




















































It should be noted that to accommodate 180 parking spaces which are all to be underground 
and assuming intermediate parking efficiency of 360 sq ft per space, it would require 
approximately 64,000 sq. ft.. Given the small lot size, 35,800 sq. ft. the parking would require a 
minimum of two, likely three underground levels. Such a parking structure is not inviting and 
would have a reduced level of Service (LOS) as the majority of the parking spaces would not be 
on “flat” parking surfaces.


Specific comments from the application.


The hotel would not be a "pedestrian first", "vibrant character", “mixed-use" project. It would 
be an isolated hotel on the far edge across a major roadway.  Walking through the tunnel is 
often unappealing because of the unhoused persons living there. There would be no mixed 
usage as all of the facilities would be hotel guest focused. Vibrant character is subjective and 
speculative.


The while perhaps aligned with the development to the west, it is not aligned with the 
development to the east. There is a reason for zoning boundaries. 1300 East is such a 
boundary that must be respected.


The proposed project is not designed to provide services for park visitors it is designed to 
provide services to hotel guests. Given the project’s desire to utilize the Sugarhouse Park roads 
for egress the hotel will detract from the park because of the increase in traffic. Especially given 
that the park road way is one way plus has a bike and pedestrian way co-located.


The project falsely claims it will construct sidewalks providing easier access. Further, the 
conceptual plans do not even show a side walk between the project and the tunnel. The 
project as sketched will remove multiple landmark trees that currently shield the private 
property from the park. Note it is not clear if the trees are on private or public property.


The project speciously claims that it will improve security. Crime has not been an issue in the 
park.


The project would not be a connection or a gateway. The current tunnel serves that purpose. 
The project would not strengthen the neighborhood as there is no immediate neighborhood. 
The project would not improve the public open space unless it would be to the benefit of the 
project not the public. The project would not strengthen the Sugarhouse business district. 
Most of the business are, in general focused on the local residents not visitors. 


A 7th floor restaurant is not needed to provide views of the surrounding area and mountains. A 
3rd floor restaurant would provide the same views.


The project falsely claims denying the application would deter future development initiatives.  
There have been two proposals, a gas station and a hotel. The property in its current state is 
not a blight. The previous building has been removed. All that remains is an empty lot. Denying 
the application would not impede the broader neighbor redevelopment. There is no immediate 
neighborhood just a park. The redevelopment to the west has continued unimpeded for over a 
decade. There is no redevelopment to the north. To the south is an interstate.


The offer for the community to the utilize the project’s meeting rooms is not feasible because of 
the lack of parking. 
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All-in-all the project makes many many specious claims to benefit the local community but 
when examined they fail. The benefit would simply be for those staying at the hotel.


To approve the application the burden is on project to demonstrate that there is a substantial 
need not being currently met. Within the Sugarhouse Business District there are two existing 
hotels. There are also multiple existing coffee shops as well as many restaurants. The 
application fails to meet the burden. For that reason and those previously listed the application 
must be denied.


The above should not in any form be construed that development at that location is not 
appropriate. Development is appropriate but it must be befitting of a regional landmark public 
park that is enjoyed by tens of thousands of people with the primary purpose of serving the 
local residents while fitting within the existing zoning.


Allen Sanderson
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March 23,2026 

Salt Lake City Council 

Salt Lake City Corporation 

451 South State Street 

Salt Lake City, UT 84111 

Regarding: Sugar House Hotel Master Plan and Zoning Map Amendments at Approximately 
2111 South 1300 East 

Subject: The protection of Sugar House Park’s boundary – a “Soul Decision” 

Dear City Council Members, 

As deeply invested members of the Salt Lake City community, we are writing to express our 

significant concerns regarding the proposed rezone and master plan amendment that would allow 

a high-rise hotel development on the corner directly next to Sugar House Park. 

While we recognize the need for thoughtful urban growth, this specific location requires more 

than a review of individual pieces of technical data; it requires stepping back to consider the 

meaning of this park to the residents of this city, now and for the next 100 years of our park’s 

horizon. This is a “soul decision.” 

We believe that adding a 90-foot hotel on the boundary of the park isn’t "completing" the 

business district; we believe it is "over-extending" it beyond the natural boundary of 1300 East, 

and is contrary to the original intent of keeping the park a green respite for the community. 

