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SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
DATE:   September 6, 2005 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Transit Corridor zoning, rezoning properties along 400 South 

and amending the Central Community Master Plan 
(Petition Nos. 400-01-12 and 400-01-48)  

 
AFFECTED COUNCIL DISTRICTS: If the ordinance is adopted the Transit Corridor zoning districts, 

rezoning and master plan amendment will affect Council District 4 
 
STAFF REPORT BY:   Janice Jardine, Land Use Policy Analyst 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPT.  Community Development Department, Planning Division 
AND CONTACT PERSON:  Doug Dansie, Principal Planner 
 
KEY ELEMENTS: 
(Please see pg. 5 of this staff report, Background section, for a summary of previous Council discussions and 
issues relating to the proposed Transit Corridor zoning.) 
 
A. The Administration’s transmittal notes “The final recommendation from the Planning Commission to the 

City Council differs from the draft reviewed by consultant Frank Gray (and Marilee Utter) in two ways: 1) 
the height allowed through the conditional use process in the TC-75 zoning district has been increased from 
120 to 125 feet in order to make the TC-75 consistent with the adjacent RMU zoning in terms of height; and 
2) the requirement for glass at the ground level has been modified to exclude residential buildings.  An 
updated ordinance is attached reflecting the changes and the inclusion of the conditional building and site 
design review process as outlined in the ‘Walkable Communities’ ordinance.  Adopting this ordinance will 
provide a foundation for the full utilization of transit related public investment and will provide residential 
opportunities to stabilize and enhance adjacent neighborhoods.”   

 
B. The Administration’s transmittal provides a detailed discussion of the rationale for keeping the proposed 

Transit Corridor zoning classifications basically the same as originally recommended by the Planning 
Commission.  Key points are summarized below. 
1. The transit corridor zoning classifications, TC-50 and TC-75, are proposed to be mapped along the 400 

South corridor only in areas that are presently zoned Commercial Corridor CC.  (Please see the attached 
map for details.) 

2. The current proposal is for the 400 South corridor only, because other zoning districts where transit 
presently exists (Downtown and Gateway districts) already allow higher density uses and contain design 
criteria that encourage pedestrian-friendly development. 

3. The Transit Corridor TC-50 zone is proposed to be adjacent to zoning districts that vary in height from 
30 to 75 feet.  Height in the TC-50 zone will be a maximum of 50 feet for mixed commercial/business 
and residential uses and 30 feet for non-residential uses. 

4. The Transit Corridor TC-75 zone is proposed to be adjacent to the Residential Mixed Use R-MU zoning 
district that has a height limit of 75-feet and an option to increase height to 125-feet through the 
conditional use process.  To maintain consistency, the heights of the TC-75 and RMU zones should be 
the same. 
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5. The neighborhood has expressed concern regarding shadows along the northern side of 400 South and 
the adjacency of 4-story buildings next to single family homes.  The existing Commercial Corridor CC 
zoning currently allows buildings of 30 to 45 feet.  Planning staff is of the view that a 4-story height 
along 400 South is not detrimental to the adjacent neighborhood; some locations, such as the Office 
Max site at 900 East and 400 South could conceivably handle significantly higher buildings. 

6. Planning staff considered additional height, as recommended by Mr. Gray (and Ms. Utter), but it was 
ultimately decided that the proposed original height represented a reasonable compromise between 
encouraging increased density and acknowledging neighborhood concerns. 

7. The City has consistently expressed a desire to accommodate an increase in population particularly in 
and around the Downtown area.  The logical location for accommodating much of this population is 
along transportation corridors. 

8. Future accommodation of density is not incompatible with the historic character, particularly along the 
400 South corridor, where the proposed zoning will encourage highway commercial uses to be replaced 
by mixed-uses with a residential component. 

9. The intent of the proposed zoning is to encourage new development on 400 South to emphasize the 
building’s relationship with the pedestrian and transit modes of transportation.  This is accomplished 
through: 

a. Buildings being located near the front of the property. 
b. A minimum percentage of glass (windows and doors) to be used in buildings at the street level. 
c. Placing parking in side, rear or minimal front yard areas. 

 
C. Key elements of the proposed Transit Corridor zones are summarized below.  (Please refer to the proposed 

ordinance for details.) 
 

