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Date: January 22, 2015 
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Master Plan and Zoning Amendment 
 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2855 S Highland Drive 
PARCEL ID: 16-29-235-007 
MASTER PLAN: Sugar House  
ZONING DISTRICT: R-1/7,000, Single Family Residential & CB, Community Business 
 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner, Wayne Reaves, is requesting approval to amend the Sugar House future land 

use map and zoning map for a portion of the property located at 2855 S Highland Drive. The 
associated future land use map in the Sugar House Master Plan currently designates the majority 
of the property for “Low Intensity/Mixed Use;” however, the remainder is designated for Open 
Space. The petitioner is requesting to amend the future land use map so that the entirety of the 
property is designated as “Low Intensity/Mixed Use.”  

 
The property is also “split-zoned” with the majority of the property (1.06 acres) zoned CB, 
Community Business, and the remainder (0.35 acres) zoned R-1/7,000, Single Family 
Residential.  The petitioner is requesting to amend the zoning map so that the entire property is 
zoned CB.  
 
The intent of the proposed rezone is to more fully utilize the property for future development. If 
the zoning is amended for the property, the entire property could be used for any use allowed in 
the CB zone. The developer has not specified their intended use for the property at this time. The 
property is currently occupied by a vacant commercial building and parking lot. The City Council 
has final decision making authority for master plan and zoning amendments. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  Based on the information in this staff report, Planning Staff recommends that the 

Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council for the proposed 
zoning map and master plan amendment.  

The following motion is provided in support of the recommendation:  

Based on the findings listed in the staff report and the testimony and plans presented, I move that the 
Planning Commission transmit a positive recommendation to the City Council for the proposed 
zoning and master plan amendment. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Vicinity Maps 
B. Property Photographs 

mailto:daniel.echeverria@slcgov.com
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C. Additional Applicant Information 
D. Existing Conditions 
E. Analysis of Standards 
F. Public Process & Comments 
G. Department Review Comments 
H. Motions 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 
The subject property is located within the Sugar House Community. The Sugar House Community Master Plan 
contains a future land use map that designates the desired type of land use that should occur on the property. 
The future land use map has a split designation for the property, with the majority of the property designated 
as “Low Intensity/Mixed Use.”  However, the eastern most portion (about 0.35 acres) is designated for “Parks 
& Open Space.” Although parks are an allowed use in the CB zone, the original intent of this designation was to 
encourage the City to build a park on this land. Since the plan was created, the City acquired a parcel of land at 
1560 East Atkin Avenue for the purpose of building a new park. The new park is under construction and is 
approximately 1/3rd of a mile away from the subject property.  The park is o.86 acres in size, more than double 
the size of the subject property. 

 The property is currently “split-zoned” with the west side of the property (1.06 acres) zoned CB, Community 
Business, and the remainder (0.35 acres) zoned R-1/7,000, Single Family Residential. The R-1/7,000 portion 
of the property is approximately 73 feet wide and 213 feet deep. The petitioner is requesting to amend the 
zoning map designation of the 0.35 acre R-1/7,000 portion so that it matches the CB designation of the 
majority of the property. Please see Attachment A for a vicinity map highlighting the piece of property 
proposed for rezoning.  

The intent of the proposed rezone is to more fully utilize the property for future development. The developer 
originally stated in their application that the rezoning was intended to support new multi-family development 
on the site. However, the developer has retracted that statement and has not specified an intended use for the 
property at this time. Currently, the subject portion of property could normally only be developed for one 
single-family home. Through a Planned Development process, thereby modifying some zoning standards, the 
property could potentially be developed for two single-family homes.  

KEY ISSUES: 
The key issues listed below have been identified through the analysis of the project, neighbor and community 
input and department review comments.  
 

1. Current “Parks & Open Space” Designation Relevance 
2. Zoning Compatibility with Adjacent Properties 
 
Issue 1 - Current “Parks & Open Space” Designation Relevance 
The portion of land proposed for rezoning is identified on the future land use map of the Sugar 
House Community Master Plan (2005) as “Parks & Open Space.” When the plan was written in 
2001, this land was being used as parking and landscaping for the commercial building on the 
property. The building and the associated parking have been on this property since 1959 
according to City records and aerial photography.  
 
To the east of the developed section of the property was a large undeveloped area of 
approximately 1 acre in size that had been vacant for at least 60 years. Together these areas of the 
property were identified as a potential new “Neighborhood Park” of approximately 1.35 acres in 
size. This large property had been identified as a potential park in the 1985 Sugar House Master 
Plan as well. The discussion from the 2001/2005 master plan is as follows:  
 

The Wilford, Highland, and Nibley neighborhoods exhibit the greatest need for 
Neighborhood Parks. Therefore they have the highest priority for park development. 
There are a few areas that have been identified for potential neighborhood park sites.  
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A parcel on Crandall Avenue, just east of Highland Drive, has been vacant for many 
years and would be ideal for use as a park. 

 
However, the associated vacant property on Crandall Avenue identified by the master plan was 
never obtained by the City for the use of a park and the associated zoning was never changed to 
prevent its development. In 2010, the large vacant area on the east of the property was developed 
for the Crandall Cove six-lot residential subdivision. The development of this land eliminated the 
potential for the land to become a City park as envisioned in the master plan. The remaining 0.35 
acres of land being considered for rezoning could potentially support a small pocket park or “tot 
lot”; however, Planning Staff does not foresee a significant desire or need for such an additional 
small park in this neighborhood given the recent City park development approximately 1/3rd of a 
mile from this site. This park fulfills the need for a park in the Wilford and Highland 
neighborhoods and the need for an additional park on the subject property no longer exists. 
Additionally, such a small park space would not provide much greater open space or recreational 
opportunities than are typically provided by residential yard areas in the surrounding 
neighborhood.   
 
