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SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:   April 12, 2005 
 
SUBJECT: Petition No. 400-04-43 – Menlo Associates requesting to close a 

portion of 300 South Street (between approximately 5100 West 
and 5200 West)  

 
STAFF REPORT BY:   Jennifer Bruno, Policy Analyst 
 
AFFECTED COUNCIL DISTRICTS:   District 2 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPT:  Community and Economic Development 
AND CONTACT PERSON:    Cheri Coffey, Planning Programs Supervisor   
 
NOTICE REQUIREMENTS: Newspaper advertisement once a week for 4 weeks prior to the 

Public Hearing 
 

POTENTIAL MOTIONS:    
 
1. [“I move that the Council”]  Adopt an ordinance closing a portion of 300 South Street, between 

approximately 5100 West and 5200 West, and declare the portion surplus property.  
 
2. [“I move that the Council”]  Not adopt ordinance closing a portion of 300 South Street, between 

approximately 5100 West and 5200 West, and declare the portion surplus property.  
 

 

The following information was provided previously for the Council Work Session on March 17, 
2005.  It is provided again for your reference. 

 
 
KEY ELEMENTS: 
 
A. An ordinance has been prepared for Council consideration that would close a portion of 300 South 

Street between approximately 5100 West and 5200 West and declare the portion surplus property for 
sale to the petitioner. 

 
B. Key points from the Administration’s transmittal are the following: 

1. The subject property was deeded to the City as a condition of subdivision approval for a radio 
tower facility in 1994.  The use no longer exists and the subject property has never been used 
as a public right-of-way or developed as a street. The area has been developed in such a way 
that this right-of-way will not be needed in the foreseeable future. 

2. The portion of 300 South is a 66 foot x 627 foot right-of-way (.95 acres). 
3. The petitioner owns the property directly to the north of the subject portion of 300 South.  

The petitioner is not associated with the previous subdivision approval.   
4. The petitioner is requesting the portion of the street be closed, the property declared surplus 

and the property be sold to them at a fair market value to incorporate the property as part of a 
future development. 

i. The surplused area would be used as a storm water detention basin for future 
development on the applicant’s property. 
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C. The petitioner’s property is zoned Light Industrial M-1.  The surrounding properties are also zoned 

Light Manufacturing. 
 
D. Surrounding land uses include:  

1. Utilities to the east (Natural Gas Transfer Station and Electric Utility Substation) 
2. A distribution warehouse to the west is.   
3. Vacant land to the north and the south. 

 
E. The Planning staff report notes the following findings of fact: 

1. The unimproved right-of-way requested by the applicant is adjacent to the applicant’s property. 
2. Public Utilities has reviewed the proposal and determined that there is no need for easements of 

existing public utilities, as there are none.   
3. There is good cause for the action, as the applicant has planned the requested property to be used 

as storm water detention in conjunction with future development. 
4. The action will not be detrimental to public interest.  The right of way proposed for closure is no 

longer included in the Transportation plan for the City.  Adjacent property owners have 
alternative access points. 

 
F. All necessary City departments and divisions reviewed the proposal and recommended approval of 

the street closure subject to City standards and specific requirements.   
1. The Transportation Division has no objections to the subject street closure.  It recommends 

that the extension of the 5200 West right of way to the south is a more plausible projection 
than the 300 South extension.   

2. The Engineering Division noted that directly east of the proposed closure of 300 South lies 
the Kern River Natural Gas transmission Line.  Therefore, it appears very unlikely that 300 
South would be extended further eastward, and the proposed closure would not affect the 
transportation network of the surrounding area. 

3. Public Utilities has no objections to the street closure.  They have reviewed their records and 
determined that they do not have any facilities within this subject right-of-way.   

4. As per city ordinance, the City Property Manager has determined the value of compensation 
required.  In this case, the Property Manager has determined that the fair market value of the 
surplus property is $17,300. 

5. The Fire Department had no objection with the proposed street closure. 
 
G. On January 12, 2005, the Planning Commission voted to recommend to the Council approval of the 

street closure and that the property be disposed of according to the criteria in the Salt Lake City Code, 
Section 2.58.  No negative comments were received at the Public Hearing.   

 
H. As noted by the Administration, both the Utah Code and local ordinances regulate review and 

approval of street closure applications and the disposition of surplus property.  The Planning 
Commission must consider and make a recommendation to the Mayor regarding the disposition of the 
surplus property.  According to Salt Lake City Code, the City shall retain title to the surplus property 
until the land is sold at fair market value or other acceptable compensation is provided.  In addition, 
this section of the Code requires that the City Council be offered an opportunity to request a public 
hearing prior to the final disposition of the surplus property by the Mayor. 
 

