SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

DATE:

SUBJECT:

AFFECTED COUNCIL DISTRICTS:

August 9, 2005

Petition No. 400-04-37 - A request by Mr. Victor Kimball to
amend the zoning from Special Development Pattern
Residential District (SR-3) to Downtown Support District (D-2)
for the rear portion of the properties located at 850, 854, and 858
Edison Street, and to amend the Central Community Master
Plan (1974).

District 4

STAFF REPORT BY: Jennifer Bruno, Policy Analyst

ADMINISTRATIVE DEPT.

AND CONTACT PERSON: Planning Division, Elizabeth Giraud, Senior Planner

NOTICE REQUIREMENTS: Newspaper advertisement and written notification to
surrounding property owners 14 days prior to the Public Hearing

POTENTIAL MOTIONS:

1. [“I move that the Council”] Adopt an ordinance rezoning the rear portions of the properties
located at 850, 854, and 858 Edison Street, from Special Development Pattern Residential (SR-
3), to Downtown Support District (D-2).

2. [“Imove that the Council”] Not adopt an ordinance rezoning the rear portions of the
properties located at 850, 854, and 858 Edison Street, from Special Development Pattern
Residential (SR-3), to Downtown Support District (D-2).

UPDATE

Mr. Kimball has provided the Council with a memo with updated information and letters of support for his
petition (see attached). Included is a letter of support from the Baron’s Motorcycle Club, as well as a
statement of support from Salt Lake City Police Detective Michelle Ross. (note: Council Staff has
requested a clarification of the formal position of the Police Department.) Also included is a letter from
appraiser Paul Thurston of First Interstate Financial, indicating that in his opinion the value of the
properties on Edison Street would not be adversely affected should the rear portions of those properties be

rezoned.

MATTERS AT ISSUE

The following issues have been raised at the work session briefing and since:
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A. Commercial vs. Residential Priority — The City has put CDBG money towards reconstructing Edison
Street in an effort to help stabilize a still-struggling residential neighborhood. Typically the City
encourages commercial uses to remain in commercial zones. The Council may wish to consider
weighing commercial development pressures with the residential neighborhood preservation efforts
the City has already undertaken.

B. Parking Spaces — One of the major reasons the petitioner is requesting to expand the commercial
zoning is to fit the 57 parking spaces that Family Dollar is requiring. Mr. Kimball has indicated that
he has spoken with Family Dollar about reducing the parking required, and has not received a
favorable response. The Council may wish to ask the petitioner to enter into more serious negotiations
with Family Dollar to reduce the required parking, particularly because a similar store of a similar size
to the proposed store located at 800 East 200 South has only 23 parking spaces.

C. Residential Impact — The current proposal would bring the rear wall of the Family Dollar store
building to just under 20 feet from the rear of the homes on the Edison Street properties. The
petitioner indicated in the July 7 briefing that this building would likely be 18.5 feet high. The
Council may wish to consider asking the petitioner to plan for a buffering treatment to minimize the
impact on the rear yards of the homes on Edison Street.(trees, plantings, vines).

D. Other D-2 Businesses — Should the petitioner not follow through with the Family Dollar store plan, or
should the property change owners at some point in the future, the following businesses are also
permitted uses in the D-2 district: medical offices, gas stations, retail, pawn shops, drive through
restaurants, private clubs, taverns, automobile repair shops, dry cleaners. The maximum allowable
building height is 65 feet and there is no minimum rear yard requirement. The Council may wish to
consider the impact that future commercial businesses could have on the existing residential
properties.

The following information was provided previously for the Council Work Session on July 7, 2005. It is provided
again for your reference.

KEY ELEMENTS:

E. An ordinance has been prepared for Council consideration to:

1. Rezone the rear portions (approximately 69 feet of the total 157 parcel length) of the
properties located at 850, 854, and 858 Edison Street, from Special Development Pattern
Residential (SR-3), to Downtown Support District (D-2). The size of the land to be rezoned is
7,677 square feet (.18 acres).

2. Amend the Salt Lake City Zoning Map to be consistent with the rezoned portion of the
property.

3. Amend the Central Community Development Plan to be consistent with the rezoned property.

B. This action would facilitate development of a single-level 8,000 square foot Family Dollar store to be
located at 845-851 South State Street. The store would have 57 off-street parking spaces.

1. The Family Dollar Store could not fit on the existing State Street properties because of the
amount of parking required by the corporation.

2. Expanding the D-2 zoning area would provide enough room for the required parking. Access
to this parking would be solely from State Street.

3. Inaddition to re-zoning the property, subdivision approval is required through a separate
petition to the Planning Commission, in order to combine the current five parcels into four
(enlarging the parcel located along State Street and reducing the size of the parcels located
along Edison Street), before the Family Dollar store could be built.
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C. The Planning Commission voted 4-2, to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council
regarding the rezoning request despite Planning staff’s recommended approval of the request.

D. Key points from the administration’s transmittal and Planning staff report are summarized below:

1. The initial proposal called for demolition of the two homes located at 850 and 854 South
Edison Street, to provide access through the site from State Street to Edison Street. Planning
staff did not support this proposal based on the loss of the two housing units and the adverse
impact it would have on Edison Street. The applicant subsequently submitted the current
proposal — to rezone only the rear portions of the Edison Street properties, and not to create
access through the site between State Street and Edison Street.

2. Under the current proposal sole access to the proposed Family Dollar store would be from
State Street, through a shared drive with the property to the north (835-841 S. State Street),
which the applicant also owns. This access satisfies a UDOT requirement made during
conditional use approval for the car rental agency on that property (January 12, 2005).

3. The proposed Family Dollar store would be located at the eastern portion of the property, what
would be the new property line between the State and Edison Street properties, as there are no
yard requirements in the D-2 zoning district. The proposed commercial building would be just
under 19 feet from the rear wall of the existing house at 854 Edison Street. (See Attachment
A).

4. Surrounding zoning districts and land uses are as follows:

i. North: D-2 Downtown Support District/Commercial (Proposed Enterprise Rent-A-
Car)

ii. South: D-2 Downtown Support District/Commercial (Artic Circle, Chevron,
Emissions and Inspections)

iii. East: SR-3 Special Development Pattern Residential District/Single-Family Low
Density Residential

iv. West: D-2 Downtown Support District/Commercial (Audio Specialists, Taco Time)

5. In 1995, the zoning for the Edison Street properties was changed from High Density
Residential R-6 (as set forth in the Central Community Development Plan — 1974), to Special
Development Pattern Residential SR-3.

i. The proposed rezoning and subsequent subdivision action would reduce the size of the
residential lots from an average of 5,953 square feet to an average of 3,931 square
feet.

ii. Overall, the average size of the residential lots on the west side of Edison Street is
5,911, and 4,269 on the east side.

iii. The minimum lot size required in the SR-3 zone is 2,000 square feet.

6. The Planning staff report listed the following factors in support of the petition (the Planning
Commission disagreed with factors i, ii, and iii — see item G below).

i. The proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives, and
policies of the adopted general plan of Salt Lake City, as the development will allow
for Downtown Support types of development while simultaneously maintaining the
existing residential development pattern of Edison Street.

ii. The proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of existing
development in the immediate vicinity of the subject property, as the new retail
establishment will be visually consistent with surrounding retail establishments along
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State Street (with improved landscaping), while preserving the housing on Edison
Street.

iii. The proposed amendment minimizes the adverse impact on adjacent properties,
particularly those residential land uses to the east. The commercial establishment will
be oriented toward State Street.

iv. Public facilities and services exist and are adequate to serve the proposed
development.

7. A subsequent subdivision approval from the Planning Commission would be necessary to
facilitate the development as proposed, should the Council approve the rezoning and map
amendment.

E. The purpose of the Special Development Pattern Residential (SR-3) is to provide lot, bulk and use
regulations in scale with the character of development located within the interior of city blocks. The
development pattern of Edison street between 800 and 900 South is characterized by small, single-
family homes, set on long, narrow lots (approximately 150 feet long by 41 feet wide).

F. The purpose of the Downtown Support District (D-2) is to accommodate commercial uses and
associated activities that relate to and support the Central Business District but do not require a
location within the Central Business District. Development within the D-2 Downtown Support
Commercial District is less intensive than that of the Central Business District. The proposed
development is a permitted use in the D-2 district.

G. On April 13, 2005, the Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the proposed
development, a preliminary subdivision application, and the rezoning request. The Planning
Commission voted 4-2 to deny the preliminary subdivision application, and 4-2 to forward a negative
recommendation to the City Council regarding the rezoning request.

1. Issues discussed included the development future for the area as well as community reaction to
the proposal.

2. Other major issues discussed included the Planning staff report’s findings with regard to the
impact this proposed development would have on the surrounding neighborhood.

i. The Commissioners voting to deny the preliminary subdivision application stated that
the proposed development did not appear to conform to the “well-defined character of
the area.”

ii. Commissioners also raised the concern for the potential decrease in value and
desirability of existing affordable housing (due to smaller lot sizes than neighboring
lots as well as the proposed store being located directly on the rear property line). It
was stated that the size of the lots, though still above the minimum lot required by the
SR-3 zoning district, would not provide as much of a buffer to commercial businesses
fronting State Street.

iii. The Commissioners voting to deny the proposed rezoning stated disagreement with
Planning staff’s findings regarding standards for approval:

A.  “The proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals,
objectives, and policies of the adopted general plan of Salt Lake City”

B.  “The proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of
existing development in the immediate vicinity of the subject property”

C.  “The extent to which the proposed amendment will adversely affect
adjacent properties”

iv. The Commissioners voting to deny the petition agreed that the rezoning would
diminish the desirability of the existing affordable homes on Edison Street, adversely
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H.

affect these properties by reducing the buffer to commercial activity, and would result
in a development pattern not harmonious with the rest of the development on Edison
Street.

Transportation, Engineering, Police and Fire all recommended approval of the rezoning request,
provided that all final plans conform to city codes and regulations. The Engineering Division noted
that UDOT must approve the proposed drive approach on State Street, to ensure compliance with
UDOT regulations.

The public process included presentations of the proposal to three Community Councils:

1. Central City Neighborhood Council: The initial proposal was presented on November 11,
2004, and the Council voted 5-4 against the petition. Planning Staff notified the Central City
Neighborhood Council of the new proposal, and the Community Council failed to respond.

2. Liberty Wells Community Council: The initial proposal was presented to the Liberty Wells
Community Council on October 13, 2004. Some members expressed concern that the Edison
Street properties remain residential; others supported the proposal because it would mean the
elimination of what they deemed “blighted buildings.” No official vote was taken. The
Liberty Wells Community Council Executive Committee did not consider it necessary for the
petitioner to present the current proposal (March 15, 2005).

3. People’s Freeway Community Council: The initial proposal was presented to the People’s
Freeway Community Council on March 3, 2005. The People’s Freeway Community Council
voted 5-0 in favor of the petition in the initial format and did not request that the developer
return to present the current proposal.

MATTERS AT ISSUE /POTENTIAL QUESTIONS FOR
ADMINISTRATION:

A.

The Council may wish to discuss further with the Administration the standards for general
zoning map amendments listed below, and the Planning Commission’s voiced disagreement
with the Planning staff’s findings (detailed in Key Element D.6.):
1. *“The proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives, and policies of
the adopted general plan of Salt Lake City.”
2. “The proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of existing development
in the immediate vicinity of the subject property.”
3. “The extent to which the proposed amendment will adversely affect adjacent properties.”

MASTER PLAN & POLICY CONSIDERATIONS :

A.

