
 1

 
 

SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
DATE:   November 15, 2005 
 
SUBJECT:   Ordinance pertaining to Petition No. 400-01-32 and 400-02-08   

 Amending zoning regulations relating to the Sugar House Business 
District 

 Rezoning properties in the Sugar House Business District area 
 Amending the Sugar House Master Plan 

 
AFFECTED COUNCIL DISTRICTS: If the ordinance is adopted the zoning text changes, rezoning and 

master plan amendments will affect Council District 7 
 
STAFF REPORT BY:   Janice Jardine, Land Use Policy Analyst 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPT.  Community Development Department, Planning Division 
AND CONTACT PERSON:  Lex Traughber, Principal Planner 
 
 
A. On February 4, 2003, the Council reviewed the proposed zoning text changes, rezoning and master plan 

amendments. 
B. In May of 2003, at the request of the Planning Director, the Council referred this item back to the Planning 

Division for additional review. 
C. Please see the Background section on pgs. 5 & 6, for a summary of the Council Work Session discussion 

and the public process related to this proposal. 
 

KEY ELEMENTS: 
 
A. The Administration’s transmittal notes the following goals to be achieved for the Sugar House Business 

District through this process: 
1. Maintenance of the Sugar House Business district as a unique place. 
2. Creation of a walkable, pedestrian-friendly community. 
3. Creation of a “24/7” community with live/work opportunities and mixed-use development. 
4. Creation of multi-modal transportation options to better serve the area. 
5. Protection of adjacent residential neighborhoods. 
6. Maintenance of economic vitality and a healthy tax base with support for locally owned businesses. 
7. Preservation of the historical elements of the Sugar House business district’s specific buildings and/or 

general area characteristics. 
 
B. Key elements of the proposed zoning text changes, rezoning and master plan amendments are summarized 

below.  (Please refer to the proposed ordinance for details.) 
 

1. Proposed zoning text changes - 2 separate zoning districts are proposed – Commercial Sugar House 
Business District - CSHBD-1 and CSHBD-2.  
Key elements are summarized below: 

a. Maximum Setback – 15 feet.  Exceptions may be authorized through the Conditional Building 
and Site Design Review process.  The Planning Director in consultation with the Transportation 
Director has the option to modify this requirement if the adjacent public sidewalk is substandard 
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and the resulting modification to the setback results in a more efficient public sidewalk and/or 
the modification conforms to the Business District Design Guidelines. 

b. Building Height: 
 Maximum building height of 30 feet for non-residential structures in either the CSHBD-1 

or CSHBD-2. 
 Additional height may be obtained (to a maximum of 105 feet in the CSHBD-1, 60 feet in 

the CSHBD-2) by providing a 1 to 1 ratio of residential to non-residential uses. For every 
floor of non-residential development above the first 30 feet, 1 floor of residential 
development would be required to be built on or off-site. 

 If the residential development is transferred off-site, the maximum height for the non-
residential structure is 60 feet in the CSHBD-1 District and 45 feet in the CSHBD-2 
District. 

 In the CSHBD-2 District, buildings used exclusively for residential purposes may be built 
to a maximum height of 60 feet. 

 In the CSHBD-1 District, 90% of all required parking shall be provided as structured 
parking for buildings built to the 105 foot maximum height limit. 

c. Buffer Yards - An additional 1 foot setback is required for every 3 feet of building height 
above 30 feet (in addition to existing buffer and landscape requirements) for structures that abut 
a low-density, single-family residential zone. 

d. Step Back Requirement – Floors above 30 feet in height shall be stepped back 15 horizontal 
feet from the building foundation in areas that abut a low-density, single-family residential 
development or public streets. 

e. First Floor Glass - A minimum percentage of glass (40%) is required in buildings at the street 
level on the exterior front or face of a building.  25% glass at street level is required in 
structures with ground level residential uses.  Exceptions may be authorized through the 
Conditional Building and Site Design Review process. 

f. First Floor Street Level Requirements – First floor or street level space of all buildings are 
limited to the following uses:  residential, retail goods or retail service establishments, public 
service portions of businesses, restaurants, taverns/lounges/brewpubs, private clubs, art 
galleries, theaters or performing art facilities.  

g. Residential Requirement for Mixed-Use Developments: 
 Buildings with non-residential uses may be built to the maximum building height (to a 

maximum of 105 feet in the CSHBD-1, 60 feet in the CSHBD-2) with a requirement to 
provide a residential component either on-site or transferred to another site within the 
Sugar House Business District. 