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints recently closed a church at 1560 E Atkin Ave, 
which is 1/3rd of a mile from the rezone site. This 0.85 acre church property was then deeded to 
the City in 2011 on the condition that it is to be used for a City park. The land is currently being 
developed for Imperial Park, a new City park. Though this park is slightly smaller in size than the 
area originally identified for park space in the Sugar House Master Plan, it helps fill in the gap in 
park service that was identified for this neighborhood. Furthermore, the park is more centrally 
located in the neighborhood than the site on Crandall Avenue and provides better park 
accessibility to the neighborhood. Highland Drive and Richmond Street serve as an artificial 
pedestrian barrier due to being arterial streets and so the Crandall Avenue park site would likely 
not have seen as much pedestrian traffic from the residential neighborhoods to the west of these 
streets.  
 
In light of the new park development and the residential development on the potential park site, 
the future land use map identification of “Parks & Open Space” for the remaining land on 
Crandall Avenue no longer appears appropriate for this property. As such, amending the 
designation from “Parks & Open Space” to “Low Intensity/Mixed Use” is appropriate and 
recognizes the reality of the conditions on the ground. Staff recognizes that there is still a lack of 
park space in the neighborhoods immediately west of Richmond Street/Highland Drive and 
park opportunities should continue to be explored closer to those neighborhoods.  
 
Issue 2 - Zoning Compatibility with Adjacent Properties 
With commercial zoning next to single-family residential properties there can be concerns for 
compatibility issues between the two uses, such as negative noise or visual impacts to the 
residential properties. In this case the property has a couple of existing characteristics that buffer 
the residential properties from potential impacts that could result from new commercial or 
multifamily development. 
 
The first characteristic is that there is a retaining wall between this property and the single family 
homes to the east. This retaining wall varies between approximately 3' to 5' in height and runs 
along the entire length of the east property line. Due to the associated grade difference, the 
residential homes to the east sit above the subject property and this creates some natural 
buffering for the homes. This grade difference can help direct any noise created by more intense 
uses on the property away from residential properties and increases privacy for the single family 
homes. The additional 6’ foot fence results in an 11’ barrier in some places along the property 
line.  
 
In addition to this grade difference, the residential homes to the east have their required rear 
yards facing the property proposed for rezoning. This provides 25' of horizontal buffering from 
their rear property line to the homes themselves and reduces potential noise or visual impacts to 
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these properties. Similarly, the residential properties to the north of the site have 50' to 60' deep 
rear yards that abut the property and so these homes have significant existing horizontal 
buffering.  

 
Overall, the grade difference and rear-facing orientation of the homes to this property create a 
buffer that reduces the potential for negative impacts to these residential homes. In addition to 
the existing buffering, new development on the site would be required to install a 7' wide 
landscape buffer along the property line shared with residential properties. The landscape buffer 
would need to include shade trees every 30', shrubs of at least 4' in height, and a solid 6' fence for 
the entire length of the buffer. In the long term, the shade trees would limit visual impacts of 
development on the residential uses to the east and may muffle noise. As this is a corner 
property, the east side of the property can be designed as the rear or side yard. An additional 3' of 
horizontal setback, for a total of 10' of setback will be required if this side of the property is 
designated as a side yard. If the yard is designated as a rear yard by the developer, no additional 
setback beyond the 7’ landscape buffer would be required.  

 
The two single-family homes across the street to the south may experience some visual and noise 
impacts but would be buffered by a 60' wide right-of-way, existing street trees, as well as existing 
25' to 30' front yard setbacks. Any new development on the site would be required to install 
additional street trees, helping reduce the visual impact of the higher intensity uses allowed on 
the property.  
 
Due to the existing conditions on the ground and the site improvements that would result from 
redevelopment, the proposed rezone will be generally compatible with the adjacent properties 
and uses.  

 

 
Aerial view of property (highlighted in yellow) with existing buffering 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Applicable Master Plan Policies 
The Sugar House Master Plan includes some general policies about commercial and residential areas 
applicable to this rezone and master plan amendment request. Some policies related to this request include: 
 

 Support and enhance the dominant, single-family character of the existing low-
density residential neighborhoods. 

 Maintain the unique character of older, predominantly low-density 
neighborhoods. 

~3' TO 5' RETAINING 
WALL + 6' FENCE 

25' REAR YARDS 
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 Prohibit the expansion of non-residential land uses into areas of primarily low-
density dwelling units.  

 
Although this master plan and zoning amendment would expand the commercial CB zoning designation and 
associated “Low-Intensity Mixed Use” future land use designation, the property is already used for a 
commercial parking lot rather than a low density residential use.  It is considered a non-complying land use 
because the current use conflicts with the zoning. As such, this is not an expansion of non-residential land use 
into a low-density residential area and this rezone will not result in the loss of any existing residential 
dwellings. This corridor is characterized by existing commercial and mixed use properties on the edges of 
neighborhood, directly interfacing with adjacent residential properties.  
 
The master plan also includes policies related to nonconforming commercial properties, such as the existing 
parking lot. The master plan says the following about these properties: 
 

“…the City should be cautious in rezoning these nonconforming properties to 
commercial. Each one should be considered on its own merits, with the public and 
surrounding residents given the opportunity to provide input into the decision 
making process.” 

 
The general public and surrounding residents were given the opportunity to weigh in on the proposal at two 
meetings of the Sugar House Community Council, including one with their Land Use Committee. At the 
meeting, residents near the development were generally amenable to the rezone proposal as long as the 
resulting development will be of a high quality design. Specifically, two adjacent neighbors expressed that any 
development on the property is better than the parking lot that currently occupies the site and were supportive 
of the rezone. One other adjacent resident, while not directly opposing or supporting the rezone, expressed a 
desire that the development be safe as he has children and that the development help and not hurt his property 
value. One community council member expressed concern at the meeting that the rezone is being proposed 
without knowing what the development will be. Please see the letter from the Community Council in 
Attachment F for a summary of comments expressed at the Council meeting and those provided to the land 
use committee chairperson. The Community Council’s letter requests that the City approve the rezoning and 
Master Plan amendment proposal.  
 
Medium to high density multifamily residential development is one of the allowed used in the CB zone and the 
developer initially expressed interest in such a development type. As such, the Sugar House Master Plan also 
includes the following policies for determining appropriate locations for Medium and High Density 
development: 
 

 Proximity to arterial or collector streets; 

 Proximity to higher density residential areas, mixed-use areas, neighborhood commercial nodes 
or the urban town center of the Business District;  

 Proximity to existing and proposed parks and open space; 

 Prohibit the expansion of non-residential land uses into areas of medium-density residential. 
 