The Central Community Development Plan (1974), as updated through the 1995 zoning rewrite
project, identifies the property to be rezoned as Interior Block Special Residential, with the adjacent
property fronting State Street identified as Downtown Support.

The State Street Plan (1990)

a. Neighborhood buffers: Preservation of the adjacent neighborhood is vital. It is essential
that commercial and institutional intrusions be curtailed...Neighborhood transitional
design features should also be installed to indicate clearly the boundaries between
commercial and residential areas. Landscaped buffers of ten to fifteen feet between
commercial and neighborhood areas should be a high priority.

b. Neighborhood Interface: One of the root causes of many problems along State Street is
that most development almost totally ignores adjacent neighborhoods. Consequently,
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some of State Street’s greatest potentials lie in businesses that serve neighborhood and
community needs.

C. The City’s Comprehensive Housing Plan policy statements address a variety of housing 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.

D. The Council’s growth policy notes that growth in Salt Lake City will be deemed the most desirable if
it meets the following criteria:

a. Is aesthetically pleasing;

b. Contributes to a livable community environment;

c. Yields no negative net fiscal impact unless an overriding public purpose is served; and
d. Forestalls negative impacts associated with inactivity.

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.

CHRONOLOGY:

The following is a chronology of events relating to the proposed rezoning and master plan amendment.
Please refer to the Administration’s chronology for details.

e June 13,2004 Petition received.
e Sept-Nov, 2004 Presentation of the petition to Liberty Wells, People’s
Freeway, and Central City Community Councils.
e March 3, 2005 Ordinance requested from the City Attorney.
e April 13, 2005 Planning Commission Hearing.
cc: Sam Guevara, Rocky Fluhart, DJ Baxter, Ed Rutan, Lynn Pace, Louis Zunguze, Brent

Wilde, Doug Wheelwright, Janice Jardine, Elizabeth Giraud, Marge Harvey, Sylvia Jones, Jan
Aramaki, Lehua Weaver, Gwen Springmeyer

File Location: Community Development Dept., Planning Division, Rezoning and Master Plan
Amendment, Victor Kimball, 850, 854, and 858 Edison Street
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DATE:  August 1, 2005
TO: City Council

FROM: Victor Kimball
Southern Investment, LLC.
8 East Broadway, Suite 400
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
(801) 355-4300
Kimball@itower.net

RE: Rezone the back lots of 850, 854, and 858 South Edison Streetto a
Commercial zone.

CASE NUMBER: 400-04-37

As owners of residential property on Edison Street, we desire that this
property be partially re-zoned. As you can see from Attachment 1, a map of
the proposed site, the re-zoning of the back portion of the lots on State Street
will not diminish the value of homes in the area. (see also Attachment 2, letter
from Paul Thurston — Banker/Appraiser) We believe that new construction
would actually stimulate activity in the area, which would create a safer
environment, and actually increase the value of these homes. It should also
be noted that the remainder of the lots on Edison Street would be twice the
size required for the existing residential zone.

Enclosed please find the following documentation in favor of re-zoning the
properties located at approximately 845 S. State Street, and 850, 854 and
858 Edison Street.

» MAP OF PROPOSED SITE PLAN

This site plan shows where the new buildings would be placed on
the subject property. On this site plan, we have included a shared entry
from State Street to each business. This is required by UDOT because
State Street is a State road. Due to this joint access, the building needs to
be set back to allow ingress and egress for truck deliveries.



e LETTERS FROM PROPERTY OWNERS IN THE AREA

We sent certified letters to all property owners on Edison Street and
those abutting Edison Street. All were in favor of their properties belng re-
zoned commercial, or selling their property.

- Edison Street consists of 17 lot owners, of which only 3
are owner occupied, 3 are vacant lots and 2 are boarded
homes.

- The Baron Motorcycle Club occupy the home across the
street from the subject property. (see Attachment 3,
letter of support for this zone change)

e OTHER APPROVALS
The Planning and Zoning Staff and Economical Development have

recommended approval of this project.

e LETTER FROM THE SALT LAKE CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT

Detective Michelle Ross from the Salt Lake City Police Department
states “There are many businesses surrounding this neighborhood. It is
difficult to rehabilitate older residences for rent or sale in a heavily
commercialized area. [f there is an opportunity for new businesses to
locate in this area, it appears that it would be an advantage to the
neighborhood and the city. Some of the benefits new commercial
construction brings to an area, other than new buildings, are
improvements to lighting, landscaping, roadways, signage and legitimate
traffic. Due to the current condition of the homes in this area, it does not
appear to be economically viable to rehabilitate these homes. The cost of
the rehabilitation would out weigh any future income or community
benefits.” (dated July 27, 2005)
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FIRST INTERSTATE FINANCIAL

July 28, 2005

Victor Kimball

Kimball Investment Company
8 East 300 South, Suite 400
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: 850, 854, and 858 Edison Street

Dear Mr. Kimball:

You have asked me to give you my opinion as to the valuation of the properties
on Edison Street if you were to remove the back portion of the lots as shown on
the attachment.

First let me assure you of my qualifications. | have been in banking since 1977.
| have worked with many financial institutions such as Valley Bank, Bank One,
First Interstate Bank, Wells Fargo Bank and | currently own First Interstate
Financial. | have been an Appraiser, certified by the State of Utah. My
experience has primarily been in lending and appraising real estate.

With that being said, it is my opinion that the value of the remainder, being the
homes and lot on Edison Street will not dimirish in value as to what they could
be sold for. It is also my opinion that doing a development on State Street using

these rear lot portions would help increase the value of the properties on Edison
Street.

Hopefully this will help you in your evaluation of the use of the property.

Sincerely,

encl: attachment

8 EAST BROADWAY, SUITE 423 * SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111



Victor Kimball
8 East Broadway, Suite 400
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: Zoning Change 850, 854, 858 South Edison Street

Dear Mr. Kimball,

This letter is in regards to a zoning change request for the above
referenced parcels. As the owner of the adjacent property, we are in
favor of the zoning change of the back portion of the lots located at
850, 854, and 858 South Edison Street as per the attached site plan,
with the front portion to remain the same along Edison Street.

James Parker

President, The Barons




View of ba yards from commercial property
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A. LOUIS ZUNGUZE S‘AAIEI‘LJA\-K}E@’EY( @@Rﬁ@me‘ ROSS C. ANDERSON

PLANNING DIRECTOR CaOMMLUNITY DEVELOPMENT MAYDOR

BRENT B. WILDE PLANNING AND ZONING DiIvisioN

DEPUTY PLANNING DIREGCTOR

DOUGLAS L. WHEELWRIGHT, AICP

DEPUTY PLANNING DIRECTOR

CITY COUNCIL TRANSMITTAL

TO: Rocky Fluhart, Chief Administrative Officer™ ATE:\/ May 27, 2005

FROM: Louis Zunguze, Community Development Direct

RE: Petition 400-04-37: A Petition by Mr. Victor Kimball reguesting to amend
the zoning from Special Development Pattern Residential SR- District to
Downtown Support D-2 District for the rear portion of the properties located
at 850, 854, and 858 Edison Street and to amend the Future Land Use Map of
the Central Community Master Plan (1974) to identify the properties subject
to the rezoning as Downtown Support Commercial.

STAFF CONTACTS: Flizabeth Giraud, Senior Planner (535-7128)
e-mail: elizabeth.giraud@slcgov.com

RECOMMENDATION:  The City Council should hold a briefing and schedule a
public hearing regarding amendments to the Central City
Community Zoning Map and the Central Community

Master Plan (1974).
DOCUMENT TYPE: Ordinance
BUDGET IMPACT: None

DISCUSSION: Issue Origin: The applicant submitted a request to rezone three
properties (850, 854 and 858 Edison Street) from SR-3 to D-2 for the construction of a
Family Dollar Store. Initially, the applicant’s proposal included providing access from
State Street through the property to Edison Street and demolishing two single-family
residences on Edison Street. The Planning Division staff did not support the application
to rezone the entire subject properties on Edison Street based on the impacts it would
have on the low-density residential development along Edison Street and the loss of two
housing units. The applicant subsequently submitted the existing proposal to rezone the
rear portion of the lots on Edison Street, moving the D-2 zone further east but
maintaining the SR-3 yard area requirements of the Edison Street properties. The
applicant stated that the building for the Family Dollar Store would not fit on the existing
State Street property because of the amount of parking that the corporation requires, and
thus it was necessary to enlarge the property and rezone it D-2. The Planning Division

451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111
TELEPHONE: B01-535-7757 FAX: BO1-535-6174

WWW.SLCGOV.COM



supported the revised plan because no access would be allowed on Edison Street from
State Street or the proposed business, the proposal did not require demolition of the
housing units on Edison Street, and the Edison Street parcels could maintain the required
minimum lot sizes in the SR-3 zone (2,000 square feet).

The revised request necessitated a subdivision amendment in order to accurately insure
the land-use pattern and ownership and to avoid splitting the zoning on the Edison Street
lots. The subdivision amendment was processed as a separate petition to the Planning
Commission.

The area of land proposed for rezoning is 7,677 square feet or .18 acres. The area of the
entire five properties (850, 854, and 858 Edison Street and 845 and 851 S. State Street) is
41,382 square feet or .95 Acres.

Analysis: The proposed rezoning would move the D-2 zone farther east to accommodate
the construction of a Family Dollar Store. The rezoning would accommodate a retail
establishment that is consistent with the commercial character of State Street in this
block, and the required landscaping associated with the new development would improve
this block of State Street. The proposed rezoning would also accommodate the continued
residential uses on Edison Street, whose character is interior-court residential. The
applicant intends to retain the existing dwellings on Edison Street, and thus the existing
land uses of Edison Street would not change with the proposed rezoning.

Master Plan: The Future Land Use Map from the Central Community Development
Plan of 1974, as amended in 1995 (Ordinance No 26, of 1995), identifies the properties
subject to rezoning as Special Residential-Interior Court.

The draft Central Community Master Plan (2002) Future Land Use Map identifies the
subject properties as Medium Density Residential/ Mixed Use with the State Street
frontage properties identified as Central Business District Support development.

The additional property to be zoned D-2 will better accommodate a retail establishment
along State Street. The proposed rezoning would allow for Downtown Support (current),
Central Business District Support (draft) types of development while still maintaining the
existing residential development along Edison Street, consistent with the intent of the
master plan.

Public Process: The applicant solicited comment from three community councils:
Central City, Liberty Wells, and People’s Freeway. Regarding the initial proposal to
allow access from State to Edison Street and rezone the entire area of the subject
properties residential, the Liberty Wells Community Council stated that some members
expressed concern that the Edison properties should be maintained as residential; other
members supported the proposal because it meant the elimination of what they deemed
“blighted buildings” in the middle of the block (October 13, 2004).

Petition 400-04-37
Transmittal of Edison Street Rezoning Petition
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The Liberty Wells Community Council Executive Committee did not consider it
necessary for the developer to return to their full council meeting to present the current
proposal (March 15, 2005).

The People’s Freeway Community Council voted in favor of the rezoning in the initial
format and did not request that the developer return to present the current proposal
(March 3, 2005).

The Central City Neighborhood Council voted 5-4 against the rezoning in the initial
proposal on November 11, 2004. Staff notified the Central City Neighborhood Council
via email of the new proposal. The Community Council failed to respond as to whether
the applicant should present the current proposal to them.