 If the residential component is proposed for another site, the applicant will be required to: 
o Identify the location for the residential component. 
o Enter into a development agreement with the City to ensure construction of the 

residential structure in a timely manner. 
o Either begin construction of the residential development (progressing beyond the 

footings and foundation stage) prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the 
non- residential building or provide a financial assurance to ensure the residential 
development will occur. 
• The financial assurance shall be in an amount equal to 50% of the construction 

valuation for the residential development as determined by the Building Official. 
• Funds from the financial assurance will be deposited into the City’s Housing 

Trust Fund in the event that construction of the residential development has not 
commenced within 2 years of the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy for the 
non-residential component of the development. 

 
2. Proposed rezoning - Properties within the boundaries of 1300 East west to 900 East and Hollywood 

Avenue (1965 South) south to Interstate-80.  (Please see attached map for details.) 
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a. Current zoning classifications in the area include Commercial Sugar House Business District C-
SHBD, Commercial Shopping Center CS, Commercial Business CB, Institutional, and Residential 
Multi-Family RMF-35. 

b. Proposed zoning classifications include Commercial Sugar House Business Districts CSHBD-1 
CSHBD-2, Commercial Neighborhood CN, Residential Multi-Family RMF-45, and Residential R-
1/5000.   

 
3. Proposed Master Plan Amendments – Key elements of the proposed changes to the Plan and Future 

Land Use map noted in the Administration’s transmittal include: 
a. Move technical design criteria from the Plan to the proposed zoning text changes such as height 

limits, setbacks and ‘first floor glass’ requirements. 
b. Revise applicable chapters or sections of the Plan as necessary to remain consistent with the 

proposed zoning text. 
c. Revise the Future Land Use map to reflect proposed rezoning and future land uses. 
d. Include a detailed discussion of the Sugar House Center (Shopko) regional shopping area 

outlining policies that allow flexibility for future redevelopment of the area.  This includes 
identifying the use as important but envisioning the potential to improve site design and 
pedestrian mobility on the site. 

 

MATTERS AT ISSUE /POTENTIAL QUESTIONS FOR THE ADMINISTRATION: 
 

A. Council Members may wish to discuss with the Administration issues that continue to be raised 
regarding the proposal.  The Administration’s transmittal notes that while a majority of issues and 
concerns that have been discussed throughout this process have been addressed, there are a few issues 
with which members of the public may not be in agreement.  Outstanding issues are summarized below.  
(Please see pgs. 5 and 6 of the Administration’s transmittal document for additional details.) 

1. Building height limits will continue to be an issue.  The proposed zoning provides very creative 
and flexible standards in regard to building height and land use in the Business District. 

2. Property owners along 1100 East between 2100 South and Hollywood Avenue would like to have 
all of this area zoned CSHBD-1 (allows taller buildings).  The Planning Commission recommends 
CSHBD-2 (requires a lower building height) to provide a better transition between the 
commercial district and adjacent low-density, single-family neighborhoods. 

3. Property owners on the northeast corner of 1000 East and Elm Avenue would like to have the 
zoning changed from multi-family residential to mixed use.  The Planning Commission 
recommends maintaining the existing Residential Multi-Family RMF-35 to provide a buffer and 
anchor between the adjacent business district and the low-density single-family residential area. 

4. The Community Council expressed the need to move the proposal forward for a decision by the 
Council to ensure future development in the Business District will be subject to any new adopted 
standards. 

 
B. As previously noted, several amendments are proposed to the Sugar House Community Master Plan.  In 

light of the Council’s recent discussions relating to policies, recommendations and implementation 
strategies that are included in master plans adopted by the Council, staff has attached the proposed 
changes to the Sugar House Community Master Plan for ease of reference. 

 
C. The Planning staff report provides a response to issues raised by the Council at the February 4, 2003 

Work Session.  Information from the staff report is summarized below.  Please refer to the Planning 
staff report dated May 25, 2005, pgs. 3, 4 & 5 for details.  