1. The purpose of the Transit Corridor Districts is to provide an environment for efficient and attractive 
transit and pedestrian oriented commercial, residential and mixed use development along major transit 
corridors.  The design guidelines are intended to create a pedestrian friendly environment and to 
emphasize that pedestrian and mass-transit access is the primary focus of development. 

 
2. The proposed changes apply to new construction, remodeling or a change of existing use that would 

increase the floor area or required parking by less than 50 percent. The minimum lot area required for a 
planned development will be eliminated.  The proposed changes include criteria used in other zoning 
districts in order to maintain consistency in interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance.  Specific design 
criteria include: 
a. Main entrances of buildings to be oriented to the street. 
b. A minimum percentage of glass to be used in buildings at the street level on the exterior front or 

face of a building.  (Structures with ground level residential uses are exempt from this requirement.) 
c. A 15 foot maximum length for any blank wall uninterrupted by windows, doors, art or architectural 

detail at the first floor level. 
d. Parking lots or structures to be located behind principal buildings or with a larger landscaped 

setback than required for buildings.  Interior landscaping is required for surface parking lots. 
 

3. The Transit Corridor zones include the design criteria list above and: 
a. A maximum building height of 50 feet in the TC-50 District (50 feet for mixed use or residential 

and 30 feet for non-residential structures). 
b. A maximum building height of 75 feet in the TC-75 District with the option increase height to 125 

feet through the conditional use process.  (A maximum building height for non-residential structures 
or the non-residential portion of a mixed use structure.) 

c. No maximum density. 
d. A minimum 10,000 sq. ft., 50 foot wide lot size. 
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e. A minimum 15 foot landscaped setback for front and corner side yards.  A 25 foot maximum 
building setback.  The Planning Director in consultation with the Transportation Director may 
modify this requirement if the adjacent public sidewalk is substandard and the resulting 
modification to the setback results in a more efficient public sidewalk. 

f. No required side or rear yard. 
g. A 10-foot landscaped buffer is required next to residentially zoned properties. 
h. A reduction in the number of required off-street parking spaces. 
i. A new permitted and conditional use chart that provides more residential opportunities and 

emphasizes mixed-use.  Automobile-oriented types of uses such as drive-thru facilities are allowed 
as a conditional use in the TC-75.  Gas stations are not permitted in either zone. 

j. Sign regulations for the TC-50 and TC-75 are intended to provide for appropriate signage oriented 
primarily to pedestrian and mass-transit traffic. 

 
4. Modifications to specific requirements or design criteria may be considered by the Planning Director or 

through the conditional building and site design review, planned development and conditional use 
processes. 

 
5. New criteria added to the Planned Development section of the Zoning Ordinance includes specific 

conceptual site design guidelines for planned developments in the following zoning districts: Transit 
Corridor 50 and 75, Residential Business, Residential Mixed Use, Mixed Use, Commercial 
Neighborhood, Commercial Business, Sugar House Business District, State Street Overlay, and 
Commercial Shopping (when the CS district is adjacent to more than 60% residential zoning). 

 
MATTERS AT ISSUE /POTENTIAL QUESTIONS FOR THE ADMINISTRATION: 
 
 The Administration’s transmittal includes a memorandum from Louis Zunguze, Community 
Development Director regarding university-related or research types of uses currently allowed in the Research 
Park zoning district.  Planning staff has evaluated both zoning classifications and determined that certain 
laboratories and research facilities would be compatible with the proposed Transit Corridor zoning.  A new 
Table of Permitted and Conditional Uses has been prepared that would incorporate dental laboratories and 
commercial, educational, dental, medical, and scientific research facilities should the Council choose to include 
these uses in the Transit Corridor districts.  (Please see Mr. Zunguze’s memo for details.) 
 

Given the recent Zoning Ordinance changes adopted by the Council redefining department stores and 
the proposal currently being considered to allow these types of uses in other commercial zoning districts, the 
Council may wish to discuss with the Administration whether it might be appropriate to include in the Transit 
Corridor districts certain subcategories of department stores or retail goods establishments. 
 
MASTER PLAN AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
A. 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. 

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.   

 

B. During the Council’s 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. 

 
C. 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. 

 
D. 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.   

1. 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.   