The Planning Commission heard the petition on April 13, 2005. The Planning
Commission voted 4-2 to deny the applicant’s request to approve the minor subdivision,
and voted 4-2 to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council to amend the
zoning map as requested by the applicant. Those voting against forwarding a positive
recommendation to the City Council for the rezoning request stated that reducing the size
of the residential lots and building a retail store at the east property line of the
reconfigured State Street property would compromise the desirability and value of the
affordable housing found on Edison Street in the city. A Planning Commission member
asserted the following opinion: “The symmetry of the lot sizes in this SR-3 area would
be eliminated by the proposed rezoning, changing the complexion of the two homes
across the street from the Club [the Barons’ Motorcycle Club at 357 S. Edison Street] as
they would no longer have yards the same size as their neighbors to the north.” (The
average size of the residential lots on the west side of Edison Street is 5,911 square feet.
The average size of the residential lots on the east side of Edison Street is 4,269 square
feet. The Edison Street subject properties would be reduced from an average of 5,953
square feet to an average of 3,931 square feet if the City Council approves the rezoning
request and the lots are reconfigured through a minor subdivision process. The minimum
lot size in the SR-3 zone is 2,000 square feet). Additionally, Planning Commission
members stated that they found that the proposed rezoning amendment would not be
harmonious with the overall character of existing development and will have an adverse
impact on adjacent properties.

Relevant Ordinances: Amendments to the Zoning Maps are authorized under Section
21A.50 of the Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance, as detailed in Section 21A.50.050. “A
decision to amend the text of this title or the zoning map by general amendment is a
matter committed to the legislative discretion of the City Council and is not controlled by
any one standard.” It does, however, list five factors, which should be analyzed prior to
rezoning property (Section 21A.50.050 A-E).

Based on these five factors, staff analyzed master plan considerations, existing and
potential future development in the immediate vicinity, impacts to adjacent properties,
applicable overlay zones, and the adequacy of existing services and facilities. The
Planning Commission, however, overturned three of the staff’s findings (Section
21A.50.050 A-C), to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council.
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Nevertheless, the applicant has chosen to proceed with the process to the City Council for
its final decision.

Section 21A.02.040 of the Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance states that amendments to
the zoning map should be consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives, and policies of
the applicable adopted master plan of Salt Lake City. Therefore a master plan
amendment is required via Utah State Code Annotated Section 10-9A-404 (Amendment
of plan). The notification as required by State Law was met for the Master Plan
Amendment.
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CITY COUNCIL TRANSMITTAL

TO: Rocky Fluhart, Chief Administrative Officer Date:
FROM: Louis Zunguze, Community Development Director

RE: Petition 400-04-37: A Petition by Mr. Victor Kimball requesting to amend
the zoning from Special Development Pattern Residential SR-3 District to
Downtown Support D-2 District for the rear portion of the properties located
at 850, 854 and 858 Edison Street and to amend the Future Land Use Map of
the Central Community Master Plan (1974) to identify the properties subject
to the rezoning as Downtown Support Commercial.

STAFF CONTACTS: Elizabeth Giraud, Senior Planner (535-7128)
e-mail: elizabeth.giraud@slcgov.com

RECOMMENDATION: The City Council should hold a briefing and schedule a
public hearing regarding amendments to the Central City
Community Zoning Map and the Central Community

Master Plan (1974).
DOCUMENT TYPE: Ordinance
BUDGET IMPACT: None

DISCUSSION:

Issue Origin: The applicant submitted a request to rezone three properties (850, 854 and
858 Edison Street) from SR-3 to D-2 for the construction of a Family Dollar Store.
Initially, the applicant’s proposal included providing access from State Street through the
property to Edison Street and demolishing two single-family residences on Edison Street.
The Planning Division staff did not support the application to rezone the entire subject
properties on Edison Street based on the impacts it would have on the low-density
residential development along Edison Street and the loss of two housing units. The
applicant subsequently submitted the existing proposal to rezone the rear portion of the
lots on Edison Street, moving the D-2 zone further east but maintaining the SR-3 yard
area requirements of the Edison Street properties. The applicant stated that the building
for the Family Dollar Store would not fit on the existing State Street property because of

Petition 400-04-37
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the amount of parking that the corporation requires, and thus it was necessary to enlarge
the property and rezone it D-2. The Planning Division supported the revised plan
because no access would be allowed on Edison Street from State Street or the proposed
business, the proposal did not indicate demolition of the housing units on Edison Street,
and the Edison Street parcels could maintain the required minimum lot sizes in the SR-3
zone (2,000 square feet).

The request necessitated a subdivision amendment in order to accurately insure the land-
use pattern and ownership and to avoid splitting the zoning on the Edison Street lots. The
subdivision amendment was processed as a separate petition to the Planning Commission.

The area of land proposed for rezoning is 7,677 square feet, or .18 acres. The area of the
entire five properties (850, 854 and 858 Edison Street and 845 and 851 S. State Street) is
41,382 Square Feet, or .95 Acres.

Analysis: The proposed rezoning would move the D-2 zone farther east to accommodate
the construction of a Family Dollar Store. The rezoning would accommodate a retail
establishment that is consistent with the commercial character of State Street in this
block, and the required landscaping associated with the new development would improve
this block of State Street. The proposed rezoning would also accommodate the continued
residential uses on Edison Street, whose character is interior-court residential. The
applicant intends to retain the existing dwellings on Edison Street, and thus the existing
land uses of Edison Street would not change with the proposed rezoning.

Master Plan: The Future Land Use Map from the Central Community Development
Plan of 1974, as amended in 1995 (Ordinance No 26, of 1995), identifies the properties
subject to rezoning as Special Residential- Interior Court.

The draft Central Community Master Plan (2002) Future Land Use Map, identifies the
subject properties as Medium Density Residential/ Mixed Use with the State Street
frontage properties identified as Central Business District Support development .

The additional property to be zoned D-2 will better accommodate a retail establishment
along State Street. The proposed rezoning would allow for Downtown Support (current),
Central Business District Support (draft) types of development while still maintaining the
existing residential development along Edison Street, consistent with the intent of the
master plan.

Public Process: The applicant solicited comment from three community councils:
Central City, Liberty Wells, and People’s Freeway. Regarding the initial proposal to
allow access from State to Edison Street and rezone the entire area of the subject
properties residential, the Liberty Wells Community Council stated that some members
expressed concern that the Edison properties should be maintained as residential; other
members supported the proposal because it meant the elimination of what they deemed
“blighted buildings” in the middle of the block (October 13, 2004).
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The Liberty Wells Community Council Executive Committee did not consider it
necessary for the developer to return to their full council meeting to present the current
proposal (March 15, 2005).

The People’s Freeway Community Council voted in favor of the rezoning in the initial
format, and did not request that the developer return to present the current proposal
(March 3, 2005).

The Central City Neighborhood Council voted 5-4 against the rezoning in the initial
proposal on November 11, 2004. Staff notified the Central City Neighborhood Council
via email of the new proposal. The Community Council failed to respond as to whether
the applicant should present the current proposal to them.

The Planning Commission heard the petition on April 13, 2005. The Planning
Commission voted 4-2 to deny the applicant’s request to approve the minor subdivision,
and voted 4-2 to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council to amend the
zoning map as requested by the applicant. Those voting against forwarding a positive
recommendation to the City Council for the rezoning request stated that reducing the size
of the residential lots and building a retail store at the east property line of the
reconfigured State Street property would compromise the desirability and value of the
affordable housing found on Edison Street in the city. A Planning Commission member
asserted the following opinion: “The symmetry of the lot sizes in this SR-3 area would
be eliminated by the proposed rezoning, changing the complexion of the two homes
across the street from the Club [the Barons’ Motorcycle Club at 357 S. Edison Street] as
they would no longer have yards the same size as their neighbors to the north.” [The
average size of the residential lots on the west side of Edison Street is 5,911 square feet.
The average size of the residential lots on the east side of Edison Street is 4,269 square
feet. The Edison Street subject properties would be reduced from an average of 5,953
square feet to an average of 3,931 square feet if the City Council approves the rezoning
request and the lots are reconfigured through a minor subdivision process. The minimum
Jot size in the SR-3 zone is 2,000 square feet]. Additionally, Planning Commission
members stated that they found that the proposed rezoning amendment would not be
harmonious with the overall character of existing development and will have an adverse
impact on adjacent properties.

Relevant Ordinances: Amendments to the Zoning Maps are authorized under Section
21A.50 of the Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance, as detailed in Section 21A.50.050. “A
decision to amend the text of this title or the zoning map by general amendment is a
matter committed to the legislative discretion of the City Council and is not controlled by
any one standard.” It does, however, list five factors, which should be analyzed prior to
rezoning property (Section 21A.50.050 A-E).

Based on these five factors, staff analyzed master plan considerations, existing and
potential future development in the immediate vicinity, impacts to adjacent properties,
applicable overlay zones, and the adequacy of existing services and facilities. The
Planning Commission; however, overturned three of the staff’s findings (Section
21A.50.050 A-C), to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council. However,
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the applicant has chosen to proceed with the process to the City Council for its final
decision.

Section 21A.02.040 of the Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance states that amendments to
the zoning map should be consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives and policies of
the applicable adopted master plan of Salt Lake City. Therefore a master plan
amendment is required via Utah State Code Annotated Section 10-9A-404 (Amendment
of plan). The notification as required by State Law was met for the Master Plan
Amendment.
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CHRONOLOGY

PETITION 400-04-37

BY APPLICANT VICTOR KIMBALL OF SOUTHERN INVESTMENT, LLC

June 13, 2004

Planning Division receives application for rezoning and
master plan amendment. Application includes a request to
rezone the entire lots of the subject properties on Edison
Street.

June — September, 2004

Planning Division works with applicant to find proposal
that the Planning Division would support.

September 8, 2004

Liberty Wells Community Council discusses petition, but
requests that proposal be discussed at October, 2004
meeting in order to advertise proposal on community
council agenda.

October 6, 2004

Applicant presents petition to People’s Freeway
Community Council.

October 13, 2004

Liberty Wells Community Council discusses petition after
including petition on agenda.

November 3, 2004

Central City Neighborhood Council discusses petition.

February 25, 2005

Planning Division staff notifies Liberty Wells, Central
City, and People’s Freeway community councils to inform
the chairs of proposed changes to rezoning petition.
Liberty Wells and People’s Freeway informed staff they
determined that having the applicant present to the full
community council was unnecessary. Central City did not
respond to staff’s inquiry.

March 3, 2005

Planning Division requests ordinance from Attorney’s
Office.

March 14, 2005

Planning Division receives ordinance from Attorney’s
Office.

March 23, 2005

Petition placed on Planning Commission agenda; pulled
due to failure to include reference to amend the future
Land Use Map of the Central Community Development
Plan from Medium Density Residential to Central
Business District Support.

April 13, 2005

Planning Commission hears petition, and passed a motion
to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council
to deny the petition.

April 27, 2005

Planning Commission ratifies the minutes from the April
13, 2005 meeting.
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SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE
No. of 2005
(Rezoning properties generally located at 850, 854 and 858 South Edison Street)

AN ORDINANCE REZONING PROPERTIES GENERALLY LOCATED AT 850, 854
and 858 SOUTH EDISION STREET FROM SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT PATTERN
RESIDENTIAL (SR-3) TO DOWNTOWN SUPPORT (D-2), AND AMENDING THE
CENTRAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN, PURSUANT TO PETITION NO. 400-04-
37.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission and the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah,
have held public hearings and have taken into consideration citizen testimony, filing, and
demographic details of the area, the long range general plans of the City, and any local master
plan as part of their deliberations. Pursuant to these deliberations, the City Council has
concluded that the proposed change of zoning for the properties generally located at 850, 854 and

858 South Edison Street 1s appropriate for the development of the community in that area.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah:

SECTION 1. REZONING OF PROPERTIES. The properties generally located at 850,
854 and 858 South Edison Street, which are more particularly described on Exhibit A attached
hereto, shall be and hereby are rezoned from special development pattern residential (SR-3) to
downtown support (D-2).