 
1. The proposed changes were too complex and overwhelming.  Previously, five new zoning 

districts had been proposed by Planning Staff to specify height limits in the Sugar House 
Business District, in addition to several rezones of parcels adjacent to this District. 
 



 4

Staff response:  Staff proposes that the C-SHBD zone be split into two different zones instead of 
five; C-SHBD1 and C-SHBD2. 

 
2. Concern was expressed regarding the policy of the potential elimination of the regional 

shopping center component in the Sugar House Business District, specifically the Sugar House 
Center (Shopko) area. 

 Staff response:  New language has been drafted to replace the existing statements in the Sugar 
House Community Master Plan (2001) that allows for the redevelopment of this area as a regional 
shopping center. 

 
3. Concern was expressed for the proposed height limit for the Irving School House property. 

The Community Council and City Council supported a 50 foot height limit. Planning Staff 
recommended a 75 foot height limit. 

 Staff response:  Having just been recently redeveloped, the likelihood of this property redeveloping 
again in the near future is unlikely.   

• The May 25, 2005 Planning staff report recommended zoning this property CSHBD-1 zone that 
allowed a 50 foot height limit by right, to account for the actual height of the existing building 
which is 44.5 feet.   

• The Planning Commission during their discussions in September/October revised the CSHBD-1 
district to allow a maximum building height of 30 feet for non-residential uses and an additional 
height to a maximum of 105 feet for buildings with mixed use.  The additional height is 
permitted by providing a 1 to 1 ratio of residential to non-residential uses and providing 90% of 
the required parking as structured parking.  If the residential use is transferred off-site, the 
maximum height for the non-residential structure is 60 feet. 

4. Whether the northeast corner of 1000 East and Elm Avenue, which includes three low density 
residential structures, should be zoned residential or mixed-use.  The Planning Commission 
recommended mixed-use while the Community Council and the City Council recommended 
residential. 

 Staff response:  It appears that the Community Council and the City Council have a desire to see 
this area remain residentially zoned.  Planning Staff concurs with this desire and proposes to leave 
this corner zoned and master planned as residential.  Planning Staff contends that these properties 
are zoned and master planned appropriately given the low density residential development on the 
south side of Elm Avenue.  Further, Planning Staff contends that these properties provide a 
transition zone between those properties zoned C-SHBD and the adjacent low density, residentially 
zoned and used properties.  It should be noted that if this property is proposed for redevelopment in 
the future to a zone other than residential, a rezone and master plan amendment would be required. 

• The Planning Commission during their discussions in September/October recommended zoning 
this area Residential Multi-Family RMF-45. 

5. The possibility of additional incentives to stimulate new residential development  in the Sugar 
House Business District. 

 Staff response:  RDA assistance could stimulate new residential development in the Sugar House 
Business District.  In addition, a building height incentive is proposed to encourage residential 
development in the Sugar House Business District. 

 
6. Concern that proposed zones would render certain structures non-complying. 

 Staff response:  Planning Staff notes that the two office buildings directly to the east of the Sugar 
House Commons and Hidden Hollow would be made non-complying due to the proposed rezone.  



 5

Both of these buildings are approximately 90feet in height and used exclusively for non-residential 
purposes.  The Lincoln Tower property at 2017 Lincoln Street (945 South) is also proposed to be 
rezoned to RMF-45 which would continue the non-complying status of this particular building.  It is 
important to note that under the regulations of the newly adopted “Non-Complying” ordinance, 
these buildings would be allowed to be rebuilt in the event that they are damaged in a natural 
disaster. 

D. Council Member Lambert has suggested further discussion relating to the following items: 
1. Proposed zoning for the Irving School House property – Consider zoning the property CSHBD-2 

rather than the recommended CSHBD-1. 
• The Planning Commission is recommending zoning the property CSHBD-1 which allows a 

maximum height of 105 feet for a mixed use development.  
• The CSHBD-2 allows a maximum building height of 30 feet for non-residential uses and an 

additional height to a maximum of 60 feet for buildings with mixed use.  The additional 
height is permitted by providing a 1 to 1 ratio of residential to non-residential uses.  If the 
residential use is transferred off-site, the maximum height for the non-residential structure is 
45 feet. 