With regard to these proximity policies, this proposal is located near a City arterial, Highland Drive. The 
proposal is also located near an area targeted by the master plan for mixed use and higher density residential 
in-fill development between Highland Drive and Richmond Street. The location of this commercial site is 
generally supported by these policies. While the site is located in an area once identified for a possible park, as 
discussed in Issue 3 above, park space no longer appears to be a viable option for this site.  
 
The Master Plan also includes policies related to the development potential of commercial sites near 
neighborhoods, such as commercial strip and neighborhood commercial developments. Some of these policies 
include:  

 Eliminating incompatible automobile-oriented uses where allowed; 

 Requiring windows on the first floor of new buildings with entrances facing the street and 
parking located in the rear; 
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 Providing a pedestrian circulation component in every development approved; 

 Requiring multiple public entrances in new larger buildings; 

 Requiring design review or site design standards; 

 Requiring signage to be at the pedestrian level. 
 
In compliance with these, the proposed CB zone includes pedestrian oriented building and site design 
standards that implement these policies.  The “Development Potential” section on page 6 details some of the 
specific CB zone standards.  
 
Although the Master Plan doesn’t specifically reference height limitations for these properties, it does state that 
the goal of the “Future Land Use Plan” is to “promote compatible land uses while maintaining the integrity of 
the Sugar House Community.” As such, height can be a concern when it comes to compatibility of commercial 
or medium density development near single-family residences. With regard to this, the CB zone has a 30' 
height limit, which is just 2' higher than the 28' limit for R-1/7,000 properties. The existing R-1/7,000 zoned 
homes to the east of the property are 28' tall. The 30' height limitation of the CB zone thus helps ensure that 
commercial development will be of a compatible scale with adjacent residential development.  
 
Overall, the Sugar House Master Plan provides some flexibility in the determination of whether a rezone is 
appropriate for a property such as this one. Based on the above discussed standards and additional analysis 
located in this staff report, staff has found the proposed zoning amendment and associated Master Plan 
amendment to be compatible with the general Master Plan policies.  
 
Current “Split-zone” Development Potential 
The overall property is “split-zoned” due to a zoning decision in the 1990s that designated the parking area on 
the east side of this property as R-1/7,000 and the west side of the property as CB. With this split zone 
situation, the west side of the property can currently be developed for any use allowed in the CB and with the 
zoning heights and setbacks allowed in the CB zone. However, the development and use limitations of the R-
1/7,000 zone mean that the developer could not extend any multifamily or commercial use into the R-1/7,000 
zoned area on the east. As of right, a developer could build one single-family detached home on this part of the 
property. Alternatively, the developer could leave the parking lot on the property as it is or develop it as another 
use allowed in the R-1/7,000 zone, such as a park.  
 
The R-1/7,000 zoning district requires new residential lots to be at least 50 feet wide and have a minimum lot 
area of 7,000 square feet. The rezone property has approximately 15,246 square feet of possible lot area and is 
70' wide. Although the property has enough lot area for two single-family homes, the lot width limits would 
only support one single-family lot. A developer could potentially go through a Planned Development process to 
modify some zoning standards in order to build two single-family homes on this property. A typical single 
family home on this property would face Crandall Ave and have a minimum side yard of 6' or 10' adjacent to 
the CB property. A home could also reach a height of 28' at the ridge of the roof.  
 
Proposed CB Rezone Development Potential 
If the property is rezoned to CB it could be developed for any use allowed in the CB zone in compliance with the 
height and bulk requirements of the zone. The CB zone allows buildings up to 30’ in height, which is close to 
the 28’ height limit of the adjacent R-1/7,000 zone. This helps ensure that development is compatible in scale 
with residential uses and reduces the potential for negative height impacts onto residential properties. A 
diagram showing the associated development regulations for the CB zone, as well as a list of conditional and 
permitted uses are located in Attachment D. Although the CB zone has no front setback requirement, the basic 
design features required by the zone help ensure that the development is pedestrian, rather than automobile 
oriented. Further, the CB zone generally allows for a variety of low intensity commercial uses as well as 
multifamily residential uses, such as apartments or condominiums. The use intensity restriction reduces the 
potential for conflicts related to use on adjacent residential properties.  
 
Due to the overall size of the property (including the existing CB zoned area), and thus the likely resulting total 
floor area of development, any new development would need to go through a Conditional Building and Site 
Design Review (CBSD) process. This process is required for any development in the CB zone that exceeds 
15,000 square feet on the first floor or 20,000 total square feet overall.  As stated in the zoning ordinance, the 
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process is “intended to help ensure that newly developed properties and redeveloped properties are designed to 
encourage pedestrian access, circulation and orientation while acknowledging the need for transit and 
automobile access.” The standards relate to architectural and façade detailing, signage, landscaping, and 
building orientation among others. Generally, these additional standards help result in a higher quality 
development that is more compatible, in terms of building mass and scale, with nearby, single family 
neighborhoods.  
 
If development on the property exceeds 60,000 square feet of gross floor area, additional amenities would be 
required as part of the CBSD process, such as one square foot of park, plaza, or public space per 10 square feet 
of gross floor area. For example, with a 60,000 square foot building, 6,000 square feet of the development 
would need to be devoted to park, plaza, or public space. Additionally, the building would be subject to a more 
stringent review relating to its building and pedestrian orientation. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
With a recommendation of approval or denial for the zoning amendment, the amendment proposal will be 
sent to the City Council for a final decision by that body. 
 
If the zoning amendment is approved, the developer will be able to build any use allowed in the CB zone on the 
property. A list of uses allowed by the zone is located in Attachment D. The developer will need to obtain a 
building permit for any development and will need to comply with the necessary zoning standards, including 
buffering where the property is adjacent to single-family zones. If the development exceeds 15,000 square feet 
on the first floor or 20,000 square feet overall, the development will need to go through a Conditional Building 
and Site Design review process before building permits are approved.  