SECTION 2. AMENDMENT TO ZONING MAP. The Salt Lake City Zoning Map,

adopted by the Salt Lake City Code, relating to the fixing of boundaries and zoning districts,

shall be, and hereby is amended consistent with the rezoning of properties identified above.




SECTION 3. AMENDMENT OF MASTER PLAN. The Central Community

Development Plan, as previously adopted by the Salt Lake City Council, shall be, and hereby 1s

amended consistent with the rezoning set forth herein.

SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall become effective on the date of

its first publication.

Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah this

2003.

day of ,

CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY RECORDER

Transmitted to Mayor on

Mayor's Action: Approved. Vetoed.

- =% APPROVED AS TQ FORM
Salt City Aftornay's Ciin-

MAYOR

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY RECORDER

(SEAL)

Bill No. of 2005.




Published:

I\Ordinance 05\Rezoning 850, 854 and 858 South Edison Street - 06-29-05 clean.doc




EXHIBIT “A”

Legal description for that portion of tax Parcels 16-07-152-025 and 16-07-152-026 and
16-07-152-027 to be rezoned:

Commencing 2 rods South of the Northwest Corner of Lot 3, Block 2 Plat ‘A’ Salt Lake
City Survey and running thence South 2.5 rods; thence East 1 rod; thence South 5.5 rods;
thence East 3.212 rods; thence North 8 rods; thence West 4.212 rods to the point of

commencement. @ }9 5 llO koﬁ

Contains 7,677 sq. ft. or 0.18 acres.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Salt Lake City Council is considering Petition 400-04-37, to amend the text of the Zoning
Ordinance to rezone approximately 69 feet of the rear portion of the property located at 850 S.
Edison Street, and approximately 53 feet of the rear portion of the properties located at 854 and
858 S. Edison Street from SR-3 to D-2. The petition requires the amendment of the future Land
Use Map of the Central Community Development Plan from Medium Density Residential to
Central Business District Support, consistent with the portion of the property to be rezoned. The
purpose of the request is to support a new retail establishment.

The area of land proposed for rezoning is 7,677 square feet, or .18 acres.

As part of their study, the City Council is holding an advertised public hearing to receive
comments regarding the petition. During this hearing, the Planning staff may present
information on the petition and anyone desiring to address the City Council concerning this issue
will be given an opportunity to speak. The hearing will be held:

DATE:
TIME:

PLACE: Room 315
City and County Building
451 South State Street
Salt Lake City, Utah

Salt Lake City complies with all ADA guidelines. Assistive listening devices and interpretive
services will be provided upon with 24 hours advance request.

If you have any questions relating to this proposal, please attend the meeting or call Elizabeth
Giraud or Elizabeth.giraud@slcgov.com between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday.
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Downtown Alliance

Bob Farrington, Director
175 East 400 South #600
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce
PO Box 1805
Salt Lake City, UT 84110

Westside Alliance

C/O Neighborhood Housing Services
Maria Garcia

622 West 500 North

Salt Lake City, Utah 84116

Updated 10/05/04
KDC

Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce
175 East 400 South, Suite #600
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Vest Pocket Business Coalition
PO Box 521357
Salt Lake City, Utah 84152-1357

Attn: Carol Dibble

Downtown Merchants Association
238 South Main Street

Salt Lake City, UT 84101

Sugar House Merchants Association
C/O Barbara Green

Smith-Crown

2000 South 1100 East

Salt Lake City, Utah 84106
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NOTE: The field trip is scheduled to leave at 4:00 p.m.

AGENDA FOR THE
SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building at 451 South State Street
Wednesday, April 13, 2005, at 5:45 p.m.

The Planning Commission will be having dinner at 5:00 p.m., in Room 126. During the dinner, Staff may share general planning
information with the Planning Commission. This portion of the meeting will be open to the public.

1.

2,

a> @

APPROVAL OF MINUTES from Wednesday, March 23, 2005

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR

PUBLIC NOTICE AGENDA - NONE

PUBLIC HEARINGS

a.

Petition No. 400-04-09 ~ Lowe’s Home Improvement and Warehouse, represented by Jim Manion, requesting that the
City close California Avenue between 300 West and the UTA/Trax right-of-way at 200 West, Washington Street between
California Avenue and 1400 South, and the alley located between 1300 South and California Avenue (adjacent to the west
of the UTA/Trax right-of-way [200 West]), and that the City declare the closed portions of these streets as surplus property
and sell these properties to Lowe’s as the abutting property owner. The purpose of this request is to consolidate
ownership of a site prior to construction of a new retail establishment. All properties are Zoned General Commercial (CG).
(Staff — Kevin LoPiccolo at 535-6003)

Petition No. 490-05-07 - Victor Kimball requesting preliminary subdivision approval to combine the rear portion of the
properties at 850, 854, and 858 Edison Street with the lots at 845 and 851 South State Street to create a larger
commercial lot in the Downtown Support District (D-2) fronting State Street while maintaining three residential lots in the
Special Development Pattern Residential District (SR-3) fronting Edison Street. (Staff — Elizabeth Giraud at 535-7128)

Petition No. 400-04-37 — Victor Kimball requesting a zoning map amendment to rezone approximately 69 feet of the rear
portion of the property located at 850 South Edison Street and approximately 53 feet of the rear portion of the properties
located at 854 and 858 South Edison Street from Speciat Development Pattern Residential District (SR-3) to a Downtown
Support District (D-2), and to amend the future Land Use Map of the Central Community Development Plan from Medium
Density Residential to Central Business District Support, consistent with the portions of the property to be rezoned. The
purpose of this request is to accommodate the construction of a new retail establishment. (Staff — Elizabeth Giraud at
535-7128)

Petition No. 410-718 -~ William Mantas requesting conditional use approval to expand an automobile recycling business
at 652 South Redwood Road in Commercial Corridor (CC) and Light Manufacturing (M-1) zoning districts. (Staff - Janice
Lew at 535-7625)

6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

For information on public or written comments and ADA accommodations, please see the reverse side of the agenda.

PLEASE TURN OFF CELL PHONES AND PAGERS BEFORE THE MEETING BEGINS.
* AT YOUR REQUEST A SECURITY ESCORT WILL BE PROVIDED TO ACCOMPANY YOU TO
YOUR CAR AFTER THE MEETING. THANK YOU.

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ¢ PLANNING DIVISION « 451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406 « SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111
TELEPHONE: 801-535-7757 » FAX: 801-535-6174
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Fill out registration card and indicate if you wish to speak and which agenda item you will address.

After the staff and petitioner presentations, hearings will be opened for public comment. Community
Councils will present their comments at the beginning of the hearing.

In order to be considerate of everyone attending the meeting, public comments are limited to 3 minutes
per person per item. A spokesperson who has been asked by a group to summarize their concerns will
be allowed 5 minutes to speak. Written comments are welcome and will be provided to the Planning
Commission in advance of the meeting if they are submitted to the Planning Division prior to noon the
day before the meeting. Written comments should be sent to:

Salt Lake City Planning Director
451 South State Street, Room 406
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Speakers will be called by the Chair.

Please state your name and your affiliation to the petition or whom you represent at the beginning of
your comments.

Speakers should address their comments to the Chair. Planning Commission members may have
questions for the speaker. Speakers may not debate with other meeting attendees.

Speakérs should focus their comments on the agenda item. Extraneous and repetitive comments
should be avoided.

After those registered have spoken, the Chair will invite other comments. Prior speakers may be
allowed to supplement their previous comments at this time.

After the hearing is closed, the discussion will be limited among Planning Commissioners and Staff.
Under unique circumstances, the Planning Commission may choose to reopen the hearing to obtain
additional information.

Salt Lake City Corporation complies with all ADA guidelines. If you are planning to attend the public
meeting and, due to a disability, need assistance in understanding or participating in the meeting,
please notify the City 48 hours in advance of the meeting and we will try to provide whatever assistance
may be required. Please call 535-7757 for assistance.



NOTE: The field trip is scheduled to leave at 4:00 p.m.

AGENDA FOR THE
SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
in Room 326 of the City & County Building at 451 South State Street
Wednesday, March 23, 2005, at 5:45 p.m.

The Planning Commission will be having dinner at 5:00 p.m., in Room 126. During the dinner, Staff may share general planning
information with the Planning Commission. This portion of the meeting will be open to the public.

1.

2,

APPROVAL OF MINUTES from Wednesday, March 9, 2005

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR

PUBLIC NOTICE AGENDA - Salt Lake City Property Conveyance Matters (Staff: Karryn Greenleaf at 483-6769, Matt Williams
at 535-6447 or Doug Wheelwright at 535-6178):

a.

UTOPIA DBA Murray City and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department — UTOPIA is requesting that Public Utilities
approve a standard utility permit to allow a communications conduit to be installed under a portion of the Jordan and Salt
Lake City Canal property, located at approximately 668 E. Larchwood Drive (6070 South). Public Utilities staff intends to
approve the utility permit.

UTOPIA DBA Murray City and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department — UTOPIA is requesting that Public Utilities
approve a standard utility permit to allow a communications conduit to be installed within a portion of the Jordan and Salt
Lake City Canal property, located at approximately 6931 South 500 East. Public Utilities staff intends to approve the utility
permit.

TK Enterprises/Mike Keim and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department —~ TK Enterprises is requesting that Public Utilities
approve a standard utility permit to allow water and sewer lines to be instalied under a portion of the Jordan and Salt Lake
City Canal property, located at approximately 13100 South 250 West in Draper City, just west of I-15. Public Utilities staff
intends to approve the utility permit.

Quest Communications and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department — Qwest is requesting that Public Utilities approve a
standard utility permit to allow a communication conduit to be installed under a portion of the Big Cottonwood Conduit,
located within a City owned easement within a UDOT (1-215 East) right of way at approximately 3393 East Upland Drive
(3772 South) in the un-incorporated Salt Lake County near Skyline High School. Public Utilities staff intends to approve the
utility permit.

PacifiCorp and Salt Lake City Property Management Division — PacifiCorp is requesting that Property Management grant a
utility easement for a pre-existing power pole guy wire, which extends north into the Forest Dale Golf Course property 30
feet from the stub-ended McClelland Street (1045 East). The proposed easement would be 10 feet wide, centered on the
existing guy wire location.. The address location is 2588 South McClelland Street. The City owned golf course property is
zoned Open Space (0S). Property Management and City Parks Division staff intends to approve the easement request.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

a.