2. The Plans also support street designs that are pedestrian friendly and developing a multi-modal 
citywide transportation system. 

 
E. 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. 
 

F. Additional master plans that relate to the proposed transit corridor zoning on 400 South include the Central 
City (1974) and East Downtown Master Plans.  The Plans emphasize: 

1. The need to revitalize and stabilize the residential neighborhoods. 
2. Preservation and enhancement of the unique character and viability of the East Downtown 

neighborhood.  
3. Greater recognition of mixed-use areas and their relative permanence. 
4. The need for compatibility review, design guidelines and architectural controls to preserve the scale 

and character of the neighborhoods with an emphasis on the interface between commercial/business 
uses and residential development. 
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5. Encourage pedestrian-scale and transit-oriented forms of development.  
6. The present design and character of 400 South should be improved with medium-scale commercial 

buildings to serve the adjoining neighborhoods of East Downtown and Central City.   
7. The commercial strip (400 South) should be replaced with more diverse and pedestrian-oriented 

activities with a mixture of retail, entertainment and restaurants. 
8. Development in this area should be focused at a pedestrian scale and at the street level with required 

setbacks and plaza areas designed on a human scale. 
9. Blank building walls should be prohibited and scenic vista areas should be protected including a 

view of the mountains and key landmark structures. 
 
BACKGROUND:   
(Information provided for the Council’s discussion in 2002 provided again for your reference.  Please see the 
attached Planning staff memorandum dated Sept. 3, 2004 for Planning’s response to some of these issues. ) 
 
A. The Council held a public hearing on December 3, 2002 and voted to close the hearing and table action on 

the Transit Corridor zoning issue for further study, input and refinement.  
1. Issues discussed at the Work Session briefing prior to the public hearing included: 

a. Options identified during the Council’s previous briefings and discussion with the Council’s 
consultants. 

b. Moving forward with the Administration’s proposed transit zoning on an interim basis while 
additional review and analysis takes place. 

c. Allowing additional time for community input. 
d. Establishing a Council subcommittee to work through the various options and provide 

recommendations back to the full Council. 
2. Issues identified at the public hearing included: 

a. The cumulative impacts on the Central City Community by previous commercial and office 
developments, surface parking lots, condominium and apartment developments that preclude 
attracting families with children and single-family development.   

b. Potential impacts on the Bryant National Historic District, the Central City Historic District 
(between 500 and 700 East and just south of S. Temple to 900 South) and other existing historic 
structures in the surrounding area or located next to the properties to be rezoned (north of 400 
South). 

c. The need to focus on the long-term future of the area, 20 to 30 years. 
d. Support for the recommendations from the East Central, Central City and Sugar House Community 

Councils.  (Please see pg. 4, Item C. in this staff report for a list of the recommendations.) 
e. Removing properties on the south side of 400 South east of 900 East from the proposed rezoning 

due to potential impacts from the proposed increase in height.  (This was a new item.  Removing 
properties from the north side of 400 South was previously requested by the East Central 
Community Council.) 

 
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.  It was noted that the Planning Commission had requested an additional 
reevaluation given the Council consultant’s comments.   

 
C. Issues discussed at the Planning Commission hearing and Historic Landmark Commission meetings 

included: 
1. Permitted and conditional uses, parking, building scale and design, pedestrian and traffic safety, exterior 

lighting and landscaping. 
2. Neighborhood impacts and compatibility relating to noise, lighting, traffic, density, building scale, 

design and height. 
 



 

Page 6 
 

D. Discussion items and recommendations from the Council’s consultants Frank Gray and Merilee Utter.  
1. Transit-oriented development concepts including flexible access to transit stations, increased densities, 

mixed-use developments with a transit anchor, flexible design criteria, parking alternatives such as 
requiring less parking and providing a wide range of shared parking options for both daytime and 
nighttime uses. 

2. Create station area master plans (for each of the three stations along the 400 South corridor). 
a. Focus on each individual transit station and future development that complements the unique 

character of each area.   
b. Establish distinct boundaries and specific design criteria to protect surrounding established 

neighborhoods.    
c. Create conceptual development drawings with a cost estimate or pro forma.  
d. Allow areas in between the station plan area to fill in over time. 