 
If the zoning amendment is denied, the property will remain zoned R-1/7,000, Single Family Residential. With 
this zoning, the developer would be able to build one to two single-family dwellings on the property at a 
maximum. Alternatively, the property could continue to be used as a parking lot or developed for other uses 
allowed in the R-1/7,000 zone. The developer will still be able to develop the existing CB zoned portion of the 
property to the west for any use allowed in the CB zone.  
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ATTACHMENT A:  VICINITY MAPS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Birds-eye view of subject property (yellow outline) and surrounding area 
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ATTACHMENT B:  PROPERTY PHOTOGRAPHS 
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View of the R-1/7,000 zoned subject property looking north. The retaining wall can be seen below the 
fence on the right side of the property. The CB zoned portion of the property is on the left (west) and 

starts just a few feet east of the building.   
 

 
Panoramic view of the site looking north. The subject property is highlighted in yellow. 
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View from the middle of the subject property looking south. A commercial building 

can be seen on the right (west) side of the photo. 
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ATTACHMENT C:  ADDITIONAL APPLICANT 
INFORMATION 
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ATTACHMENT D:  EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Uses in the Immediate Vicinity of the Property 
 
To the east of the land proposed for rezone are two single-family homes. Two single-family homes also 
border the property to the north. To the west of the subject property is the remainder of the subject 
property that is zoned CB. This portion of the property is occupied by a commercial building that has 
most recently been used for furniture retail. To the south, across the street, are two single-family 
homes. Please see the vicinity map in Attachment A for reference.  
 
Current R-1/7,000 Zoning Standards 

The property proposed for rezoning is currently zoned R-1/7,000, Single Family Residential. The following table 
provides the yard and bulk requirements for the R-1/7,000 district. 

 

Proposed CB Zoning Standards 

The developer is proposing to rezone the subject property to CB, Community Business. The development 
standards for that zone, including yard and bulk requirements, as well as a list of permitted and conditional uses 
are located on the following pages. 
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CB COMMUNITY
BUSINESS

The CB, Community Business, zoning district is intended to provide for the close integration of moderately sized commercial 
areas with adjacent residential neighborhoods. The design guidelines are intended to facilitate retail that is pedestrian in its 
orientation and scale, while also acknowledging the importance of transit and automobile access to the site.

Development in the CB zone allows for a variety of lower intensity commercial uses, such as retail uses, offices, and restaurants. 
Commercial development does not need to include a residential component, but such mixed-use development is allowed. 
Multifamily residential development, such as condominiums and apartments, are also allowed and such development does 
not need to include a commercial use.  Front yard building setbacks are limited in this zone so as to encourage a pedestrian 
building orientation.

CB Development Standards (21A.26.030)
LOT 
WIDTH

LOT 
AREA

FRONT 
YARD 

REAR 
YARD

SIDE 
YARDS

LANDSCAPE 
BUFFERS 

HEIGHT 


SURFACE PARKING 


PARKING 
LIGHTING

FLOOR AREA 
LIMITATION

No min 
or max

No min, 
4 acre 
max*

0’ min, 
15’ max 
for 75% 
of facade

10' min None 7' required 
next to 
residential 
zones

30' 
max

Located behind 
building or 
setback 20’ from 
front property 
line

If next to res-
idential, light 
poles limited 
to16’; must be 
shielded

CBSD1 required 
if 1st floor area 
is ≥15,000 sq 
ft or total floor 
area is ≥20,000

1Conditional Building and Site Design (CBSD) requires that development meet a higher level of design standards, see 21A.59.

CB Building Design Standards (21A.26.030)
1ST FLOOR FACADE FRONT ENTRANCE FIRST FLOOR DETAILING MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT/SERVICE AREAS

40% glass & non-reflective* 1 entry that faces street No blank walls over 15’ long Screened or located out of public view

*These standards can be modified through the Conditional Building and Site Design (CBSD) process, see 21A.59.

Development Examples Zoning Diagram









The above information is a synopsis of the CB zoning regulations. The complete CB zoning regulations are located in 21A.26.030.
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PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES - COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS
USES CN   CB   CS1  CC   CSHBD1  CG   SNB  

Accessory use, except those that are specifically regulated else-
where in this title  

P   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Adaptive reuse of a landmark site   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Alcohol:  

Brewpub (2,500 square feet or less in floor area)   C12,13  P12  P12  P12   P12  

Brewpub (more than 2,500 square feet in floor area)   P12  C12  P12   P12  

Dining club (2,500 square feet or less in floor area)   C12,13  C12,13  P12  P12  P12   P12  

Dining club (more than 2,500 square feet in floor area)   P12  C12  P12   P12  

Distillery   P19  

Microbrewery   P  

Social club (2,500 square feet or less in floor area)   C12,13  P12  P12  P12   P12  

Social club (more than 2,500 square feet in floor area)   P12  C12  P12   P12  

Tavern (2,500 square feet or less in floor area)   C12,13  P12  P12  P12   P12  

Tavern (more than 2,500 square feet in floor area)   P12  C12  P12   P12  

Ambulance service (indoor)   P   P   P   P  

Ambulance service (outdoor)   P7   P7   P7   P  

Amusement park   P   P  

Animal:  

Cremation service   P   P  

Kennel   P  

Pet cemetery   P4  

Veterinary office   C   P   P   P   P   P  

Antenna, communication tower   P   P   P   P   P  

Antenna, communication tower, exceeding the maximum building 
height in the zone  

C   C   C   C   C  

Art gallery   P   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Auction (outdoor)   P   P  

Auditorium   P   P   P   P  

Bakery, commercial   P  

Bed and breakfast   P   P   P   P   P   P   P17 

Bed and breakfast inn   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Bed and breakfast manor   C3   C3   P   P   P  

Blacksmith shop   P  

Blood donation center   C   P  

Bus line station/terminal   P   P  

Bus line yard and repair facility   P  

Car wash   P   P   P  

Car wash as accessory use to gas station or convenience store that 
sells gas  

P   P   P   P  

Check cashing/payday loan business   P10  P10  

Clinic (medical, dental)   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Community correctional facility, large  