Petition No. 400-04-37 — Victor Kimball requesting a zoning map amendment to rezone approximately 59" of the rear
portion of the properties located at 850 S. Edison, 854 S. Edison, and 858 S. Edison Street from an SR-3 zoning
classification to a D-2 classification. The purpose of this request is to accommodate the construction of a new retail
establishment. (Staff — Elizabeth Giraud at 535-7128)

Petition No. 490-05-07 — Victor Kimball requesting preliminary subdivision approval to reconfigure the properties at 850
S. Edison, 854 S. Edison, 858 S. Edison Street, and 845 S. State Street to create a larger commercial lot (D-2) fronting
State Street and three remnant residential lots (SR-3) fronting Edison Street. (Staff — Elizabeth Giraud at 535-7128)
Petition No. 410-713 — The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, represented by Tracy Stocking & Associates, is
requesting conditional use approval to expand the existing parking lot of a Place of Worship (the Belvedere Ward) onto an
adjacent 0.14 acre residential parcel, located at 1803 S. 600 East Street in an R-1/5,000 zoning district. This expansion
would require the demclition of an existing residential duplex structure and must also meet the requirements of the Housing
Mitigation Ordinance. (Staff — Marilynn Lewis at 535-6409) '

Petition No. 410-709 - Sinclair Oil Corporation requesting planned development approval for the demolition and
reconstruction of a gasoline station/convenience store in the Sugar House Business District (CSHBD) at approximately
1974 South 1100 East & 1068 E. Hollywood Avenue (1970 South). (Staff — Ray McCandless at 536-7282)

Petition No. 410-717 — Eric Saxey requesting an 11 unit residential planned development, located at approximately 625
East 200 South, to build multiple buildings on a single site and to modify some of the required coverage and setbacks in

an RMF-45 zoning district. The site is located within an Historic Preservation Overlay Zoning District. (Staff ~ Doug Dansie
at 535-6182)

6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

For information on public or written comments and ADA accommodations, please see the reverse side of the agenda.

PLEASE TURN OFF CELL PHONES AND PAGERS BEFORE THE MEETING BEGINS.
AT YOUR REQUEST A SECURITY ESCORT WILL BE PROVIDED TO ACCOMPANY YOU TO
YOUR CAR AFTER THE MEETING. THANK YOU.

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT + PLANNING DIVISION ¢ 451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406 + SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111
: TELEPHONE: 801-535-7757 + FAX: 801-535-6174
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Fill out registration card and indicate if you wish to speak and which agenda item you will address.

After the staff and petitioner presentations, hearings will be opened for public comment. Community
Councils will present their comments at the beginning of the hearing.

In order to be considerate of everyone attending the meeting, public comments are limited to 3 minutes
per person per item. A spokesperson who has been asked by a group to summarize their concerns will
be allowed 5 minutes to speak. Written comments are welcome and will be provided to the Planning
Commission in advance of the meeting if they are submitted to the Planning Division prior to noon the
day before the meeting. Written comments should be sent to:

Salt Lake City Planning Director
451 South State Street, Room 406
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Speakers will be called by the Chair.

Please state your name and your affiliation to the petition or whom you represent at the beginning of
your comments.

Speakers should address their comments to the Chair. Planning Commission members may have
questions for the speaker. Speakers may not debate with other meeting attendees.

Speakers should focus their comments on the agenda item. Extraneous and repetltlve comments
should be avoided. SO .

After those registered have spoken, the Chair will invite other comments. Prior speakers may be
allowed to supplement their previous comments 4t this time.

After the hearing is closed, the discussion will be limited among Planning Commissioners and Staff.
Under unique circumstances, the Planning’ ‘Commission may choose to reopen the hearing to obtain
additional information.

Salt Lake City Corporation complies with all ADA guidetines. If you are planning to attend the public
meeting and, due to a disability, need assistance in understanding or participating in the meeting,
please notify the City 48 hours in advance of the meeting and we will try to provide whatever assistance
may be required. Please call 535-7?_?\\7\\ for assistance.




NOTE: The field trip is scheduled to leave at 4:00 p.m.

AMENDED AGENDA FOR THE
SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building at 451 South State Street
Wednesday, March 23, 2005, at 5:45 p.m.

The Planning Commission will be having dinner at 5:00 p.m., in Room 126. During the dinner, Staff may share general planning
information with the Planning Commission. This portion of the meeting will be open to the public.

1.

2,

APPROVAL OF MINUTES from Wednesday, March 9, 2005

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR

PUBLIC NOTICE AGENDA - Salt Lake City Property Conveyance Matters (Staff: Karryn Greenleaf at 483-6769, Matt Williams
at 535-6447 or Doug Wheelwright at 535-6178):

a.

UTOPIA DBA Murray City and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department — UTOPIA is requesting that Public Utilities
approve a standard utility permit to allow a communications conduit to be installed under a portion of the Jordan and Sait
Lake City Canal property, located at approximately 668 E. Larchwood Drive (6070 South). Public Utilities staff intends to
approve the utility permit.

UTOPIA DBA Murray City and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department - UTOPIA is requesting that Public Utilities
approve a standard utility permit to allow a communications conduit to be installed within a portion of the Jordan and Sait
Lake City Canal property, located at approximately 6931 South 500 East. Public Utilities staff intends to approve the utility
permit.

TK Enterprises/Mike Keim and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department — TK Enterprises is requesting that Public Utilities
approve a standard utility permit to allow water and sewer lines to be installed under a portion of the Jordan and Salt Lake
City Canal property, located at approximately 13100 South 250 West in Draper City, just west of I-15. Public Utiiities staff
intends to approve the utility permit.

Quest Communications and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department ~ Qwest is requesting that Public Utilities approve a
standard utility permit to allow a communication conduit to be installed under a portion of the Big Cottonwood Conduit,
located within a City owned easement within a UDOT (I-215 East) right of way at approximately 3393 East Upland Drive
(3772 South) in the un-incorporated Salt Lake County near Skyline High School. Public Utilities staff intends to approve the
utility permit.

PacifiCorp and Salt Lake City Property Management Division ~ PacifiCorp is requesting that Property Management grant a
utility easement for a pre-existing power pole guy wire, which extends north into the Forest Dale Golf Course property 30
feet from the stub-ended McClelland Street (1045 East). The proposed easement would be 10 feet wide, centered on the
existing guy wire location. The address location is 2588 South McClelland Street. The City owned golf course property is
zoned Open Space (OS). Property Management and City Parks Division staff intends to approve the easement request.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

a.

Petition No, ' of the rear

portion of
classificati
establishm
Petition N

and z ' Ao O g Ears0 eet ™ Sta abe irat 5-7128)
Petition No. 410-713 — The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, represented by Tracy Stocking & Associates, is
requesting conditional use approval to expand the existing parking lot of a Place of Worship (the Belvedere Ward) onto an
adjacent 0.14 acre residential parcel, located at 1803 S. 600 East Street in an R-1/5,000 zoning district. This expansion
would require the demolition of an existing residential duplex structure and must also meet the requirements of the Housing
Mitigation Ordinance. (Staff = Marilynn Lewis-at 535-6409)
Petition No. 410-709 — Sinclair Oi! Corporation requesting planned development approval for the demolition and
reconstruction of a gasoline station/convenience store in the Sugar House Business District (CSHBD) at approximately
1974 South 1100 East & 1068 E. Hollywood Avenue (1970 South). (Staff — Ray McCandless at 536-7282)
Petition No. 410-717 — Eric Saxey requesting an 11 unit residetial planned development, located at approximately 625
East 200 South, to build muitiple buildings on a single site and to modify some of the required coverage and setbacks in
an RMF-45 zoning district. The site is located within an Historic Preservation Overlay Zoning District. (Staff— Doug Dansie
at 535-6182)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

For information on public or written comments and ADA accommodations, please see the reverse side of the agenda.

PLEASE TURN OFF CELL PHONES AND PAGERS BEFORE THE MEETING BEGINS.
AT YOUR REQUEST A SECURITY ESCORT WILL BE PROVIDED TO ACCOMPANY YOU TO
YOUR CAR AFTER THE MEETING. THANK YOU.

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT + PLANNING DIVISION ¢ 451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406 + SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111
TELEPHONE: 801-535-7757 + FAX: 801-535-6174
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Fill out registration card and indicate if you wish to speak and which agenda item you will address.

After the staff and petitioner presentations, hearings will be opened for public comment. Community
Councils will present their comments at the beginning of the hearing.

In order to be considerate of everyone attending the meeting, public comments are limited to 3 minutes
per person per item. A spokesperson who has been asked by a group to summarize their concerns will
be allowed 5 minutes to speak. Written comments are welcome and will be provided to the Planning
Commission in advance of the meeting if they are submitted to the Planning Division prior to noon the
day before the meeting. Written comments should be sent to:

Salt Lake City Planning Director
451 South State Street, Room 406
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Speakers will be called by the Chair.

Please state your name and your affiliation to the petition or whom you represent at the beginning of
your comments.

Speakers should address their comments to the Chair. Planning Commission members may have
questions for the speaker. Speakers may not debate with other meeting attendees.

Speakers should focus their comments on the agenda item. Extraneous and repetitive comments
should be avoided.

After those registered have spoken, the Chair will invite other comments. Prior speakers may be
allowed to supplement their previous comments at this time.

After the hearing is closed, the discussion will be limited among Planning Commissioners and Staff.
Under unique circumstances, the Planning Commission may choose to reopen the hearing to obtain
additional information.

Salt Lake City Corporation complies with all ADA guidelines. If you are planning to attend the public
meeting and, due to a disability, need assistance in understanding or participating in the meeting,
please notify the City 48 hours in advance of the meeting and we will try to provide whatever assistance
may be required. Please call 535-7757 for assistance.
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Exhibit Sb

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

Petition 400-04-37
Transmittal of Edison Street Rezoning Petition



DATE:

TO:

FROM:

April 13, 2005

Salt Lake City Planning Commission

Elizabeth Giraud, AICP

Senior Planner

Telephone: 535-7128

E-mail: Elizabeth.giraud@slcgov.com

A request to amend the zoning from Special Development Pattern
Residential SR-3 District to Downtown Support D-2 District for the
properties located at approximately 845 S. State Street, and 850, 854 and
858 S. Edison Street and to amend the Future Land Use Map of the
Central Community Master Plan (1974) to identify the properties subject
to the rezoning as Downtown Support Commercial.

CASE NUMBER: 400-04-37

APPLICANT: Victor Kimball — Southern Investment, LLC

Planning Commission Staff Report
Petition 400-04-37 -1-



STATUS OF APPLICANT: Property Owner

PROJECT LOCATION: Approximately 845 S. State Street; 850, 854
and 858 S. Edison Street

PROJECT/PROPERTY SIZE: The area of land proposed for rezoning is
7,677 square feet, or .18 acres.

COUNCIL DISTRICT: District 4, Nancy Saxton

REQUESTED ACTION: The applicant is requesting to amend the zoning map by
changing the zoning designation for the rear portion of the properties at 850, 854 and 858
South Edison from SR-3 to D-2 Downtown Support. Under a separate petition (No. 490-
05-07), the applicant is requesting preliminary subdivision approval to reconfigure the
existing five parcels into four new lots. Three of the new parcels will front Edison Street.
The remaining parcel will front State Street and include the rezone area. As part of this
petition, the request includes an amendment to the future Land Use Map of the Central
Community Development Plan from Medium Density Residential to Central Business
District Support.

The application also includes amending the Future Land Use Map to identify the portions
of the property subject to the rezoning as Downtown Support.

PROPOSED ZONING MAP AMENDMENT: The applicant is proposing to
increase the lot area at the proposed 845 S. State Street parcel to provide additional space
for a proposed retail establishment, a Family Dollar Store.

APPLICABLE LAND USE REGULATIONS:

Section 21A.24.

D-2 Downtown Support District
Purpose: The purpose of the D-2 Downtown Support Commercial District is
to accommodate commercial uses and associated activities that relate to and
support the Central Business District but do not require a location within the
Central Business District. Development within the D-2 Downtown Support
Commercial District is less intensive than that of the Central Business
District.

Section 21A.24.080

Planning Commission Staff Report
Petition 400-04-37 -2-



SR-3 Special Development Pattern Residential District
Purpose: The purpose of the SR-3 special development pattern residential
district is to provide lot, bulk and use regulations in scale with the character of
development located within the interior portions of city blocks.