• When the Council first discussed the proposed zoning (in 2003) the Council supported the 
Community Council preference to limit building height to 50 ft. in this area noting that 
because this area is on the crest of a hill, there is concern that a building height of 75 ft. would 
be out of scale for the surrounding neighborhood. 

2. Consider initiating a Legislative Action to rezone the properties east of the Irving School property 
on the east side of 1200 East from the current Residential Multi-Family RMF-45 zoning 
classification to CSHBD-2.   
• Last year, the Redevelopment Agency Board approved funding for a proposed residential 

development for property located in this area. 
• Rezoning this area would enable redevelopment of this area and be consistent with the general 

goals and policies of the Sugar House Master Plan and the City Community Housing Plan. 
• Rezoning the area to CSHBD-2 would be consistent with the recommended zoning of 

properties south of this area along 2100 South to 1300 East.  
 
MASTER PLAN AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
A. Policies in the Sugar House Master Plan support the expansion of the business district zoning and 

subsequent amendments of the Zoning Ordinance in order to create a more transit/pedestrian friendly 
development pattern, increase residential densities and implant design review.  The Plan’s Business District 
Goals emphasize major design themes and development concepts that have historically been promoted in 
the area including: 
1. Honoring the historic scale and mass of buildings along 2100 South and 1100 East. 
2. Providing space for small tenants in retail and office buildings that are developed. 
3. Increasing a residential presence through a mixed land use pattern. 
4. Directing development to be transit and pedestrian oriented.  
 

B. The Council has adopted housing and transportation policy statements that support creating a wide variety 
of housing types citywide and changing the focus of transportation decisions from moving cars to moving 
people.  The Council’s policy statements have been included in the City’s Community Housing Plan and 
Transportation Master Plan.  (The Council is currently in the process of updating the housing policy.) 
1. Housing policy statements address a variety of issues including quality design, public and 

neighborhood participation and interaction, transit-oriented development, encouraging mixed-use 
developments, housing preservation, rehabilitation and replacement, zoning policies and programs 
that preserve housing opportunities as well as business opportunities. 
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2. Transportation policy statements include support of alternative forms of transportation, considering 
impacts on neighborhoods on at least an equal basis with impacts on transportation systems and 
giving all neighborhoods equal consideration in transportation decisions.  

 
C. During the Council’s recent discussions relating to growth, annexations and housing policy, Council 

Members have expressed support for developments that promote livable community concepts such as: 
1. Pedestrian and bicycle friendly environments 
2. Compact, transit and pedestrian oriented developments 
3. Neighborhood anchor areas or commercial and/or business uses that are necessary to the function of 

residential neighborhoods or are compatible with residential activity 
4. Local services that are conveniently available or can be provided and are accessible on foot. 

 
D. The Council’s adopted growth policy states:  It is the policy of the Salt Lake City Council that growth in 

Salt Lake City will be deemed the most desirable if it meets the following criteria: 
1. Is aesthetically pleasing; 
2. Contributes to a livable community environment; 
3. Yields no negative net fiscal impact unless an overriding public purpose is served; and 
4. Forestalls negative impacts associated with inactivity. 

 
E. The City’s Strategic Plan and the Futures Commission Report express concepts such as maintaining a 

prominent sustainable city, ensuring the City is designed to the highest aesthetic standards and is pedestrian 
friendly, convenient, and inviting, but not at the expense of minimizing environmental stewardship or 
neighborhood vitality.  The Plans emphasize placing a high priority on maintaining and developing new 
affordable residential housing in attractive, friendly, safe environments and creating attractive conditions 
for business expansion including retention and attraction of large and small businesses.  The Plans also 
support street designs that are pedestrian friendly and developing a multi-modal citywide transportation 
system. 

 
F. The City’s 1990 Urban Design Element includes statements that emphasize preserving the City’s image, 

neighborhood character and maintaining livability while being sensitive to social and economic realities.  
Applicable policy concepts include: 
1. Allow individual districts to develop in response to their unique characteristics within the overall 

urban design scheme for the city. 
2. Ensure that land uses make a positive contribution to neighborhood improvement and stability. 
3. Ensure that building restoration and new construction enhance district character. 
4. Require private development efforts to be compatible with urban design policies of the city regardless 

of whether city financial assistance is provided. 
5. Treat building height, scale and character as significant features of a district’s image. 
6. Ensure that features of building design such as color, detail, materials and scale are responsive to 

district character, neighboring buildings, and the pedestrian. 
 