3. Allow flexibility in requiring street-level retail uses, consider allowing residential uses to be located at 
the street level, encourage a wide range of housing types, and design first floor residential space with 
the flexibility to be converted to retail space depending on future market demand. 

4. Require building elevation to be “stepped back” as the building height increases in order to mitigate 
potential negative impacts on surrounding lower-density neighborhoods, particularly along the north 
side of 400 South east of 700 East. 

5. Allow a height bonus incentive up to 100 feet near the transit station platforms or on street corners. 
6. Adjust historic district boundaries to remove the properties along 400 South. 
7. Provide incentives and City or Redevelopment Agency assistance to assemble properties for future 

development. 
 
E. Previous recommendations from the East Central, Central City and Sugar House Community Councils. 

1. Adjust the height requirement in both TC-50 and TC-75 by requiring any building height over 30 feet to 
be processed as a conditional use (to ensure design review). 

2. Address height issues relating to solar access and air circulation (also identified by the Historic 
Landmark Commission) in the TC- 50 and TC-75 zones on the north side of 400 South. 

3. Maintain existing parking requirements and do not allow a reduction in parking. 
4. Adjust permitted and conditional uses  

a. include auto-related uses as conditional uses such as gas stations to ensure consideration of potential 
impacts on surrounding neighborhoods  

b. remove specific uses such as: 
• drive-through businesses 
• bus terminals 
• ambulance facilities 
• park and ride lots 

5. Establish density limitations. 
6. Establish a minimum lot area requirement for planned developments. 
7. Establish design criteria for the rear and sides of buildings to address Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design (CPTED) criteria and architectural features and compatibility.  
8. Require a public process element as part of the Zoning Administrator approval procedure for building 

expansion requests. 
9. Add design criteria for underground garage entrances/exits to assure maximum motorists/pedestrians 

visibility. 
10. Remove some of the area to be rezoned – north side of 400 South east of 700 East. 
11. Create compatibility or design review. 

 
CHRONOLOGY: 

The Council discussed the proposed transit corridor zoning at several meetings throughout the later part 
of 2002 including review from consultants Frank Gray and Marilee Utter.  Key dates are listed below. 
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• August 4, 1998   Legislative intent initiated by the City Council 
• January 18, 2001   400 South rezoning petition initiated by the Planning Commission  
• July 18, 2001   East Central Community Council meeting 
• August 1, 2001   Central City Community Council meeting 
• September 6, 2001   Mayor’s Community Council Chair meeting 
• November 7, 2001   Historic Landmark Commission meeting 
• December 13, 2001   Planning Commission hearing 
• January 30, 2002   Historic Landmark Commission meeting 
• July 16, 2002   City Council Work Session Briefing 
• September 5, 2002   City Council Work Session Briefing 
• October 3, 2002   City Council Work Session Briefing 

Consultants Frank Gray and Merrilee Utter 
• November 5, 2002   City Council Public Hearing and Work Session Briefing 
• May 8, 2003   Referred back to the Planning Division for additional review at the 

request of the Planning Director  
• September 9, 2004   Planning Commission discussion 
• September 23, 2004   Planning Open House (requested by the Planning Commission) 
• October 13, 2004   Planning Commission hearing 
• January 2005   ‘Walkable Communities’ ordinance adopted by City Council 
• February 9 & March 9, 2005 Planning Commission consideration of a new transit ordinance  

incorporating concepts adopted with the ‘Walkable 
Communities’ ordinance 

• April 13, 2005   Planning Commission recommendation to forward a new Transit  
Corridor ordinance to the City Council 

 
 
cc: Sam Guevara, Rocky Fluhart, DJ Baxter, Ed Rutan, Lynn Pace, Louis Zunguze, Brent Wilde, Orion 

Goff, Tim Harpst, Doug Wheelwright, Cheri Coffey, Larry Butcher, Kevin LoPiccolo, Doug Dansie, 
Sylvia Jones, Gwen Springmeyer 

 
File Location:  Community Development Dept., Planning Division, Zoning Ordinance text change and Rezoning 
properties along 400 South from approximately 200 East to 950 East, City Council Legislative Intent and 
Planning Commission initiated petition 
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ATTACHMENTS FOR TRANSIT CORRIDOR ZONING  