Community correctional facility, small   C9,14 

Community garden   P   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Contractor's yard/office   C   P  
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USES CN   CB   CS1  CC   CSHBD1  CG   SNB  

Crematorium   C   C   C   C  

Daycare center, adult   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Daycare center, child   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Daycare, registered home daycare or preschool   P  

Dwelling:  

Assisted living facility (large)   P   P   P   P  

Assisted living facility (small)   P   P   P   P   P  

Group home (large)   P   C   C  

Group home (small) when located above or below first story office, 
retail, or commercial use, or on the first story where the unit is not 

located adjacent to street frontage  

P   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Living quarter for caretaker or security guard   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Manufactured home   P  

Multi-family P   P   P   P   P   P  

Residential substance abuse treatment home (large)   C   C  

Residential substance abuse treatment home (small)   C   C  

Rooming (boarding) house   P   P   P   P   P  

Single-family attached   P  

Single-family detached   P  

Single room occupancy  

Transitional victim home (large)   C   C  

Transitional victim home (small)   C   C  

Twin home   P  

Two-family P  

Eleemosynary facility   P  

Equipment rental (indoor and/or outdoor)   P   P  

Farmers' market   C   C   P   P  

Financial institution   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Financial institution with drive-through facility   P11   P11  P11  P11   P11  

Flea market (indoor)   P   P   P   P  

Flea market (outdoor)   P  

Funeral home   P   P   P   P  

Gas station   C   P   P   P   P  

Government facility   C   C   C   C   C   C  

Government facility requiring special design features for security 
purposes  

P   P   P   P   P   P  

Homeless shelter   C  

Hotel/motel   C   P   P   P  

House museum in landmark sites (see subsection 21A.24.010T of 
this title)  

C  

Impound lot   C14  

Industrial assembly   P  

Intermodal transit passenger hub   P  

Laboratory (medical, dental, optical)   P   P   P  

Laboratory, testing   P   P   P  
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Large wind energy system   P   P   P  

Laundry, commercial   P  

Library   P   P   P   P   P   P   C  

Limousine service (large)   P  

Limousine service (small)   C   C   P  

Manufactured/mobile home sales and service   P  

Mixed use development   P   P   P   P   P   P   P15 

Mobile food business (operation on private property)   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Municipal service uses, including city utility uses and police and fire 
stations  

C   C   C   C   C   C  

Museum   P   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Nursing care facility   P   P   P  

Office   P   P   P   P   P   P   P18 

Offices and reception centers in landmark sites (see subsec-
tion 21A.24.010T of this title)  

C  

Open space   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Open space on lots less than 4 acres in size   P  

Park   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Parking:  

Commercial   C   P   P  

Off site   C   P   P   P   P   P  

Park and ride lot   C   C   P   P  

Park and ride lot shared with existing use   P   P   P   P   P  

Place of worship on lot less than 4 acres in size   P   P   P   P   P   P   C  

Radio, television station   P   P   P   P  

Reception center   P   P   P   P   P  

Recreation (indoor)   P   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Recreation (outdoor)   C   C   P  

Recreational vehicle park (minimum 1 acre)   C  

Recycling collection station   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Research and development facility  

Restaurant   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Restaurant with drive-through facility   P11   P11  P11  P11   P11  

Retail goods establishment   P   P   P   P   P   P   P16 

Plant and garden shop with outdoor retail sales area   P   P   P   P   P   P   P  

With drive-through facility   P11   P11  P11  P11   P11  

Retail service establishment   P   P   P   P   P   P   P16 

Furniture repair shop   C   P   P   P   P   P  

With drive-through facility   P11   P11  P11  P11   P11  

Reverse vending machine   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Sales and display (outdoor)   P   P   P   P   P   P  
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USES CN   CB   CS1  CC   CSHBD1  CG   SNB  

School:  

College or university   P   P   P   P   P  

Music conservatory   P   P   P   P   P  

Professional and vocational   P   P   P   P   P  

Seminary and religious institute   P   P   P   P   P   C  

Seasonal farm stand   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Sexually oriented business   P5  

Sign painting/fabrication   P  

Solar array   P  

Storage (outdoor)   C   P  

Storage, public (outdoor)   C   P  

Storage, self   P   P  

Store:  

Department   P   P  

Mass merchandising   P   P   P  

Pawnshop   P  

Specialty   P   P   P   P  

Superstore and hypermarket   P   P  

Warehouse club   P  

Studio, art   P   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Studio, motion picture   P  

Taxicab facility   P  

Theater, live performance   P14   P14  P14  P14   P14  

Theater, movie   C   P   P   P   P  

Urban farm   P   P   P   P   P   P  

Utility, building or structure   P2   P2   P2   P2   P2   P2   P2  

Utility, transmission wire, line, pipe, or pole   P2   P2   P2   P2   P2   P2   P2  

Vehicle:  

Auction   P  

Automobile repair (major)   P   P  

Automobile repair (minor)   C   P   P   P   P   P  

Automobile sales/rental and service   P   P  

Automobile salvage and recycling (indoor)   P  

Boat/recreational vehicle sales and service   P   P  

Truck repair (large)   P  

Truck sales and rental (large)   P   P  

Vending cart, private property   P  

Warehouse   P   P  

Welding shop   P  

Wholesale distribution   P   P  

Wireless telecommunications facility (see section 21A.40.090, ta-
ble 21A.40.090E of this title)  