BACKGROUND: 
 
A. The Administration’s transmittal notes an extensive series of presentations, meetings, discussion, and 

hearings took place during the revision process.  Planning staff met with and discussed the revised proposal 
with the Sugar House Community Council, the Sugar House Stakeholders Committee, Westminster College, 
the Sugar House Merchants Association, and many concerned individuals on numerous occasions. 

 
B. The Planning Commission held an issues only hearing on June 8, 2005 and two public hearings on 

September 14 and October 26, 2005, respectively.  In addition, a Planning Commission subcommittee met 
between September 14 to October 10, 2005 to work with staff and finalize the proposal. 
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February 4, 2003 Council Work Session Summary 
 
C. Amend the ordinance and the zoning and future land use map to reflect the Irving Schoolhouse as CSHBD-2 

with a 50-foot height limit. 
D. Amend the zoning and future land use map to reflect the Planning staff recommendation for the area around 

Elm Street, between 900 East and McClelland Street. Please clarify if the RB zoning should be applied to 
only the historic property or if it should apply to the majority of the block as was reflected in the original 
staff recommendation. 

E. Provide a summary of the master plan discussion regarding the Sugar House Business District including 
policies, recommendations, implementation strategies and timelines. 

1. What is the total area proposed to be included in the Sugar House Business District? 
2. Identify contradictions between the master plan and existing zoning. 
3. Identify competing goals. 

F. Identify options to reduce the proposed area to be rezoned.  It would be helpful to identify the areas where 
development/redevelopment is currently proposed or imminent. 

1. Might it be more appropriate to reduce the application of the new zones to protect existing viable 
neighborhoods? 

2. Is it appropriate to be rezoning a large area to encourage an increase in the intensity of uses and 
density without having a realistic program to address additional impacts such as existing and potential 
increase in traffic and parking congestion? 

3. Because the Smith’s block is unique (in one ownership surrounded by streets on all sides) and 
currently in the process for redevelopment, remove from the proposed rezoning and deal with it 
separately. 

4. Is it appropriate to rezone existing areas to phase out regional commercial development that provides 
potential customer base for smaller commercial uses? don't we need some regional shopping - can 
everything be locally owned small business? 

G. Identify what percentage of the properties proposed for rezoning would become non-complying if the 
proposed zoning were implemented.  Identify number and location of parcels, lots, structures and uses that 
would become non-conforming or non-complying.  Provide a brief definition for non-conforming and non-
complying.  (It would be helpful if the definitions are clear, concise and not too technical.) Concern about 
Shopko area stores not being able to rebuild if there were a fire - should the City Council support things of 
this nature - don't we need some regional shopping - can everything be locally owned small business? 

H. Identify options for reducing the number of proposed zones. Simplify processes and reduce subjectivity by 
providing clearly stated requirements, guidelines and criteria. 

I. Identify options for streamlining procedural implementation. (Is it really necessary for everything to go 
through the conditional use process?  The conditional use/planned development process may be too onerous 
for small businesses wishing to make structural changes to their buildings. Provide an expedited process for 
proposed developments that meet the intent/purposes of the master plan and zoning.) 

J. Identify additional incentives for developers to provide housing (in addition to the incentive allowing an 
increase in height).  Provide a procedural advantage for residential development.  Indicate if possible, what 
options have been more successful than others. 

K. Discuss the philosophical approach with respect to the existing land uses and the proposed zones in 
residential and commercial areas.  Does the future zoning preclude Smith's grocery store and Shopko from 
remaining or rebuilding in the area? 