SURROUNDING ZONING
DISTRICTS:
North D-2 Downtown Support District
South D-2 Downtown Support District
East SR-3 Special Development Pattern
Residential District
West D-2 Downtown Support District

SURROUNDING LAND USES: North Commercial:
Proposed Enterprise Rent-a-Car
(835-841 S. State)

South Commercial:
Just Emissions and Inspections
(865 S. State)
Chevron
(877 S. State)
Arctic Circle
(135E.9008S.)

West Commercial:
Audio Specialists
(854 S. State)
Taco Time
(810 S. State)

East Single family - and low-density
residential

MASTER PLAN SPECIFICATIONS: Central Community Development Plan (1974),
as updated in 1995 (Ord 26, 1995) identifies the property as Downtown Support and
Interior Block Special Residential.

SUBJECT PROPERTY HISTORY: In 1995, the zoning for the Edison Street
properties was changed from High Density Residential R-6 to SR-3. The zoning for the
State Street properties was changed from C-3 to D-2.

Planning Commission Staff Report
Petition 400-04-37 -3-



ACCESS:  The access to the State Street property would be from a shared drive
approach off State Street. When the applicant received conditional use approval on
January 12, 2005, for a conditional use for a car-rental agency on the adjacent parcel at
835-841 S. State Street, UDOT required that the access straddle the property of the car
rental agency and the Family Dollar Store.

COMMENTS, ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS:

1. COMMENTS: Staff requested comments from applicable agencies. Staff received
comments from the following:

a) Transportation: The Transportation Division has the following comments: The

b)

c)

proposed subdivision indicates no changes to the public right of way corridor
easements as shown and the rezoning defines the use impacts to be a consistent
separation between the roadway types with Edison Street limited to a SR-3 use
and State Street supporting the D-2 function. The final site development plans for
the retail use will have to conform to all zoning and other City standard site
development requirements for setbacks, buffers, parking and services, etc. The
plat needs to be revised to indicate the shared access easement required along the
north property line of lot 1 with the development of the property to the north [a
car-rental agency, approved through the conditional use process on January 12,
2005], per the UDOT access restriction requiring a shared driveway approach
from State Street. The Transportation Division supports the following Planning
Division positions:

e Not to support access from State to Edison streets.
e To support continued residential use of the two existing residential lots on
Edison Street;

Public Utilities: The Public Utilities Department did not respond to the request
for comments. A utility plan shall be reviewed by the Public Utilities Department
prior to issuance of a building permit.

Engineering: The Engineering Division has the following comments:

e State Street: UDOT must approve the proposed drive approach on State
Street. Curb, gutter, sidewalk and two drive approaches exist in State
Street along the frontage of the project. The existing drive approaches
must be replaced with curb and gutter under a UDOT permit. The existing
concrete in the 3’ wide park strip must be replaced with material meeting
Chapter 21A.48 of the City Code for Landscaping and Buffers. If this
work involves any heavy equipment , a Permit to Work in the Public Way
must be obtained from SLC Engineering prior to performing the work.

Planning Commission Staff Report
Petition 400-04-37 4



e [Edison Street: Edison Street is a concrete street adjoining concrete
sidewalk at the same elevation as the street. Both the street and sidewalk
are in good condition and no changes are required as part of this project.

d) Police: The Police Department does not have any CPTED concerns regarding the
shared access between the proposed retail establishment of the subject property
and the previously approved car-rental agency at the adjoining property to the
north. The reviewer stated that the proposal (no access to Edison Street) presents
a safer environment than the applicant’s previous proposal (access to Edison
Street).

¢) Fire: The Fire Department voiced no objections.

f) Community Council: The applicant solicited comment from three community
councils: Central City, Liberty Wells, and People’s Freeway. Regarding the
initial proposal to allow access from State to Edison Street and rezone the entire
area of the subject properties residential, the Liberty Wells Community Council
stated that some members expressed concern that the Edison properties should be
maintained as residential; other members supported the proposal because it meant
the elimination of what they deemed “blighted buildings” in the middle of the
block (October 13, 2004).

The Liberty Wells Community Council Executive Committee did not consider it
necessary for the developer to return to their full council meeting to present the
current proposal (March 15, 2005).

The People’s Freeway Community Council voted in favor of the rezoning in the
initial format, and did not request that the developer return to present the current
proposal (March 3, 2005).

The Central City Neighborhood Council voted 5-4 against the rezoning in the
initial proposal on November 11, 2004. Staff notified the Central City
Neighborhood Council via email of the new proposal. The Community Council
failed to respond as to whether the applicant should present the current proposal
to them.

g) Planning Division: The Planning Division requires the applicant to obtain
preliminary subdivision approval to combine the rear portion of the Edison Street
properties with the State Street properties from the Planning Commission (Petition
490-05-07), should the rezoning request be approved.

2. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

A decision to amend the text of the zoning ordinance or the zoning map is a matter
committed to the legislative discretion of the City Council and is not controlled by

Planning Commission Staff Report
Petition 400-04-37 -5-



any one standard. However, in reviewing a proposed amendment, the Planning
Commission and the City Council must consider the following factors:

21A.50.050 Standards for General Amendments

A. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals,
objectives, and policies of the adopted general plan of Salt Lake City.

Discussion: Central Community Development Plan (1974): The Future Land
Use Map from the Central Community Development Plan of 1974, as amended in
1995 (Ordinance No 26, of 1995), identifies the properties subject to rezoning as
Special Residential- Interior Court.

The draft Central Community Master Plan (2002) Future Land Use Map,
identifies the subject properties as Medium Density Residential/ Mixed Use with
the State Street frontage properties identified as Central Business District Support
development .

The additional property to be zoned D-2 will better accommodate a retail
establishment along State Street. The proposed rezoning would allow for
Downtown Support (current) / Central Business District Support (draft) types of
development while still maintaining the existing residential development along
Edison Street, consistent with the intent of the master plan.

Findings: The proposed development meets the intent of the adopted and
proposed future land use maps for the subject properties. Staff recommends the
Planning Commission transmit a favorable recommendation to amend the future
land use map of the Central Community Development plan to be consistent with
the proposed rezoning.

B. Whether the proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character
of existing development in the immediate vicinity of the subject property.

Discussion: The existing surrounding businesses have minimal landscaping and
are of no architectural distinction. The proposed development will add greenery
and improved park strip material to this side of this block of State Street. Access
from State Street through the proposed Family Dollar Store site to Edison Street
will not be permitted, and thus the residential core of this block will not be
affected by increased traffic and noise.

Findings: The proposal will allow a new retail establishment, which will meet
current requirements for landscaping and improve the visual appearance of the
property along State while retaining the existing housing on Edison Street. The
applicant meets this standard.

Planning Commission Staff Report
Petition 400-04-37 -6-



C. The extent to which the proposed amendment will adversely affect adjacent
properties.

Discussion: The adjacent land uses to the north and south are parking lots for
service and restaurant businesses, and have no landscaping. Because of required
landscaping setback, buffer and park strip requirements, the proposed rezoning for
a new retail establishment will positively affect these properties and minimize
impacts to the residential land uses to the east. Landscaping buffers will also be
required for the small parking lot at 858 S. Edison Street. This required
landscaping will have a positive effect on Edison Street, which currently consists
of dwellings. The elimination of access to Edison Street via the State Street
properties will help ensure adverse impacts are minimized.

Findings: The proposed development configuration minimizes adverse impacts
on adjacent properties, especially those residential land uses to the east.

D. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the provisions of any
applicable overlay zoning districts which may impose additional standards.

Discussion: No overlay zoning districts are associated with the subject
properties.

Findings: The applicant meets this standard.

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

Discussion: The appropriate City Departments were notified of the proposal.
Those that responded did not object to the proposal but the applicant must meet
all department requirements, prior to the issuance of a building permit for the
project.

Findings: The subject property is within an existing developed neighborhood
and public facilities and services exist. The applicant will be required to meet all
department requirements prior to the issuance of a building permit.

MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT

Discussion: The Utah Code Annotated (10-9-302) identifies the procedures for
adopting and amending general plans. The Code identifies an adoption process
that mandates a fourteen day notification requirement including a notice in a
newspaper of general circulation. Property owners were notified and a notice in a
newspaper of general circulation was published at least fourteen days in advance
of the public hearing.

Planning Commission Staff Report
Petition 400-04-37 -7-



Finding: The mandated notification procedures, as outlined in the State Code for
amending a master plan, have been followed.

RECOMMENDATION: Based on the analysis and the findings presented in this
report, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a positive
recommendation to the City Council to approve Petition 400-04-37 to amend the zoning
map by changing the zoning designation of the rear portions of 850, 854 and 858 S.
Edison Street from to SR-3 to D-2 .

Staff further recommends that the Planning Commission transmit a favorable
recommendation to the City Council to amend the Central Community Development Plan
Future Land Use Map to identify the portions of the property subject to rezoning as
Downtown Support.

Attachments:

1. Application

2. Site plan

3. Minutes and correspondence from Community Councils
a. Central City
b. People’s Freeway
c. Liberty Wells

4, Departmental Comments

Planning Commission Staff Report
Petition 400-04-37 -8-



ATTACHMENT 1
APPLICATION
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O Amend the text of the Zoning Ordinance by amending Section: (attach map or legal description).
)Z(Amend the Zoning Map by reclassifying the following property: ':ru%@w)v oo fes -\ vl
Froma_<€. -3 classificationtoa L ~ Z_ classification.

Please include with the application:.

1. A statement of the text amendment or map amendment describing the purpose for the amendment and the
exact language, boundaries and zoning district.

2. A complete description of the proposed use of the property where appropriate.

3. Reasons why the present zoning may not be appropriate for the area.

4. The names and addresses of all property owners within four-hundred fifty (450) feet of the subject parcel. The
name, address and Sidwell number of each property owner must be typed or clearly printed on gummed
mailing labels. Please include yourself and the appropriate Community Council Chair. The cost of first class
postage for each address is due at time of application. Please do not provide postage stamps.

5. Legal description of the property.

6. Ten (10) copies of sjte plans drawn to scale.

7. Asigned statement that the petitioner has met with and explained the proposal to the appropriate Community
Council. Aok .

8. Related materials or data supporting the application as may be determined by the Zoning Administrator.

Filing fee of $500.00 plus $100 for each acre over one acre is due at the time of application.

If you have anY questions regarding the requirements of this petition, please contact a member of
the Salt Lake City Planning staff (535-7757) prior to submitting the petition.

Sidwell maps and names of property owners are available at:
 Salt Lake County Recorder
, 2001 South State Street, Room N1600
g Salt Lake City, UT 84190-1051
Telephone: (801) 468-3391

File the complete application at:
Salt Lake City Planning
451 South State Street, Room 406
Salt Lake City, UT 8417111
Telephone: (801) 535-7757

iz (L0 /7/«5&"2'%@;«{”_

" TitleJof agént

Signature of Applicant
or authorized agent




ZONING AMENDMENT PROCESS

WHAT IS A ZONING AMENDMENT?

Amendments to the text of the Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance and to the Salt Lake City Zoning map
(property. rezone) may be made by the adoption of an ordinance by the City Council. The amendment
process is not intended to relieve particular hardships or confer special privileges or rights upon any
person. The process is intended to allow adjustments necessary in light of changed conditions or changes

in public policy.
WHO CAN INITIATE THE PROCESS:

Applications for amendments may be initiated by the Mayor, a City Council member, a Planning
Commissioner, the owner of the property included in the application, or the property owners’ authorized

agent.

STANDARDS FOR ZONING AMENDMENTS

Is the proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives, and policies of the

adopted general plan of Salt Lake City

Is the proposed amendment in harmony with the overall character of existing development in the
immediate vicinity of the subject property

To what extent will the proposed amendment adversely affect adjacent properties

Is the proposed amendment consistent with the provisions of any applicable overlay zoning

* districts which may impose additional standards .