C  

Woodworking mill   P  
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1. Development in the CS district shall be subject to planned development approval pursuant to the provisions of chapter 21A.55 of this 
title. Certain developments in the CSHBD zone shall be subject to the conditional building and site design review process pursuant to 
the provisions of subsection 21A.26.060D and chapter 21A.59 of this title.
2. Subject to conformance to the provisions in subsection 21A.02.050B of this title for utility regulations.
3. When located in a building listed on the Salt Lake City register of cultural resources (see subsections 21A.24.010T and 21A.26.010K 
of this title).
4. Subject to Salt Lake Valley health department approval.
5. Pursuant to the requirements set forth in section 21A.36.140 of this title.
6. Subject to location restrictions as per section 21A.36.190 of this title.
7. Greater than 3 ambulances at location require a conditional use.
8. Building additions on lots less than 20,000 square feet for office uses may not exceed 50 percent of the building's footprint. Building 
additions greater than 50 percent of the building's footprint or new office building construction are subject to a conditional building 
and site design review.
9. A community correctional facility is considered an institutional use and any such facility located within an airport noise overlay zone 
is subject to the land use and sound attenuation standards for institutional uses of the applicable airport overlay zone within chapter 
21A.34 of this title.
10. No check cashing/payday loan business shall be located closer than 1/2 mile of other check cashing/payday loan businesses.
11. Subject to conformance to the provisions in section 21A.40.060 of this title for drive-through use regulations.
12. Subject to conformance with the provisions in section 21A.36.300, "Alcohol Related Establishments", of this title.
13. In CN and CB zoning districts, the total square footage, including patio space, shall not exceed 2,200 square feet in total. Total 
square footage will include a maximum 1,750 square feet of floor space within a business and a maximum of 450 square feet in an 
outdoor patio area.
14. Prohibited within 1,000 feet of a single- or two-family zoning district.
15. Residential units may be located above or below first floor retail/office.
16. Construction for a nonresidential use shall be subject to all provisions of subsections 21A.24.160I and J of this title.
17. In the SNB zoning district, bed and breakfast use is only allowed in a landmark site.
18. Medical and dental offices are not allowed in the SNB zoning district.
19. Permitted in the CG zoning district only when associated with an on site food service establishment.

QUALIFYING  PROVISIONS

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES - COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS
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ATTACHMENT E:  ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS 

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 

21A.50.050:  A decision to amend the text of this title or the zoning map by general amendment is a 
matter committed to the legislative discretion of the city council and is not controlled by any one standard.  
In making a decision to amend the zoning map, the City Council should consider the following: 

Factor Finding Rationale 

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

Consistent with 
general goals and 

policies, but 
requires 

amendment to the 
future land use map 
of the Sugar House 
Master Plan, which 

is part of this 
proposal. 

Please see the “Discussion” section on 
pages 4-6 regarding applicable master 
plan policies. As discussed, staff finds 
that the zoning amendment is consistent 
with the general policies of the Sugar 
House Master Plan. 
 
However, the proposed CB zone is not 
consistent with the Master Plan’s 
specific designation of the property as 
“Parks & Open Space” and requires a 
master plan amendment. The 
appropriateness of this current 
designation given the changes on the 
ground since the plan’s adoption is 
discussed under “Issue 1” on page 2. 
Staff has determined that the “Parks 
and Open Space” designation is no 
longer appropriate for this site and that 
an amendment to “Low 
Intensity/Mixed Use” is consistent with 
the applicable general policies of the 
master plan.  
 
The Master Plan defines a “Low 
Intensity/Mixed Use” as the following:  

Low-Intensity Mixed Use allows an 
integration of residential with small 
business uses, typically at ground 
floor levels. Height limits generally 
include one- and two-story structures. 
The intent is to support more walkable 
community development patterns 
located near transit lines and stops. 
Proposed development and land uses 
within the Low-Intensity Mixed Use 
area must be compatible with the land 
uses and architectural features 
surrounding each site. 

 
The proposed CB zone includes scale 
and pedestrian oriented design 
standards that fit within these 
parameters. As discussed on page 6, 
these standards are meant to ensure 
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compatible development with adjacent 
residential land uses. As such, the 
proposed designation is also compatible 
with the proposed CB zoning district. 

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

Complies The CB purpose statement is as follows:  
 
The CB community business district is 
intended to provide for the close 
integration of moderately sized 
commercial areas with adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. The design 
guidelines are intended to facilitate retail 
that is pedestrian in its orientation and 
scale, while also acknowledging the 
importance of transit and automobile 
access to the site. 
 
In compliance with this purpose 
statement, the property is located adjacent 
to a residential neighborhood and would 
closely integrate with the residential 
development. The location of the proposal 
is compliant with the purpose statement 
of the zone.  

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

Some noise and 
view impacts may 

occur with new 
development, but 

existing and 
required additional 

buffering are 
expected to 

minimize any 
negative impacts. 

As discussed in the issue section on 
page 3 of the staff report, the 
amendment could result in some 
potential impacts to adjacent properties 
from resulting development. For 
example, the westward views from the 
second level of the single-family 
residential buildings to the east may be 
reduced and some additional noise may 
be produced if a use such as outdoor 
dining develops on the site. However, 
the required landscape buffering, grade 
difference between the property and the 
adjacent property to the east, as well as 
the adjacency to the rear yards of the 
residential lots to the east and north, 
are expected to provide adequate 
buffering from any negative impacts 
related to potential commercial or 
multifamily uses on the property.  
 
Additionally, the 30' height limit for the 
CB zone is close to the 28' limit of the 
adjacent residential zone, which 
reduces the potential for negative 
impacts related to the scale of 
development. 

4. Whether a proposed map 
amendment is consistent with 
the purposes and provisions of 

Complies The property is not located within an 
overlay zoning district that imposes 
additional standards.  
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any applicable overlay zoning 
districts which may impose 
additional standards 

5. The adequacy of public 
facilities and services 
intended to serve the 
subject property, 
including, but not limited 
to, roadways, parks and 
recreational facilities, 
police and fire 
protection, schools, 
stormwater drainage 
systems, water supplies, 
and wastewater and 
refuse collection. 

Complies The subject property is located within a 
built environment where public 
facilities and services already exist. 
More intense uses, such as large 
commercial or multifamily 
development may require upgrading 
utilities and drainage systems. 
However, such upgrades would be 
required for any new large use on the 
existing CB portion of the property 
through the building permit process. 
The inclusion of the 0.35 acres of land 
in any new development is not expected 
to appreciably increase utility service 
requirements.  
 
As noted by Transportation in their 
department review, the rezone of the 
property is not expected to have an 
impact on street service levels.  
 