L. Request review of the proposal and feedback from consultant Frank Gray. 
M. Request feedback regarding the proposal from developers and property owners.  (Not clear on whether or 

not there was a consensus.) 
N. Additional comments from follow-up conversations with Council Members: 

1. Particular interest expressed in paying more attention to the master plans because they are relied upon 
so heavily when other changes & projects come before the Council.  It appears that in some cases the 
Council has taken these too lightly. 
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2. There was also discussion about how the master plans always impact individual properties ultimately, 
but we don't notify each property owner.  They don't get notified until there is a rezoning proposal, 
and then they find that they are at least somewhat locked in by this long previous conversation that 
resulted in a master plan.  This is a policy issue that could be considered by the Council to change the 
system and allocate the resources to allow for every property owner to be notified when a master plan 
update is being considered for an area. 

 
cc: Rocky Fluhart, Sam Guevara, DJ Baxter, Ed Rutan, Lynn Pace, Melanie Reif, Tim Harpst, Louis Zunguze, Brent 

Wilde, LuAnn Clark, Orion Goff, Dave Oka, Valda Tarbet, Mack McDonald, Larry Butcher, Craig Spangenberg, 
Doug Wheelwright, Cheri Coffey, Lex Traughber, Lehua Weaver, Barry Esham 

 
File Location:  Community and Economic Development Dept., Planning Division, Zoning Ordinance Text 
Change, Rezoning and Master Plan Amendment – Sugar House Business District 





URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Urban design is the consideration and implementation of the functional and visual form 
of a city or in this case, the Sugar House Community. The urban design element of this 
master plan presents recommendations in the form of guidelines or policies to preserve 
and redevelop the urban form and character of Sugar House. In 1990, the City adopted a 
citywide Urban Design Element that is applicable for development located in Sugar 
House. Design considerations are also included in other elements of this Master Plan, the 
Sugar House Business District Design Guidelines Handbook, and the City's Open Space 
Plan. These resources must be consulted throughout the design review process of all 
proposed development. 

SUGAR HOUSE BUSINESS DISTRICT DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The Sugar House Business District is well established as the center of commercial 
activity for the community. Urban design e+kwia guidelines should gwem provide 
direction for new development and redevelopment, fulfilling the land use development 
objectives for the business district a d  b~ ewewage encourakg and daaee enhancing 
the pedestrian nature of the town center. The town center streetscape is pedestrian- 
oriented and expresses the highest intensity of use and streetscape amenities. The use of 
the Conditional Building and Site Design Review process helps to 
assure compatibility with the master plans. 

Policies 
New development in the Town Center m& should follow the design guidelines 
contained in the City's Urban Design Element, the Sugar House Business District 
Design Guidelines Handbook, and the guidelines in this Master Plan. 

Provide an entryway to the business district through skyline, land use, streetscape, 
architecture, building setback continuity, and signage. 
Preserve the Sugar House Plaza Monument as the community focal point. 
Retain the historic scale and massing of existing buildings. 
Require all new buildings to be built to, or near the sidewalk, with varying setback 
allowed for landscaping, public amenities, or outdoor dining. 
Require new buildings to include architectural detail at the pedestrian level. 
Retain views of the mountains where possible, 
Require ground level uses in the town center be uses that generate activity such as 
restaurants, galleries, retail, entertainment and personal business services. 
Support the addition of art in public areas and incorporate art into new development 
projects. 



Design Review and Expansion of the Business District 

Certain tmes of development in the "Commercial - Sugar House Business District" (C- 
SHBD) zoning classifications require a Conditional Building and Site Design Review. 
This process is necessarv for those proiects exceeding established building height and 
size limits, or projects having special building design elements. The Conditional 
Building and Site Desim Review process allows the communitv, Planning Staff, and the 
Planning Commission an opportunity to review the design and wotential im~acts of 
significant construction. 

The community believes that the benefits provided by the 
conditional building, and site design review process & the C-SHBD zone should be 
extended along the 2100 South corridor in order to assure that the master plan is 
implemented and to integrate compatible development along this corridor. It will also 
help facilitate transforming the town center into a more transit and pedestrian-friendly 
corridor. It is also appropriate to extend the zone southward to Interstate-80 as this area is 
considered to be part of the Business District. Therefore, the Sugar House Business 
District zone should be expanded to 1300 East to the east and 900 East on the west along 
both sides of 2 100 South, and to Interstate-80 to the south between 1 100 East and 1300 
East. Figure 12 illustrates the areas for expansion of the business district. 

The remaining areas along 2100 South also need improved site design standards. At a 
minimum, commercial structures should be required to'have a minimum percentage of 
glass with entrances facing the street and parking located in the rear. This can be 
achieved by amending the zoning ordinance in commercial zones, implementing 
performance zoning standards or by designating a design overlay in strategic areas. 
Improving site design standards for commercial development is strongly encouraged in 
order to create a more aesthetic and pedestrian oriented development pattern. 