MATTERS AT ISSUE /POTENTIAL QUESTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATION: 
 
Council Members may wish to consider adjusting the Council’s street closure policy to ensure a 
consistent policy direction with streets and alleys.  (Please refer to the next section for the Council’s street 
closure policy.)  Planning staff has indicated to Council staff that the current street closure procedure does 
not require Community Council notification and review.  (Currently, the Planning Commission agenda is 
mailed to Community Council Chairs.  A Planning Commission hearing notice is mailed to property 
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owners within a 300-foot radius of a proposed street closure.)  During the Council’s alley policy 
discussions, Council Members adopted the following modifications for alley closures or vacations: 

1. Shift the focus to consideration of a proposed request with demonstrated public benefit rather 
than supporting closure/vacation whenever possible. 

2. Require an evaluation and documented demonstration of public interest versus private interest.  
The standard should be to demonstrate an over-riding public purpose, rather than an over-riding 
private interest.  

3. Include neighborhood and community council review and comment as part of the public process 
prior to the Administration formalizing their recommendation to the City Council. 

 
MASTER PLAN AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 

 
A. The Council’s street closure policy includes the following: 

1. It is Council policy to close public streets and sell the underlying property.  The Council does not 
close streets when that action would deny all access to other property. 

2. The general policy when closing a street is to obtain fair market value for the land, whether the 
abutting property is residential or commercial. 

3. There are instances where the City has negotiated with private parties to allow the parties to make 
public improvements in lieu of a cash payment.  The Council and the Administration consider 
these issues on a case-by-case basis. 

4. There should be sufficient public policy reasons that justify the sale and/or closure of a public 
street, and it should be sufficiently demonstrated by the petitioner that the sale and/or closure of 
the street would accomplish the stated public policy reasons.  

5. The City Council should determine whether the stated public policy reasons outweigh alternatives 
to the sale or closure of the street.  

 
B. The subject property is located in an industrial area in the Northwest Quadrant which does not have a 

specific master plan. 
 
C. At the time of the acquisition in 1994, the Transportation Master Plan (adopted 1995) called for an 

eastward extension of 300 South beyond the RC Willey distribution center site to provide access to 
surrounding properties not yet developed.  The Major Street Plan of the Transportation Master Plan 
was amended in 1996 and the designation of 300 South east of 5200 West was changed to a local 
street classification.  Local streets and areas are allowed to be developed as needed to access 
surrounding properties and are not mapped on the Major Street Plan.  Since the Kern River Gas 
Transmission Company developed the entire abutting property to the east, it eliminated any need to 
extend 300 South farther east. 

 
D. The purpose of the Light Industrial District M-1 is to provide an environment for light industrial uses 

that produce no appreciable impact on adjacent properties and desire a clean attractive industrial 
setting. 

 
E. 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. 

 
BUDGET RELATED FACTS:  
 
 The Administration’s transmittal notes that the City would receive cash compensation in the 
amount of $17,300, tentatively agreed upon as the fair market value.  The City-owned property to be sold 
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is a 66 foot x 627 foot right-of-way (.95 acres).  Consistent with City policy, the Property Management 
Division recommended that the property be declared surplus and sold at fair market value. The 
Administration found the following: 

1. Ownership interest in these two streets is minimal. 
2. Fair market value of the land contained in these two private streets is also minimal. 

 
CHRONOLOGY: 

Please refer to the Administration’s transmittal for a complete chronology of events relating to the 
proposed text amendment. 

• October 28, 2004   Petition assigned to Planning 
• January 12, 2005   Planning Commission hearing  
• January 21, 2005   Ordinance requested from the City Attorney’s office. 
• February 3, 2005   Received final ordinance from the City Attorney’s  

office. 
• March 11, 2005   Council Transmittal received. 

 
cc: Rocky Fluhart, Sam Guevara, Chief Dinse, Chief Querry, Rick Graham, LeRoy Hooton, Tim 

Harpst, Max Peterson, Louis Zunguze, Brent Wilde, Doug Wheelwright, Cheri Coffey, Barry 
Esham, Marge Harvey, Janice Jardine  

 
File Location: Community Development Dept., Planning Division, Street Closures,  
Menlo Associates, 300 South (between approximately 5100 West and 5200 West) 
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