Are public facilities and services adequate to serve the subject property, including but not limited
to roadways, parks and recreational facilities, police fire protection, schools, storm water
drainage systems, water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection.

PROCESS

Application. To begin the procedure to amend the zoning ordinance or to rezone a property an
application must be submitted to Room 406 of the City & County Building, 451 S. State St. A
filing fee (see the fee schedule in the zoning ordinance) is due at the time of application. The
application must include a statement describing the purpose for the text amendment or property
rezone and the exact language, boundaries, and zoning district requested. The applicant should
also provide written confirmation that any organization which is entitled to receive notice
pursuant to Title 2, Chapter 2.62 of the Salt Lake City Code has been notified of the proposed
amendment. :

Staff Report: A member of the planning staff will be assigned to analyze and write a report on
the proposed text amendment or rezone. As part of the analysis, the petition is routed to various
City divisions, such as transportation, public utilities, police, fire, engineering, etc., for any
comments or concerns. ,

Planning Commission Public Hearing: The Planning Commission will schedule a hearing to
consider the planning staff's recommendations and to hear public comment on the proposal. The
Planning Commission will then either recommend approval, approval with some modifications, or
denial of the text amendment or rezone and submit that recommendation to the City Council.
City Council Public Hearing. The City Coundil will hold an additional public hearing and will vote
to either deny the proposal or adopt an ordinance to amend the text or rezone a property. The

City Council may also modify the proposal.

For additional information on rezoning a property or amending the text of the Salt Lake City Zoning
Ordinance please refer to Chapter 21.A.50 of the Zoning Ordinance. You may also call the Planning

Division at 535-7757."



Southern Investment, L.L.C.

June 13, 2004

Salt Lake City Planning
451 South State Street, Room 406
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: Edison Street Zone Change Request
To_ Whom It May Concern:

1. The enclosed information is submitted for consideration of a zone change to
accommodate construction of a retail outlet, and necessary parking, for Family
Dollar.

2. There are two homes on Edison Street, which will be removed to create a parking
field. All applicable landscape and setback areas will be constructed to beautify the
area. Without being able to use this area for parking, it would be unacceptable for
Family Dollar. All buildings will be new and will help to rejuvenate this area.

3. This zone change is appropriate for the area. Every person we have talked to on
Edison Street and the Community Council have expressed a positive position on this
development. Please see attached letters.

If you need any additional information please call me at (801) 541-9924 or (801) 355-
4300.

We appreciate your consideration of this application for zone change.

-

8 East Broadway, Suite 400 * Salt Lake City, UT 84111 * (801) 355-4300 * Fax (801) 355-4308



ATTACHMENT 2
SITE PLAN OF PROPOSED REZONING
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ATTACHMENT 3
CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE CENTRAL
CITY, PEOPLE’S FREEWAY, AND LIBERTY
WELLS COMMUNITY COUNCILS

Planning Commission Staff Report
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Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Giraud, Elizabeth

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 10:47 AM

To: ‘ccnc@rock.com’

Subject: proposed rezoning at approx. 845 S. State

Categories: Program/Policy
Attachments: Shirley Jensen - 02-24-05 - 9HBEGMP.pdf

Greetings, Thomas:

On October 6 and November 3, 2004, the Central City Neighborhood Council reviewed a proposed rezoning of
property located at approximately 845 S. State Street. The proposed rezoning would have moved the D-2 zone
further east, toward Edison Street, so that the applicant, Vic Kimball, could construct a Family Ali-a-Dollar Store
on the State Street site. At your November meeting, Mr. Kimball proposed to demolish the buildings on Edison
Street, construct new residential structures on Edison Street, and provide access from State Street to Edison
Street. The proposal included expanding the D-2 zone further east, but maintaining SR-3 zoning on Edison
Street.

The comments that you forwarded to me on November 11, 2004 expressed the following concerns and
comments:

e Once this property is rezoned from residential to commercial everything else non-commercial will get re-
zoned. I'ts harder to make something backinto residential use once it has been turned into commercial. It
is our residential component being taken from us that concerns all residents of Central City Neighborhood
Council.

e CCNC already has enough asphalt parking lots.

¢ Improvement in this area would be good because this area is rundown looking.

e We (CCNC) do not want cross through traffic from State St. to Edison St.

Your memorandum also noted a concern that the new townhouses the applicant proposed at that time on Edison
Street would create a shortage of parking for the residents. You also stated that "CCNC does not endorse
demolishing livable residential for newer more expensive residential.”

Since the November 3, 2004 CCNC meeting, the Planning Division staff has been working with Mr. Kimball on
revisions to his proposal. The Planning Division did not support the access from State Street to Edison Street,
and Mr. Kimball altered his site plan accordingly. He has decided to retain the existing buildings on Edison
Street. In order to meet the rear yard setback requirements for a SR-3 zone (15' or 20 percent of the length of the
lot, whichever is less), he needed to reduce the area proposed for rezoning 5." Thus, the area proposed for
rezoning from SR-3 to D-2 is less than what the CCNC reviewed in November, 2004.  Because the applicant
has alleviated three of the issues that was of concern to your community council (access from State to Edison
Streets, and demolition of the existing homes on Edison Street and subsequent lack of parking for Edison Street
residents), and because the proposed rezoned area has changed very slightly and was larger than what is
currently under review, | am hoping that the CCNC will not request that the applicant return to the community
council to review the final rezone boundary.

| am attaching a site plan (Exhibit A) indicating the proposed zoning your community council reviewed
on November 3, 2004. The proposed zoning for the current proposal is indicated on Exhibit B.

| would like to place this item for the Planning Commission's consideration on their March 23, 2005 meeting.
Because of noticing requirements, | need to know as soon as possible if the Central City Neighborhood Council
would like the applicant or myself to attend one of your meetings prior to scheduling with the Planning
Commission.

3/6/2005
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Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Sara Hsu [sara_hsu@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 03, 2005 3:50 PM

To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Subject: Re: Re-zoning petition at approx. 845 S. State

Dear Elizabeth,

This is just a note to let you know that the People's Freeway Community Council has approved Vic
Kimball's new proposal as described below.

Thank you very much.
Sara

Sara Hsu-Moore
First Chair, People's Freeway Community Council
(801) 755-0725

"Giraud, Elizabeth" <Elizabeth.Giraud@slcgov.com> wrote:

Ms. Hsu:

As we discussed today on the telephone, | am emailing you a copy of a site plan illustrating the proposed
zone change at approximately 845 S. State Street. The applicant is Vic Kimball. The proposed use is a
Family All-a-Dollar Store. The zone in which the Family Ali-a-Dollar Store will be located is D-2. The
buildings on Edison Street is Residential SR-3.

Mr. Kimball attended the People's Freeway Community Council on October 6, 2004. At that time, Mr.
Kimball proposed to demolish the buildings on Edison Street, construct new residential structures on
Edison Street, and provide access from State Street to Edison Street. The proposal included expanding
the D-2 zone further east, but maintaining SR-3 zoning on Edison Street.

The Planning Division did not support the access from State Street to Edison Street, and Mr. Kimball
altered his site plan accordingly. He has decided to retain the existing buildings on Edison Street. In
order to meet the rear yard setback requirements for a SR-3 zone (15' or 20 percent of the length of the
lot, whichever is less), he needed to reduce the area proposed for rezoning 5." Thus, the area proposed
for rezoning from SR-3 to D-2 is less than what the People's Freeway Community Council reviewed in
October, when the Community Council voted 5-0 in favor of the rezoning.  Because your community
council previously voted in favor of the rezoning when the proposed rezoned area was larger than what
is currently under review, | am hoping that People's Freeway will not request that the applicant return to
the community council to review the final rezone boundary.

| am attaching a site plan (Exhibit A) indicating the proposed zoning your community council reviewed on
October 6, 2004. The proposed zoning for the current proposal is indicated on Exhibit B.

I would like to place this item for the Planning Commission's consideration on their March 23, 2005
meeting. Because of noticing requirements, | need o know as soon as possible if the People's Freeway
Community Council would like the applicant or myself to attend one of your meetings prior to scheduling
with the Planning Commission.

| appreciate your attention to this request.

3/6/2005
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Sincerely,

Elizabeth Giraud, AICP
Senior Planner

Celebrate Yahoo!'s 10th Birthday!
Yahoo! Netrospective: 100 Moments of the Web

3/6/2005



Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Brian Earl Watkins [brian@57wild.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2005 9:12 AM

To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Subject: Re: proposed rezoning at approx. 845 S. State

Thanks for your inquiries on this property.

As I expected, When I passed this around to community council members, there was no one
who needed to have the applicant come back. The substantive comments we had, you have
already answered.

Thanks Again

-Brian Watkins
LWCC Chair

Giraud, Elizabeth wrote:
Brian:

The case has already been scheduled for the March 23 Planning

Commission meeting. My staff report is due for completion next Tuesday, March 15.
I need any comments you would like to submit by Monday, March 14. When

I didn't hear from you earlier, the Acting Planning Director

instructed me to put the item on the agenda, given the fact that your

community council reviewed the rezoning request in October.

I will email you the Community Council form for the rezoning. If you
can get that to your community council prior to the 14th, please fax
it to me at 535-6174 asap.

Housing is not the issue in this case. The applicant is not proposing
townhomes. Because the Planning Division will not allow access from
State to Edison streets, the parking situation on Edison will remain
the same.

If the rezoning goes through, the applicant can take out a building
permit as an over-the-counter permit. It will not be a conditional
use, as retail establishments are allowed in the D-2 zone. Thus, the
Planning Division will have no purview over what kind of fence is
allowed, other than what the zoning ordinance requires.

I will be out for the rest of the day, as I have a cold and am going
home to rest. Please let me know if your community council has
additional comments.

Thanks,

Elizabeth

VVVVVVVVVVVVYVVYVVVVVVVVVYVYVVYVYVYVYVYVYV

\

----- Original Message-----

From: Brian Earl Watkins [mailto:brian@57wild.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2005 4:52 PM

To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Subject: Re: proposed rezoning at approx. 845 S. State

My housing and zoning chair sent me some comments which I attach here.
He doesn't say that we need to see the applicant again, but I'll give
you a solid answer tomorrow.

I'1ll present the plan you sent at my regular meeting tonight so that I
can let members know to contact you if they want to comment on the new

1

VVVVVYVVVYVVY



plan.

-Brian Watkins

From James Fisher, Housing and Zoning Chair:

Concerning the plans. I like the set where there are four town homes.
I I believe that they would attract a better clientele. With a
remodel, the homes will be dilapidated again within four or five years.

The only problem is with the parking on the town homes, there are only

4 parking spaces. They are to have 1.5 spaces by code, if I remember
right. I know they say that they will share with the commercial, but

if they can "share" then they should be able to set aside enough parking.
Parking on Edison would create a mess, as it is a very narrow street.

Also, from an aesthetic position, I would recommend a different type
of fence rather than a chain link fence with slats for privacy. They
look like junk within a couple of years. A brick wall (not a concrete
block

wall) would look good, then a solid wood fence or a vinyl fence. Also
as security may be an issue, you might want to recommend an 8 foot
fence rather than 6.

Those ore nickel and dime suggestions, but I think they would finish
off the project.