Policies 
Support the expansion of the business district zone (C-SHBD) to designated areas in 
order to implement design review and to create a more transit and pedestrian friendly 
development pattern throughout the town center. 
Ensure improved site design standards for commercial development, particularly 
along 2 100 South, by amending the zoning ordinance, implement performance zoning 
standards or by designating a design overlay zone. 

Business District Land Use Designations . . Guidelines 
There are several land use types that constitute the Sugar House Business District. These 
include the town center scale mixed use, neighborhood scale mixed use, 



. . . . 
and open space. 

. . . . 

Each of the land use designations are 
described below to convey their quality and character, and uolicies are included in order 
to guide future development in these areas. 

Town Center Scale Mixed Use 
The Town Center orients around the Sugar House Monument Plaza and creates a strong 
urban center to the District with businesses oriented directly to the street. Maintenance of 
the existing setbacks in this area is essential to the character of a Town Center. 

Mixed use development including a residential component, typically characterized bv 
either residentiayoffice or residentidretail land use. receives an increased hei~ht  bonus. 
Other mixed use development such as retaiyoffice or retail/cornmercial is allowed in this 
area, but is not eligible for a height bonus. 

Policies 
The first floor of buildings, which form the pedestrian environment, should be 
occupied by retail establishments and restaurants having exterior fenestration details, 
such as windows, doorways and signage that provide visual interest and a sense of 
safety for pedestrians. 
Strive to provide multiple functional public entrances, or doors along the street-front. 
These eyhmwb guidelines also apply to sides of buildings that border side streets 
and pedestrian routes. 
Individual businesses should be accessed by doors opening onto the street and at 
street level. 
In general all new buildings should be built to the sidewalk, however, if a setback is 
used. it should be developed as  lam or pedestrian smce that orients to the street or to 
the Sugar House Monument Plaza. Otherwise. there should be no setback. 

* Building setbacks EGKI-Q &in the retail core should be an extension 
of the sidewalk. Setbacks if used for public open space may be 
allowed through discretionary review. Appropriate treatment within this urban space 
includes arcades, brick paving, planter boxes, entrance promenades, plazas, outdoor 
dining, etc. Plaza spaces should be shaped by the surrounding buildings and 
developed with landscaping, street furniture and public art. They can be used for 
formal events, temporary events like a book sale, and for special displays. They also 
can provide a shaded place for a pedestrian to rest. Resurfaced water features should 
be explored as part of plaza development. a 
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Building height shall be limited, with appropriate step-backs incorporated into the 
design to avoid completely shading pedestrian areas along the north side of 21 00 
South and the Hidden Hollow Nature Preserve on a winter solstice day. 

Sugar House Center 
The Sugar House Center warrants special attention as part of the Town Center Scale 
Mixed Use designation in the business district. This specific area is located between 
Highland Drive and 1300 East and bound bv Wilmington to the north and 1-80 to the 
south. This area has been developed as a renional scale commercial center with Shopko 
functioning as the anchor store. Clients will travel three to five miles to s h o ~  at this 
center and most will arrive via automobile. This area is auto intensive in nature and 
characterized bv retail shops surrounding a large asphalt parking: area. The parking area 
is not ~articularlv pedestrian friendlv and presents some hazard for those on foot. While 
this site design is not ideal, the development itself serves the community and the City, 
and contributes to the Citv's tax base. In addition, this regional scale commercial center 
attracts customers/clients to the area that may patronize other smaller businesses in the 
vicinity. 

Although some pedestrian amenities and corridors were included as wart of the original 
design of this shopping center, the stores currently surround a large expanse of surface 
parking affecting the individual's perceution of beinn able to walk through the 
development safely. Conseauentlv, patrons of the shopping center drive from one store 
to another rather than walk. Eliminating the amount of land used for surface parking. by 
constructing structured parking and werhaps developing some of the existing varkinn area 
for commercial or residential use. may prove to change this perception. A development 
pattern of this nature will decrease the visible expanse of parking area and increase the 
walkability of the shopping center. 