Because of this request’s location, we believe that this requires more than a simple review of 

individual technical aspects; it requires stepping back to consider the meaning of the park to this 

city. While our concerns related to this proposal are many, in this letter we are addressing the 

psychological and social impact this project will have on this significant landmark of our city. 

We urge the Council to prioritize the following three areas: 

1. The "Wall Effect": Visual Privatization and Public Exclusion A high-rise on the park’s

edge creates a physical and psychological "Wall Effect." While the hotel may offer "exclusive

access," this creates a sense of privatization of a public resource. While the public enjoys the

park from the ground, hotel guests would receive an exclusive, bird’s-eye view. This turns a

public resource into a private backyard for the wealthy and diminishes the sense of openness for

everyday park users. Does the City believe a 7-story wall is the appropriate gateway to our most

beloved park? The park should remain an open, inviting refuge for all residents.
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2. The "Private Backyard" Effect – A Psychological Barrier Sugar House Park is a crown

jewel because it feels like it belongs to everyone. When you place a high-density, luxury-

oriented hotel directly on the park boundary, you fundamentally change that DNA. It creates a

"Private Backyard" atmosphere where the public suddenly feels like guests or intruders in a

space they own. The hotel’s exclusive access points and overlooking windows will make

everyday park users feel watched and marginalized, effectively ceding a corner of our public

land to a private interest. A private hotel entrance facing a public park creates a "psychological

barrier" that makes the public feel like they are trespassing on hotel grounds just to use their own

park.

3. Overpowering the Park’s Scale Parks are meant to be a release from the vertical pressure of

the city. The sheer mass of a high-rise at this location will "smother" the corner of the park and

destroy the "sky-space" that makes this refuge vital. We believe that the offered community

benefits—such as a bike rack and discounted office space—are not proportional to the permanent

loss of the park's visual integrity.

Sugar House Park is one of the significant "Central Parks" of our city. Once we allow high-

density “district creep” on its immediate borders, we set a precedent that cannot be undone. Our 

position has never been anti-development, but it is pro-responsibility, pro-stewardship, and pro-

community. This is not just about a building; it is about the erosion of the public’s right to feel 

completely at home in their own park. 

We are at a tipping point. If we allow 90-foot structures to swallow the boundaries of Sugar 

House Park, we are signaling that private commercial interests outweigh one of our city’s 

most significant public refuges, which is also the soul of the community. 

With respect and commitment to collaborative growth and on behalf of the East Central 

Community Council and its Executive Board,   

Esther 

Esther Hunter 

ECC Chair & Governing Board Director 

East Central Community Council 

 

cc.  

Erin Mendenhall, Salt Lake City Mayor 

Nick Norris, SLC Planning Director 

Tim Cosgrove, Mayor Liaison District 4 and City wide 

Eva Chavez Lopez, City Council Representative District 4 

East Central Community 

Attachment 2 - Page 2











ELPCO (East Liberty Park Community Organization) - www.eastlibertypark.org - elpcoslc@gmail.com 

concern raised by the public or by the city's own 2001 master plan is dismissed with 
assurances that issues will be addressed through design review or other future processes, 
deferring fundamental land use decisions that could (and possibly should) be made now. The 
pattern is consistent throughout: the report documents compliance with technical requirements 
while avoiding any discussion of whether this is the right development, at the right scale, in the 
right location. 

KEY QUESTIONS MISSING IN STAFF REPORT 
- What are the downsides of this proposal? Not mentioned anywhere in 20 pages.
- Are there compromise zoning options? MU-5 (50 ft) or MU-6 (65 ft) never explored as

middle ground. 
- Why did Planning Commission deny a use here in 2023? Briefly mentioned in one

sentence with no analysis of environmental concerns that led to denial. 
- What happens when the next property requests the same treatment? Precedent and

cumulative impacts not discussed. 
- Is tripling the building height from the community plan's vision appropriate?

Report simply declares 2001 plan "outdated" and moves on. 
- How will public concerns actually be addressed? Every issue gets deferred to design

review or building permits instead of being decided now. 