 
 

A. August 2002 Planning Staff Response 
 
B. July 12, 2002 Council Staff Report 

 
C. November 1, 2002 Council Staff Memorandum 

 
D. November 27, 2002 Council Staff Memorandum 

 
 
 
 



Exhibit E 
C o r r i d o r  C o m m e r c i a l  

Note: Numbers in parenthesis represent current height limits 

MAP LEGEND 

Salt  Lake City Planning Division 
i i ~ ~ b m p h i c  Information System 
March 2002 

TC-75 is proposed to replace CC between 200 E to 600 E 

TC-50 is proposed to replace CC between 700 E to 925 E 



MEMORANDUM 

Date: September 3,2004 
To: Planning Commissioll 
From: Doug Dansie, AICP 
Subject: Transit Corridor TC-50 and 75 zoning districts 

In 2002 the Planning Commission forwarded a positive recomnielidation to the City 
Council to rezone the existing Commercial Corridor CC zoning districts along 400 South 
to new transit corridor zoning. The proposal is to create and map a new Transit Corridor 
TC-75 zoning district, for high density developnlent along 400 South between 200 and 
600 East and to create and map a new Transit Corridor TC-50 zoning district along 400 
South between 700 and 925 East. 

The City Cou~lcil reviewed the proposal wit11 a consultant in the winter of 2002-2003 
(along with the proposed walkable communities ordinance)- In response to the 
consultant's comments, the Coutlcil returned the proposed ordinance for- review by the 
Planning Commission to consider changes and/or policy clarifications. The following 
responses have been made by staff: 

Definitions: The proposed TC zoning texl r-efe1.s to block cor.jze?-s. Altlzougk rhey 
at-e defined in the Downrow~z district, they are not defined in the general zorzzng 
o~dinarzce. Building Services/Permits has asked that a definition be included irz 
the zoning ordinance to eliminate any potential for confusion. The Ordinance will 
be amended to include a definition of "block comer" in order to clarify 
understanding of where corner regulations apply. 

Department Stores: The original TC ordina~zce was written prior- io the 
Planning Conznzissiolz and City Cou~tcil redefiling department stores. The 
original draft included deparinzent stores as a conditio~zal use in the TC- 75 zone. 
The ordinance will be amended to exclude department stores in the TC zones 
(they were previously listed as a conditional use in the TC-75) [The TC zoning 
districts are listed in the Table of Commercial Districts, which include numerous 
other zoning districts. All of the tables will be reevaluated as part of the second 
wave of Departmeilt Store definition clarification because the primary discussion 
will be on zoning districts other than the TC districts (which may not include any 
form of department store)] 



Height: The draft ordinance original@ approved by the Plalzlzilzg Cornrvlission 
was reviewed by a constlltant hired by the City Council. Tlze cons~rltant 
recornrnended adopting tlie 01-dina~zce, but Ize also discussed methods qf 
rnodIj'Ling the height provisions zf the Couizcil chose to do so. City Council 
consultant Frank Gray discussed additional height as a method of offering an easy 
way of encouraging additional density. One possible method discussed was 
allowing for 100 feet in height at transit stations. Staff internally discussed 
adding more height; however, there seemed to be adequate latitude in the TC-75 
district to build up to 125 feet tall as a conditional use. The present conditional 
use process allows additional height if it conforms to the applicable master plan. 
Issues affecting height in this area are prinlarily view co~xidors of the CityICounty 
Building and the Cathedral of the Madeline. Also, the issue of increased height 
east of 700 East remains controvel-sial, Illerefore adding more height in this area 
was not recommended at this time. 

Step-back: The issue of neigl7borhood conzpatibility, partict4larly in the area of 
800 to 900 East on the north side of 400 South was discussed by the City Cotmcil. 
Step-backs, or "wedding cake " design of the building was discussed as an 
alternative to alleviate impact on izeighboring homes. The issue of step-back of 
height was discussed by the consultant, council and the staff. This suggestion 
would require upper floors to get smaller the higher they are (when adjacent to 
other land uses - not the street frontage). This is commonly called a "wedding 
cake" design because it gets smaller as it gets taller. The object is to allow light 
access to buildings to the north. The TC-75 district is allnost entirely adjacent to 
zoning districts that allow as much or more height, therefore there is no need to 
step-backYwedding cake", under the guise of buffering, when adjacent buildings 
could be just as tall without step-backs. 

