and create informal work sessions before this body to
explore the sentiments of the Commission. Mr. Wilde replied that in many zones the City has
the conditional use mechanism for additional height, but not in this zone. If the Staff knows of
particular concerns, they can pay more attention to that in their initial plan review. Mr. Wilde

accepted Mr. Muir's directive.

Mr. Diamond commented on the design elements of the building. Mr. Muir agreed with Mr.
Diamond and felt it was within the Planning Commission’s purview to attach design conditions to

the approval.

Ms. Arnold stated that it does not speak well for anyone to have to spend two years putting
together a project. She felt the City should do something to improve and speed up the process,

because smaller development groups cannot afford to do this.

Ms. Barrows disagreed and felt it was better to take the time to work through a project. She

noted that this is a large development, and the developer has come up against many issues.

Ms. Funk felt that, if they wanted a change, the process should have been in place before it
came to the Planning Commission. The developer has spent the time to bring it to the Planning

Commission, and she believed it met most of the criteria. The fact that the developer is willing
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to accept one of three options in the event Phase 2 does not come through makes the project
acceptable. She was troubled by the fact that the Planning Commission could not see the entire

project in all phases.

Motion for Petition 410-584

Arla Funk moved that Petition 410-584 be approved on the basis of the findings of fact in the
staff report with the recommendations, including the agreement with the developer to one of

three options for finalization of the second phase. Kay (berger) Arnold seconded the motion.

Prescott Muir suggested an amendment to the motion giving the Planning Director authority to
work with the applicant to explore ways to create better connectivity to the street within grid 2 to
the west. He believed it was important for the building cores to have direct connection to the

higher plaza.

Ms. Funk accepted the amendment to her motion. Ms. Arnold accepted the amendment in her

second.

Findings of Fact

3

A. The Planning Commission is authorized to approve planned developments with multiple
buildings.
B. The project meets all of the zoning requirements for the RMU zoning district except the

rear yard setback and the height. Staff recommends the Planning Commission modify
the rear yard setback requirement to 20 feet through the planned development process
in accordance with Section 21A.54.150.C. The proposal is consistent with the East
Downtown Master Plan, which calls for medium to high-density housing.

C. The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that access is adequate.

D. The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that internal circulation is
adequate. The first phase will exceed the number of required off-street parking stalls.
Public Utilities are adequate.

F. Adjacent land uses do not require buffering from the proposed apartment complex.
Buffering of the apartments from adjacent land uses is adequate.

G. The architecture is different, but compatible with historic high-density housing in the
neighborhood. The Historic Landmark Commission has approved the design of the

structure.
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H. " Landscaping may be adequate but may need further review upon final development of
the site plan. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission delegate final approval
of the landscaping plan to the Planning Director.

The Historic Landmark Commission found an economic hardship would occur if the
applicant were required to renovate most of the structures on the block and therefore will
allow for the demolitions. The fate of the Juel apartments has not been determined.

J. Operating and delivery hours are compatible with adjacent land uses.

K. The proposed planned development furthers the goals of the master plan and will impact
the neighborhood consistent with the master plan and historic district design policies.

L. A Board of Adjustment variance is required to rectify outstanding height issues or the
building must be lowered by several feet. The Staff recommends the Planning
Commission reduce the rear yard requirement from 30 feet to 20 feet and that the
underground parking be allowed to cross property lines, consistent with the planned

development process. All other code requirements will be met.

Ms. Arnold,l Ms. Barrows, Mr. Chambless, Mr. Diamond, Ms. Funk, Mr. Muir and Ms. Noda
voted “Aye.” Mr. Jonas, Ms. McDonough, and Mr. Nelson were not present for the vote.

Robert”Bip” Daniels as chair, did not vote.

Mr. Wilde clarified that the three provisions of the development agreement will be specified in
the order of priority. They will expect the developer to accomplish a property line shift and a

rezoning with a 30-foot restrictive covenant as a fall back if they do not accomplish the first.

Continued discussion of Petition No. 410-586, by Total Property Asset Management,

requesting a planned.development subdivision approval to create a pad lot at 464 South
600 East as part of th(km{ilv Center (Fred Meyer Planned Development. This is a
request to modify the previousylanned development (Petition No. 410-135) to
incorporate the McHenry home site\a@ develop an 11, 730 square foot pad site as part of
the original planned development for tR‘e\EamMCenter. This planned development

requests modification of zoning@rdinance}(‘a@ards consistent with the approval of the

original Fred Meyer development. Ordinance m\odifications are reduction of the front

yard landscaping and setback requirements, fronty parking, and a change of grade in

excess of two feet at the property line. This property is ih.a Commercial “CS” Zoning

District and in the Central Community Historic Overlay Distritt.
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January 27, 2010

Salt Lake City Planning & Zoning
ATTN: Historic Landmark Commission
PO Box 145480

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5480

Subject: Proposed Eastside Apartments and Assisted Living
Dear Historic Landmark Chairs and Commissioners,

In preparation for our appearance before the Historic Landmark Commission (HLC), scheduled for
February 3, 2010, we would like to provide some background on the proposed Eastside Assisted Living
Center and Apartments. This new development will consist of 132 assisted living units in a single
structure at 556 East 300 South, along with 173 apartment units in three structures at 350 South 600 East.
These parcels were formerly known as Phase 1l and Phase 1] of the Emigration Court project. Two of the
apartment buildings will be two levels, with a six-floor structure behind; the assisted living center will
also consist of six floors. Both portions of the project will include two levels of underground parking.
We are familiar with the history of Emigration Court, and have made efforts to incorporate suggestions
made during its HLC review process into our plans.