THE IMBALANCE AT A GLANCE 

Topic What Staff Report Says 
(Supporting Approval) 

Critical Questions NOT 
Addressed 

Plan 
Consistency 

"Sugar House Plan supports 
expansion of Business  
District to 1300 East" (p. 7) 

• 2001 Plan says 2-4 stories; this is
7 stories (250%
increase)
• Should community have input on
changing the vision?
• What are the limits to calling a plan
"outdated"?
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Building 
Height 

"90 feet provides appropriate 
transition between higher and 
lower-scale zones" (p. 19) 

• Why not MU-5 (50 ft) or MU-6 (65
ft) as compromise? • What happens
when other properties along 1300 E
request same treatment?
• Are community benefits actually
proportional to going from 40 to 90
feet?

Environmental "Property is within  
Groundwater Protection 
Overlay, which adds  
additional regulations" (p. 19) 

• Planning Commission
DENIED use here in 2023 for
environmental reasons—why is that
not discussed?
• What specifically changed to
make environmental
concerns manageable?
• What are the construction
impacts of underground
garage excavation?

Views/Character "Even current 40-foot zoning 
would block views" (p. 18) 

• How much MORE impact does
90 ft have vs. 40 ft? • Is
preserving mountain view
corridors a legitimate
community interest?
• Should degree of impact
matter?
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"Because the definition of high density has evolved 
since 2001, it is no longer reasonable to deem two- 
to four-story structures as high-density"** (p. 16) 

• Whether community
should vote on changing
2001 vision
• What other "outdated"
plans could be overridden
this way
• Whether 24 years is actually
that old for a master plan
• Whether there's ANY limit
to intensity increases under
this logic

2. ZONING & HEIGHT
Staff Says Missing Analysis 

"MU-8 aligns with recent development 
patterns...particularly across 1300 East in the 
MU-11 zone" (p. 17)  
"The rezone does not encroach on the existing 
single-family neighborhood to the north"** (p. 
17) 

No discussion of: 
• Why not MU-5 (50 ft) or MU-6
(65 ft) as middle ground?
• Precedent: What happens
when next property requests
MU-8?
• Is "not encroaching on SF
neighborhood" the ONLY
relevant standard?
• How does this fit with citywide
view corridor protection goals?
• Cumulative impact if multiple
properties follow suit

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS
Staff Says Missing Analysis 
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"The property is within the Groundwater 
Protection Overlay, which adds 
additional regulations" (p. 19) 

Never mentions: 
• Planning Commission DENIED use
here in 2023** for environmental
concerns
(PLNPCM2022-00053)
• Appeals Officer upheld the denial
• What changed in 2 years?
• How is hotel environmentally different
from gas station? (This distinction matters
but isn't explained)

• Construction impacts of excavating 180-space underground garage
• Stormwater runoff into Parley's Creek
• Any specific environmental mitigation measures

4. COMMUNITY BENEFITS
Staff Says Missing Analysis 

Below-market retail space, free meeting 
rooms, GREENbike station, public parking 
all listed as benefits (pp. 10-12) 

No discussion of: 
• Are these benefits proportional to
125% height increase?
• GREENbike station requires Park
Authority approval—not secured
• "Public parking" won't be free—is
this really a community benefit?
• How do these compare to benefits
required for similar rezones?
• Gateway signage benefits
developer's visibility—is this
really a public benefit?
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5. TRAFFIC & PARKING
Staff Says Missing Analysis 

"Traffic study...found to meet 
industry standards" (p. 17)  
"The study concludes that projected 
traffic would have minimal effect"** (p. 
17) 

No discussion of: 
• 145 rooms = ~150 guests/night—where
will they park if garage full?
• PM peak hour backups already identified
by Transportation staff
• Will hotel guests realistically use
bikes/transit vs. personal cars?
• Impact during construction (mentioned
as "coordination required" but not
analyzed)
• Cumulative impact if surrounding
properties redevelop at higher intensity

6. PUBLIC OPPOSITION
Staff Says Missing Analysis 

"Valid considerations...will be 
carefully addressed through design 
review, environmental analysis, 
and  
transportation planning" (p. 19)  
Park access concerns are 
"inaccurate information" (p. 19) 