The proposed TC-50 is adjacent to zoning districts that range from 30 feet in 
height to 75 feet in height. The proposed 50 foot limit is near the midpoint. The 
height of 50 feet was chosen for the proposed district because it conforms to 
building code allowance for "stick built" or wood construction buildings. Wood 
construction is limited to four stories in height. The "wedding cake" design of 
buildings is most effective when applied to high-rise buildings of concrete andlor 
steel col~struction. A wedding cake design of a four story wood construction 
building is less effective because there is smaller mass to begin with, As an 
alternative to requiring step back; the proposed TC zoning requires a 10 foot 
setback buffer between buildings and residentially zoned property (which is 
greater than the side yards normally required in most residential districts). The 
setback should alleviate most concerns; however the Planning Commission may 
wish to specifically have a conversation about this concept. The proposed TC 
zoning districts also have a 15 foot front yard setback which further reduces the 
buildable area of the lot. (Please see attached diagram) 



Land Use Flexibility at ground level: The Cozlncil expressed covzcerns [hat 
developers have flexibility to i-espoud to nisi-ket corzditioizs. SpeciJicallj they were 
concerned aboirl requiring retail or office at (he ground level, as opposed to 
residential units. The issue of activity at ground level was discussed by the 
Council and the Consultant. There are a wide variety of uses that are allowed at 
ground level in the proposed TC zones, irlcludillg office, retail, Iivelwork, service, 
and residential uses. Mixed-use and exclusively residential buildings are allowed 
in both zoning districts, therefore there is flexibility for the developer to provide 
whicl-~ever use they deem is best for the project, based on market consideratjons. 

Historic Distinct Boundaries: The proposed TC zovzivzg dis[rrct.r are proposed to 
be r~tapped along 400 Sourh, which penelrules the Ceiztr-a1 City Historic District. 
The issue of whether or not 400 Soutlz should be in ilze Izistoi-ic district has been 
an ongoing discussion. There are no hisroric building located on 400 Soulh. The 
proposed TC zoning will replace the CC Cornnzercial Cor-l-idor zonlrzg, which 
occupies oorzly one block face within the historic district. The otlzer three block 
faces are preserztly zoned CS Communiol Shoppilzg Center and are not proposed 
ro be rezoned as parAt of this petition. This concept was discussed by the 
consultant but is a separate issue that will be addressed independently. It does not 
have significant impact on this proposal because there is orlly one block face 
within the historic district that is affected by the rezoning. The adjacent land use 
to this block face is the new Emigration Court apartments which are 75 feet high 
and have been approved by the Historic Landmark Con~n~ission, Planning 
Coinmission and City Council. 

Parking; The issue of'irzcenttves for. developnle~rt was discussed by [he Courzcil. 
Pal-king was a potential itzceniive The consultant discussed rnodifylng parking 
requirements as a method of encouraging developn~ent. Parking requirements are 
already proposed to be well below most areas of the City. Some residents have 
expressed that they are too low. Staff is comfortable with the requirements as 
listed, because transit is readily available and developers are prone to build 
enough parking to make new projects marketable. The City does not need to 
demand more parking than the market requires in this area. 

City Council staff separately raised the issue of inapping the TC districts, including why 
a legal description is not included in the ordinance and questioned if the coordinates are 
too vague: 

Ordinances need to have a legal description and need to be recorded with the 
County Recorder when they affect individual properties (alley vacations, street 
closures, etc). Rezoning does not need to be recorded with the Couilty because it 
affects City Code only. The City tenninated the use of a zoning ordi~zance 
defined by legal descriptions in 1995 and now uses an ordinatlce based upon a 
parcel map. All of the CC Commercial Corridor propeity along 400 South 
between 200 and 950 East (or 925 East; they are general coordinates and the 
resulting answer is accurate and the same) is being changed to TC. 



The City Attorney has approved the ordinance in its current f o m :  referencing a 
map. 

It is requested that the Planning Comlnission review these issues and provide the City 
Coui~cil with a response. 
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