Regional scale commercial development should remain as a viable owtion for this area. 
The possibility of this m e  of development should coexist with the ~ossibilitv of small 
individually owned businesses. Both tvpes of development can be realized given 
thoughtful site design with the key goal of a pedestrian oriented cornmunitv. 

Market factors mav influence the type of redevelowment for this section of the Sugar 
House Business District. The following policies will ensure that the redevelo~ment in 
this area is consistent with the general policies and guidelines of this Plan, while at the 
same time allowing flexibility as the area redevelops according to market influences. 

Policies 
Building to the street is desirable and encouraged, however it is recognized that this 
design feature may not always be appropriate or feasible. The purpose of building to 
the street is to encourage pedestrian circi~lation and. to create an interesting aesthetic 
environment. With this in mind. redevelo~ment proposals should consider pedestrian 
circulation as a critical design feature. Building setback adiacent to the street should 
be reviewed to assess the degree of compliance with the overall policies of this Plan. 



Provide ~arking structures and underaround parking structures in order to address the 
"sea of asphalt" issue, which detracts from the pedestrian experience. 
Provide landsca~inn and dedicated walkways as elements of design; recognizing the 
coexistence of the regional commercial center with the kev goal of community 
walkability. 
Promote mixed use develo~ment including a residential component through the 
incentive of buildinn height bonuses. 
Provide safe and efficient ~edestrian movement between this area and the Sugar 
House Commons to the north. Sugar House Park to the east, as well as other areas to 
the west including Fairmont Park. 
Preserve the view corridor to the Wasatch mountains. Proposed structures along 
1300 East should be desimed in such a manner as to maximize the view corridor. 

Town Center Overlay 
The pedestrian orientation of the street-level development is of paramount importance in 
this area, If a setback is used, it should be developed as plaza space that orients to the 
street or to the Sugar House Monument Plaza. Otherwise, there should be no setback. 
Plaza spaces should be shaped by the surrounding buildings and developed with 
landscaping, street furniture and public art. It is important to think of buildings as shaping 
space, rather than occupying it. They can be used for formal events, temporary events 
like a book sale, and for special displays. They also can provide a shaded place for a 
pedestrian to rest, Resurfaced water features should be explored as part of plaza 
development. 
r p -- 
Neighborhood Scale Mixed Use 
Neighborhood Scale Mixed Use is lower in height & but still orients directly to the 
street. As in the Town Center Scale Mixed Use desienation, the Neighborhood Scale 
Mixed Use category includes a height bonus incentive for development of a residential 
component. 

Policies 
Build to the street with no setback, strong street orientation and pedestrian scale. 
Provide exterior fenestration details such as windows, doorways, and signage at 
commercial establishments that provide visual interest for pedestrians. 



Open Space 
While there are no architectural guidelines specific to the open space areas, any 
development visible to or facing onto the open space should have a strong orientation to 
the open space area. The development should consider the open space as an amenity to 
the area and present a "front door" image to the open space. Service areas should be 
screened. 

COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The Community Commercial streetscapes, such as land uses at the Brickyard Plaza and 
along Highland Drive, acknowledge less-intensive uses compared to the Town Center 
streetscape and are oriented more to automobiles and less to pedestrians. The community 
feels additional height would encourage a more interesting mix of uses. The following are 
design policies for this area: 

Policies 
Allow up to four stories in height depending on design and site layout -- a mix of 
heights is preferable. 
Strongly encourage design review through the planned development process or other 
means if instituted by the City. 
Allow a mix of land uses to include housing, hotel, comrnercial/retail, ofice, 
entertainment, and public facilities. 
Require buildings to address the public right-of-way with a pedestrian orientation, 
including a minimum percentage of non-reflective glass and entrances facing the 
street. 
Improve parking lot layouts and provide adequate buffering and landscaping. 
Recognize that the development of structured parking is preferred and may be 
necessary, and encourage coordinated and shared parking programs. 
Require adequate parking for each development, and flexibility on parking standards 
when served by other mobility options. 
Provide adequate landscaping and setbacks, particularly adjacent to residential uses. 
Require proper location and screening of loading docks and refuse collection areas. 
Adequately address pedestrian circulation and require the design of ingress-egress 
areas to support the functions of the street systems. 
Emphasize landscaping and open space needs. 
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