No discussion of: 
• What if design review CAN'T
address scale/character concerns?
• Should land use decisions be made NOW
or deferred to later?
• Three proposals in 5 years (2020, 2023,
2025)—pattern of community opposition •
Is framing concerns as "misunderstanding"
appropriate?
• 2001 Plan involved extensive
community input—should that matter?
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LEGAL AND AUDIT RECORD: THE ROAD HOME 
2023 Lawsuit (Negligence & Safety) 
A lawsuit filed by local business owners against Shelter the Homeless and The Road Home alleged the 
organizations permitted illegal drug use in restrooms, failed to report violent incidents to police, and 
allowed weapons inside the facility in violation of city operating permits. 

2018 State Audit 
A state audit revealed “chilling” details of drug use, violence, and failure to enforce safety rules at the 
then-operating downtown shelter. Legislative oversight found staff routinely failed to enforce zero-
tolerance policies. 

Security Failures 
Allegations include that private security staff were restricted from conducting thorough searches of 
residents, even when metal detectors alerted, allowing weapons and controlled substances inside 
facilities. 

Leadership 
In 2019, the organization’s longtime executive director was terminated following an arrest related to a 
domestic dispute. 

Rapid Rehousing Concerns 
Former program participants have alleged they were left with significant debt and eviction judgments 
following exits from the organization’s rapid rehousing programs. 

THE ASK 
The Rio Grande Community Council respectfully requests that the Salt Lake City Council require the 
Housing Stability Division to certify, in writing, that each subrecipient receiving ESG, HOME, CDBG, or 
Funding Our Future funds in the 2026–2027 cycle maintains an active policy screening residents for 
lifetime sex offender status before admission — in compliance with 24 CFR § 5.856 — before any 
funds are disbursed. 

This is not a barrier to services. It is the floor of federal accountability — and the least we owe 
the children of this corridor. 

Dr. Áine Clotilde Houchon, PhD, FRGS | Co-Chair, Rio Grande Community Council 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

Salt Lake City Council | HUD Federal Funding Public Hearing 

March 24, 2026 | 7:00 p.m. 

Dr. Áine Clotilde Houchon, PhD, FRGS 

Co-Chair, Rio Grande Community Council 

My name is Dr. Clotilde Houchon. I am co-chair of the Rio Grande Community Council, 
and I appear tonight not in opposition to homeless services funding — but in defense of 
the children who live, learn, and play in the Rio Grande neighborhood — my 
neighborhood — whether they are housed or unhoused. This is a children’s rights 
argument. 

Federal law — specifically 24 CFR § 5.856 — requires that any organization receiving 
HUD funds screen residents for lifetime sex offender status before they are admitted. 
That requirement is not discretionary. It is mandatory — enacted in large part to protect 
children. 

The Road Home is before this Council tonight with nearly one million dollars in 
recommended awards across multiple programs — CDBG, HOME, and Funding Our 
Future. Within the Rio Grande corridor, the Road Home operates programming at St. 
Vincent de Paul — its only active operation in my immediate neighborhood since the 
demolition of the 400-bed shelter one block from my home. In this corridor, the stakes 
are visible and specific — the Gateway Children’s Discovery Museum, the Planetarium, 
Higher Ground for Learning, Recursion Daycare, public playgrounds, and the family 
facilities now under development in Pioneer Park — all within walking distance of the 
current Road Home operation at St. Vincent de Paul. 

This Council is already navigating significant uncertainty around federal HUD funding — 
grants that are being scrutinized, delayed, and restructured at the federal level right 
now. A compliance failure on sex offender screening — federally mandated and publicly 
auditable — is precisely the kind of liability that draws HUD Office of Inspector General 
attention. The OIG has already found, nationally, that thousands of households 
containing lifetime registered sex offenders were subsidized in violation of this statute. 

I am asking the Council to do one thing: require the Housing Stability Division to certify, 
in writing, that each subrecipient receiving ESG, HOME, CDBG, or Funding Our Future 
funds in this cycle has an active policy screening residents for lifetime sex offender 
status before admission — under 24 CFR § 5.856 — before funds are disbursed. 

That is not a barrier to services. It is the floor of federal accountability — and the 
least we owe the children of this corridor. 

Thank you. 
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