City departments and division have not 
indicated that public facilities or 
services are inadequate to serve the 
subject property.  

NOTES: 
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ATTACHMENT F:  PUBLIC PROCESS & COMMENTS 

 

Public Notice, Meetings, Comments 
The following is a list of public meetings that have been held, and other public input opportunities, 
related to the proposed project: 
 
Notice of Application: 
A notice of application was mailed to the Sugar House Community Council chairperson. The 
Community Council was given 45 days to respond with any concerns and to request that the applicant 
meet with them.  
 
The Community Council requested that the developer meet with their Land Use Committee and also 
attend their general meeting. The developer met with their Land Use Committee on December 16th 
and attended their general meeting on January 7th. Staff attended both meetings to answer any 
planning or zoning related questions. A letter from the Sugar House Community Council Land Use 
Committee chairperson is on the following page and includes notes and comments from the meeting, 
as well as a recommendation of approval for the rezone. 
 
Notice of the public hearing for the proposal included: 
Public hearing notice mailed on January 15, 2015 
Public hearing notice posted on January 15, 2015 
Public notice posted on City and State websites and Planning Division list serve on January 15, 2015 
 
Public Input: 
No public comments received as of staff report publication. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



January 18, 2015 
 
 
TO:  Salt Lake City Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Judi Short, Land Use Chair and First Vice President 
  Sugar House Community Council 
 
RE:  2855 S Highland Drive  
 
 
 
The Sugar House Community Council has reviewed the application by Wayne Reaves for a Zoning 
Map Amendment to rezone the R-1/7000 portion of the property to CB, and a Master Plan 
Amendment to change the designation of this parcel in the Sugar House Master Plan Future Land Use 
Map from Parks & Open Space to Low Intensity/Mixed Use. 
 
We first reviewed this property on December 15 at our Land Use and Zoning Committee.  We had 
passed out flyers to the homes and businesses nearby, summarizing what was being proposed and had 
some of those people in attendance. (see attached) We also had neighbors attend our January 7 Sugar 
House Community Council meeting where the project was presented.  They had a number of 
questions. My notes from both meetings are included below. 
 
After reviewing the comments made at these two meetings, along with additional statements by the 
Land Use Committee, we are asking you to approve the request to rezone the parcel on the 
east that is .35 of an acre from r-1/7000 to CB.  We further request that you remove this 
parcel from the Future Open Space Map of the Sugar House Master Plan.   
 
At the time that we approved the new Imperial Park, which will be two blocks east of this parcel, we 
discussed the fact that Imperial Park would replace this parcel as Open Space.  Originally, the parcel 
now known as Crandall Court was to be included as part of the Open Space, and that has now been 
converted to housing.  This is a fair trade, as the Imperial Park was built on a parcel that was zoned  
R-1/7000, and  we got a park, and Crandall Court added six homes.   
 
We further suggest to the developer that they carefully look at the layout of their project, and try to 
make it tucked up along Highland Drive, to minimize the impact on the neighborhood to the east.  
The parking on the east should provide a buffer, along with required landscaping.  We also request 
that they try not to add a curb cut on Highland Drive, to minimize the congestion on that street. 
 
 
 
NOTES from SHCC Land Use and Zoning Committee Meeting December 15, 2014. 
Wayne Reaves presented the reason for the request to rezone the parcel.  He did not want to be 
misleading in any way.  He put multifamily use in the application, but all they are requesting is a 
rezone for the one parcel that is R 1/7000, which is a driveway to the loading dock..  Until that is done, 
they cannot proceed with deciding what they will do with the property.  He did say that whatever it 
was would comply with the uses allowed in the CB zone.  Adding this extra parcel will make it more 
feasible.  Not adding the extra parcel leaves one lot that might never be developed, because of what is 
on either side. 
 
He said it could be live/work, retail on the first floor with housing above, perhaps office.  We want to 
create value for the city.  One of the neighbors asked about the CB zone.  He said that it could be up to 



30 feet.  Master plan called for Open Space, but the zoning was never changed. One of the neighbors 
asked about why they were not informed about the master plan.  The planner (John Anderson) 
explained that this is not a new plan.  He said it does have to be removed from the Open Space Plan.  
Existing zone is 28’ feet, CB is 30 feet.  Would be 2 stories, tough to get three with retail on the first 
floor.  One of the neighbors said they already have a lot of traffic, and Anderson said that a traffic 
study would be done as part of the review.  The city in general will discourage extra in and out along 
Highland Drive. Reaves said it was too early to decide if a curb cut would be requested.  The real issue 
is what is the best design for a project on this parcel.  Once the zoning is changed, we won’t have any 
control over what is on the property, it could be anything that fits within the CB zone. 
 
The parcel currently is one parcel with two zones.  The person he bought it from did not even realize 
that it was not all one zone.  The CB parcel is 1.06 acres, plus the residential portion is .35 acre. Right 
now they have a “right to purchase” but they don’t own anything at this point in time.  If it isn’t 
rezoned, they would not purchase the property.  Rawlins talked about commercial encroachment into 
this residential area.  Reaves said it matches the Master Plan. 
 
Reaves said to start designing something, they would have to spend time and money with a design 
firm, etc.  They won’t do that until they have a rezone.  A neighbor asked about ideas for what might 
go in.  Sea Salt and Finca restaurant were given as an example of a restaurant with apartments above, 
or retail below and offices above.  Some combination of this could be done, that fits into the CB zone.   
A neighbor said that we will support you if you put something into the neighborhood that fits.  30’ 
high and landscape buffers next to residential zones, no side yard.  Sheila said that activity after 
business hours would make a difference, because this has been a dead zone for many years.  The 
parcel is about 6’ below the residential Crandall Cove on the eastern end, so that would act as a buffer. 
 