Comments from a previous HLC meeting included a desire to improve the pedestrian-friendliness of the
neighborhood and provide porches along the 600 East frontage. We have made the pedestrian scale a
point of emphasis in our building design by limiting the apartment buildings adjacent to 600 East to two
levels and including large porches and balconies. We have also incorporated pedestrian plazas into both
portions of the project to provide an amenity for the tenants and, in the case of the apartments, an
alternative walking route through the block.

We also met with the Central City Neighborhood Council on January 6, 2010. We were told that the
project looks more appropriate for a suburban than a downtown location, and that at least one resident
preferred the plan submitted previously by Cooper Roberts Simonsen Associates architects (attached for
your reference). We would like to reiterate that what we have provided is a preliminary design, and that
we are willing to modify the project according to your recommendations and citizen input. However, we
hope you will understand that there are limitations to the amount of modification we are able to make. In
particular, substantial reductions in density will render the project unfeasible from a financial standpoint.

We appreciate your attention to this request and look forward to meeting with you.
Sincerely,

e Fo_

Matt Hansen
Project Manager







RE: East Side Apartments January 13th, 2010

To whom it Concerns,

My name is Tom Mutter and | am the Chairperson for Central City Neighborhood
Council (CCNC). On January 6" 2010 CCNC heard a presentation on the East Side
Apartments which is a proposed assisted living project along 300 S between 500 E and
600 E. CCNC was contacted by the developers first to be on our agenda. | contacted
the Planning Dept and got in touch with Doug Dansie. Doug told us that this was a
reincarnation of the Emigration Court phases 2 and 3, that they were seeking zoning
amendments and Historic Landmarks approval again. Here are comments from that
presentation:

‘The renderings depicting development along 600 E. showed a style of something seen in West Jordan or
Sandy certainly not what you would see downtown or in an historic district. !

What was shown was nothing like what was presented years ago.

Phase 1 of Emigration Court is always cited as the prime example of a poor development/project and this
looks like more of that.

The infill around the existing parking structure is over scaled with unsightly massing. The existing fabric of
the neighborhood is not being reinforced with this project.

Project being proposed fooks to be as big as zoning alfows to make the project profitable and in turn
surrounding neighbors have to put up with a project out of scale.

Feel the proposal to go the 6 or 7 stories on 300 S. is again out of scale with the existing neighborhood
fabric.

This seemed like a fishing expedition to see what we would accept. We were being asked what we
wanted to see. People said we want something that Jooks like what's on the other side of the street or
down the block of the historic district.

Mr. Dansie was present along with the applicant at the meeting. As the Chairperson for
CCNC | felt it was a waste of our time. If this group does choose to go forward and
develop this site they will have to present to us another time. There was very little
discussion on the potential zoning requests and even less on the assisted living
component along 300 S. which was the reason for being on our agenda. In fact we did
not get the typical description from Planning we get explaining what the applicant is
requesting. This makes me think even more that the developers were testing the waters
and not serious about the proposal presented to us. My only other observation is that
the zoning adopted to increase density in neighborhoods bordering trax stations has
proven to push over sized projects into not so dense neighborhoods and small to no
projects along or right adjacent to trax nodes. Thank you.

Tom Mutter
CCNC Chairperson

Nick Rupp
CCNC Vice Chairperson
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Project Summary

Located in downtown Salt Lake City, Emigration Court is a mixed-use project
focusing on the quality of life ofTered by its urban seiting. Eating and shop-
ping opportunities abound here within an easily walkable one-block radius. To
be completed inthree phases. Emigration Counrt Apartments will consist of 6
stories of residential units and a level of underground parking. Phase One will®
include 208 units, 304 parking spaces and 250,000 square feet. while Phases
Two and Three are planned for an additional 220 units.

With retail fromage on Fifth East Street. Emigration Court Apartments adds
new activity at the pedestrian level, contributing to the vitality of its neighbor-
lhiood and making it a truly mixed-use development. Approximately 5.000
square feet of retail space is planned, providing apporunities Tor traditional,
neighborhood-scaled shops like colfee houses, dry-cleaning outlels and conve-
nience stores. These will benefit not only the residents of Emigration Coort, but
neighbonng residents as well.

Pedestrians may walk through the block via a path connecting Fifth and Sixth
East Streets, respecting the human scale that characterized the historic residen-
tial development typicul of the central eity. A landseaped courtyard oriented 1o
Fifth East provides outdoor space for residents und open space for the general
public to enjoy visually, Inner block parking stalls are covered by a large
central pluza which enhances residential life with a private outdoor pool, a play
grount area. a pulling green and activity gathering space.

One of the truly exciting lacets ol Emigration Court is its proximity o the
newly completed 400 South TRAX line. Campleted in November of 2001.
the new line expands conunuter options and links downtown Salt Lake City 1o
the University of Utal, Residents of Emigration Court will enjoy convenient
aceess o public ransportation with the option of commuting, learning, work-
ing and shopping without relying on the car. This not only impacts wir quality
by limiting [ossil-fuel emissions. but also helps to reduce traffic congestion.
Making reality the principles of walkable communities and Transit Oriented
neichborhoods, Emigration Court can become the Hagship project for the new
Transit Oriented District zoning overlay.

Becanse of its higher population density values, Emigration Court will reduce
pressure on undeveloped areas remaining in the Salt Lake Valley. This project
takes advantage of the infill opportunities prevalent in this part of the city. en-
abling the majority ol the streetscape to remain intact, while developing ereater
density in Block 38,

50% of the housing units are Jow income allowing Emigration Court to accom-
plish much in the way of removing artificial barriers which can exist between
more and less afffuent residents. This will help bring diversity to the central
city. further enltancing its vitality,

Emigration Court is designed with a moment resisting concrete frame. with
floor slabs of post-lensioned concrete for the parking and first three levels of
apartiments and lightweight framing for the upper three levels,
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Massing Study of Future Phasing
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