Reaves said after the rezone it becomes suggestive as to what might go in.  It would need to be 
something that fits in the zone.  John Anderson said if you meet the minimum standards, you would 
get a permit. You would need Planning Commission site and design review to build something over 
14,000 square feet.  The public has input at the Sugar House Community Council, and at the Planning 
Commission.  Reaves said this should be a buffer between the neighborhood and a big highway.  A 
neighbor asked about the buffer wall, and he said it would be right at the edge of the existing Crandall 
Cove without creating a vacant space between the two parcels.  He said it is most likely that it would 
be oriented up to the Highland Drive.  Reaves said he might build underground parking, or it could be 
senior housing, but probably not a community garden.  Could be a live work space.  Who rents the 
space would be the tenant that is most interested. 
 
George Chapman said that once the rezone happens, the community loses all leverage.  Reaves said it 
wouldn’t matter what sort of a plan he showed us, the actual engineering etc. wouldn’t happen until 
they had the certainty of a rezone.  Sally pointed out that it could be sitting like it is now for another 
decade, if the parcel isn’t big enough as it stands to build a viable CB building.  Grace Sperry said it 
could be a very nice commercial building.  Lynn Schwartz said if you are going to eliminate the 
nuisance, this is a solution.  Sheila said it was not unlikely that someone will buy the two residential 
homes that are north of this parcel along Highland Drive.  Judi reminded the group that Sally put 
flyers on all the residential porches and surrounding businesses.  The men from Forsey’s were here for 
a bit and had their questions answered.  The neighbors said they had their questions answered and 
left the meeting. 
 
Notes from January 7, 2015 meeting of SHCC. 
Mr. Reaves attended the Sugar House Community council meeting and gave an overview of trying to 
get a rezone before the company invests money into drawings for a specific proposal.  Daniel 
Echeverria from Salt Lake City Planning gave a listing of the uses that are allowed in the CB zone.  
Includes retail uses, and retail sales.  CB zone requires 7’ landscape buffer.  One petitioner said it 



didn’t make sense to him that Reaves had no idea what he would build there.  Judi said that the other 
choice is for the petitioner to hire an architect and an engineer, and spend a bunch of money to  
design some sort of projects, and then  if the Planning Commission says no, they are out all that 
money.  This way, they can ask for a rezone and then submit a project that fits the zone.  Potentially, 
the project will be up against Highland Drive, and the east portion will be a parking lot, which in 
essence will be a buffer between the building and the homes to the east.  One man who said he lived 
directly east of the parking lot said we want something done with this parcel, we are tired of the 
eyesore it has been for years. Rawlins said he would like to see housing on this parcel, and then 
residential on the two parcels on the north side along Highland Drive. 
 
If the rezone happens, the project can be approved if it fits the zone.  If the project is larger than 
14,000 square feet, the project will come back to us for further discussion and approval, as part of the 
design review process. This will have to be presented to the Planning Commission and then City 
Council will have the final say in whether to rezone or not.  
 
I got no more comments from the public after this meeting. 
 
Comments from some of the Land Use Committee Members 
I also think that the up-zone of the parcel on the lot on Highland should go through. In reality, the 
owner would never ask that the larger part be down-zoned. It seems that the parcel to be up-zoned is 
in bad shape, and at least some of the neighbors would appreciate something else there. I only hope 
they stay with the firm of Mr. Reeves, though the CB does have some good limits. 
 
I have no opposition to the rezone of the parking area.  I do think orienting to Highland is the 
appropriate measure and help communicate a desire for a buffer.  The height really isn't an issue to 
me because of the 6' elevation change and those homes are all 2 story so this won't "tower" over them, 
but a buffer would be very helpful to give them privacy. 
  
I'm glad we distributed flyers for this so we can say we did outreach and the only responses we 
received were people wanted something done here and the buffer.  I think those are easily mitigated 
to get a successful development. 
 
I know, through the grapevine, that that property has been in family battles for a long time and it is 
such a blight.  So to see something happen would be great.  We do have to realize that Highland is 
going to be all commercial to various degrees.  And at some point the properties on the east side are 
going to take a hit for it.  So, the key here is how do we mitigate this contrast.  The height, I would 
guess is not going to be the issue here... the real issue is, will there be enough set back or, simply put, 
space between the commercial and residential.  All this said, I agree with changing the zone.  I also 
agree with giving significant weight to the neighbors when considering what design / building will 
then be built there and how much space or screening is needed to help protect their privacy.   
 
I like the guy's honesty, don't see much of that.  The neighbors even suggested at the LUZ meeting 
that he add the two houses north of the Campos to the project.  I don't remember Crawford and Day's 
location. 
 
I'm inclined to recommend approval unless some negative comments come from neighbors we 
haven't heard from yet.  The ones that came to LUZ seemed to be satisfied after they got their 
questions answered, didn't go away mad.   I can't imagine that would be an attractive parcel for 
someone to buy and build a house.  So it could just sit for a long time.  I don't think the owner wants 
to sell them separately. 
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ATTACHMENT G:  DEPARTMENT REVIEW COMMENTS 
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Department Review Comments 
 
Engineering – Scott Weiler (scott.weiler@slcgov.com or 801-535-6159) 
No objections. 
 
Zoning  
No comments. 
 
Transportation - Barry Walsh (barry.walsh@slcgov.com or 801-535-7102) 
Transportation review comment for the proposed zoning change to remove the lot split from CB and 
R-1/7000 to CB does not impact the transportation corridors of Highland Dr. an Arterial class 
roadway or Crandall Avenue a local roadway. 
 
Public Utilities  
No comments. 
 
Fire  
No comments. 
 
Police 
Police have no concerns with this proposal. 
 
Parks 
No comments.  
 

 
  

mailto:scott.weiler@slcgov.com
mailto:barry.walsh@slcgov.com
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ATTACHMENT H:  MOTIONS 
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Potential Motions 

Staff Recommendation:  
Based on the findings listed in the staff report and the testimony and plans presented, I move that the Planning 
Commission transmit a positive recommendation to the City Council for the proposed zoning and master plan 
amendment. 
 
Not Consistent with Staff Recommendation:  
Based on the testimony, plans presented and the following findings, I move that the Planning Commission 
transmit a negative recommendation to the City Council for the proposed zoning map and master plan 
amendment. 
 
(The Planning Commission shall make findings on the Zoning Amendment standards and specifically state 
which standard or standards are not being complied with. Please see Attachment E for applicable standards.) 

 