Giraud, Elizabeth wrote:

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVVVVYVYVVYVYVYVY

>

>>Brian:

>>

>>In answer to your question: ideally, the city and the Planning
>>Division would like to see buildings closer to the street and
s>s>eliminate parking in the front yard setback. In this case, the
>>subject property is in a

>>D-2 zone. Unlike the D-1 zone (downtown core), which requires a
>>zero-line setback, minimum of 40 percent glass on the ground floor,
>>and disallows surface parking lots (except as a conditional use), the
>>D-2 zone does not have such restraints. The D-2 zone is a support
s>>zone for downtown, and allows businesses like car dealerships, which
>>are necessary to our economy but would not be desired in the central
>>business district.

>>

>>We do have a South State Street Corridor Overlay Zone, which is
s>intended to "reinforce the historical land development patterns" along
>

>

>>8outh State Street from 900 S. to 2100 S. It's not very restrictive,
>>but it allows a developer to not have to meet the required front-yard
s>>setback, and thus push a building closer to the street and alleviate
>>the effects of parking on the streetscape. This property, however, is
>

>

s»>sort of a "hole in the donut," and does not have to conform to either
>>the D-1 zoning requirements or have the flexibility afforded by the
>>South State Street Corridor Overlay Zone. It is also not located in a
>

>

s>"walkable community" overlay district, which the City Council recently
>

> passed.

>

>>This overlay district pertains to the small, commercial zones, and the
>

2



>

>>R-MU zone, and is intended to require siting that is more
>>pedestrian-friendly than we have required in our commercial zones in
>>the past.

>>

>>

>>I hope this answers your questions. Could you please let me know if
>>the applicant will need to go to the Liberty Wells Community Council?
>>

>>Thank you.

>>

>>Elizabeth

>>

S Original Message-----

>>From: Brian Earl Watkins [mailto:brian@57wild.com]

>>8Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 1:27 PM

>>To: Giraud, Elizabeth

>>Subject: Re: proposed rezoning at approx. 845 S. State

>>

>>Elizabeth,

>>

>>Thanks for your update on 845 S. State.

>>

>>I will pass on your letter to our Housing and Zoning chair for quick
>>consideration. I do have a question, though.

>>

>>Is the placement of the larger retail building consistent with recent
>>and current policy on the relationship of parking and buildings in
>>this corridor? It is my understanding that the city strongly prefers
>s>buildings that have some sort of relationship to the street and viable
>

>

>>pedestrian access rather than sitting behind a car-access-only sea of
>>parking, especially in the Central Community. This design locks like
>>a big step backward from the livable community work the city and
>>community have been doing.

>>

>>-Brian Watkins

>>

>>Giraud, Elizabeth wrote:

>>

>>

>>>Brian:

>>>

>>>0n October 13, 2004, the Liberty Wells Community Council (LWCC)
>>>reviewed a proposed rezoning of property located at approximately 845
>>>S5. State Street.

>>

>>. ..

>>

>>

>>>I appreciate your attention to this request.

>>>

>>>Elizabeth Giraud, AICP

>>>Senior Planner

>>

>



CENTRAL CITY NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

Liberty Senior Center
251 East 700 South
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Date: November 11", 2004
. To:  Salt Lake City Planning Dept. - Elizabeth Giraud
Re: Re-zone request - 850, 854, and 858 S. Edison St.

Central City Neighborhood Council(CCNC) has heard the Re-zone request proposed by
Mr. Kimball and Mr. Kimball. This presentation by the developer is why it is necessary
for CCNC to require the developer to come before us twice before we forward our
recommendations to the SLC Planning Dept.. What was mailed to me from SLC
Planning Dept. Was different than what was put forth to the Council. What was
presented the first time is different than what was presented the second time. | will list
some of the comments below.

- If this gets re-zoned eventually everything else non-commercial will get re-zoned.
It's harder to make something back into residential use once it has been turned
into commercial. It is our residential component being taken from us that
concerns all residents of Central City Neihborhood Council.

- CCNC already has enough asphalt parking lots

- Improvement in this area would be good cause this area is rundown looking.

- We do not want cross through traffic from State St. to Edison St.

- Why is it that Developers always want to build what they can't

When asking the Applicant about the parking available for the townhouses along Edison
St. we were told that that parking would be eliminated for another townhouse. This
would create a shortage in parking for those residences. | have information from the
Developer and the City that show different scenarios of residences along Edison St..
These look to be new townhouses. So, will the developer demolish existing homes and

rebuild these townhouses? CCNC does not endorse demolishing livable residential for
newer more expensive residential.

In general there was much misinformation given by the applicant at both meetings. | felt



there was more to this proposal than was discussed in public and perhaps that is why
the Applicants came off as being deceptive. All but one or two comments were negative.
A vote was taken. There were 20 or more people present. 5 voted against the re-zone
and 4 voted for the re-zone

Thomas Mutter
Chair CCNC

Hweed Yt



Zoning Map Amendment
Community Council / Citizen Group Input

TO: (\\ Oval W\u j\& tc , Chair CCJ/L& f F\’\ (\‘Lb/, M Council

FROM: , Planning Division Staff
DATE: Vou. 37 4
RE: \QC-ZOVL(’ \(,\zw\s \ LA
Applicant \) L \/.LM\’J 4[( , represented by 2 ( Z‘L A,\\/) 4 l\ , is
requesting the Salt Lake City Council approve a Zoning Map Amendment for the property at
. The request includes rezoning the property from SR - to
D-2 to allow the development of a

As part o thls process, the ppllcant is required to solicit comments from the

r Gemmunity Council. The purpose of the Community Council

review is to inform the commumty of the project and solicit comments / concerns they have with
the project. - The Community Council may also take a vote to determine whether there is support
for the project, but this is not required. (Please note that the vote in favor or against is not that
important to the Planning Commission. What is critical is to raise relevant issues for their
review.) [ have enclosed information submitted by the applicant relating to the project to
facilitate your review. The applicant will also present information at the meeting.

If the Community Council chooses to have a project presented to them, the applicant will only be
required to meet with the Community Council once before the Planning Staff will begin
processing the application. The Community Council should submit its comments to me, as soon
as possible, after the Community Council meeting to ensure there is time to incorporate the
comments into the staff report to the Planning Commission. Comments submitted too late to be
incorporated into the staff report, can be submitted directly to the Planning Commission, via the
Planning Division, for their review prior to the Planning Commission Public Hearing.. I will also
attend the meeting to answer any questions and listen to the comments made by the Community
Council members.

Following are City adopted criteria that the Planning Commission will use to make their decision.
The City’3 technical staff will review the project to ensure it complies with adopted policies and
regulations. Input from the Community Council / citizen groups can be more general in nature
and focus on issues of impacts to abutting properties and compatibility with the neighborhood.
Staff is not looking for you to make comments on each of the below listed criteria, but general
comments should pertain to the criteria listed below. & \ .

A. Consistency with the master plan policies of the ( A TR ch\m oniYyy Master Plan;

B. Harmony with the overall character of existing development in the immediate vicinity of

the subject property;

C. Extent to which adjacent properties will be adversely affected,;

D. Consistency with applicable overlay zoning districts (such as Historic Preservation,
Ground Water Protection and Stream / River Corridors. The Project Planner can inform
you of whether the property is within an overlay zoning district.); and
Adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject property (such as
roads, parks, police and fire protection, schools etc.)

e

You may submit your written comments to the Planning Division by mail at Salt Lake City
Planning Division, 451 South State Street, Room 406, SLC, UT 84111; by Fax at (801) 535-
6174 or via e-mail to me at @slcgov.com.

If you have any questions, please call me at ' ' or via e-mail.




COMMUNITY COUNCIL COMMENTS:

The above referenced applicant met with the

Community / Neighborhood Council on

» . Approximately people
attended the meeting. Those in attendance made the following comments relating to the project.

In general, was the group supportive of the project?

Signature of the Chair or Group Representative

LUl
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Community Councij / Citizen Group Input

TO: "Bioo \Ua_p&-—k;\»;_&____= , Chair Ui bG‘”‘h/{ Wz({% Community Council
FROM: a'mab{/('h 67\ r-m..ﬁ » Planning Division Stafr

DATE: Qcle b (2 2omd |

RE:  4dop O 27 '
Applicant Lhc, b{mjbe\l,\ » 'epresented by 2 ) I8

. . . . M
requesting the Salt Lake City Council approve a Zoning Map Amendtfient for the property at
©

L% CARE request includes rezon_ing the Pic-)-aérty from S -2, to

- to allow the development of a Ce
As part of this process, the applicant is required to solicit comments from the
Lot Welk, Community Council, The purpose of the Community Council

review is to inforh the community of the project and solicit comments / concerns they have with
the project. The Community Council may also take a vote to determine whether there is support
for the project, but this is not required. (Please note that the vote in favor or against is not that

Important to the Planning Commission, What is critical is to rajse relevant issues for their
review.) I have enclosed information submitted by the applicant relating to the project to

If the Community Counci chooses to have a project presented to them, the applicant wil| only be -
required to meet with the Community Council once before the Planning Staff wil begin
processing the application. The Community Council should submit its comments to ne, as soon
as possible, after the Community Council meeting to ensure there is time to incorporate the
comments into the staff report to the Planning Commission, Comments submitted too late to be
incorporated into the staff report, can be submitted directly to the Planning Commission, via the
Planning Division, for their review prior to the Planning Commission Public Hearing.. T will also
attend the meeting to answer any questions and listen to the comments made by the Community
Council members.

Following are City adopted criteria that the Planning Commission will use to make their decision.
The City’s technical staff will review the project to ensure it coniplies with adopted policies and
regulations. Input from the Community Counci] / citizen groups can be more general in ng,tgge
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Community Council / Citizen Group Input

TO: AGA— . , Chait L b“"h’l‘ Md? Community Cour

FROM: MM&A_, Planning Division Staff
DATE: Cke o1~ % ,uv+
RE: Ao -4

Applicant w _, represented by s
requesting the Salt Lake City Council epprove a Zoning Map Amendment for the property at
5. E2AMTe request includes rezoning the property from SR =2
D~ 2 toallow the development of a A

CodalreNonerC Ontts
As part of this prooess, the applicant is required to solicit comments from the
1 el Community Council. The purpose of the Community Cour
Teview is to inforin the community of the project and solicit comments / concerns they have w

the project. The Community Council may also take a vote to detenmine whether there is supp
for the project, but this is not required. (Please note that the vote in favor or against is not tha
important to the Planning Commission. What is critical is to raise relevant issues for their
review.) I bave enclosed information submitted by the applicant relating to the project to
facilitate your review. The applicant will also present information at the meeting.

If the Comumunity Council chooses to have a project presented to them, the applicant will onl:
required to meet with the Community Council once before the Planning Staff will begin
prooessing the application. The Community Council should submit its comments to me, as s¢
as possible, after the Community Council meeting to ensure there is time to incorporate the
comments into the staff report to the Planning Commission. Comments submitted too late to
inoorporated into the staff report, can be submitted directly to the Planning Commission, via!
Planning Division, for their review prior to the Planning Commission Public Hearing.. ] will
attend the meeting to answer any questions and listen to the comments made by the Commun
Council members.

Following are City adopted criteria that the Planning Commission will use to make their deci
The City’s technical staff will review the project to ensure it complies with adopted policies ¢
regulations. Input from the Community Council / citizen groups can be more general in paty
and foous on issues of impacts to abutting properties and compatibility with the neighborhoo
Staff is not looking for you to make comments on each of the below listed criteria, but gener:
comments should pertain to the criteria listed below.

_A. Consistency with the master plan policies of the J - Master ¥

B. Harmony with the overall character of existing development in the im iate vicinil

the subject property;

C. Extent to which adjacent properties will be adversely affected;

D. Consistency with applicable overlay zoning districts (such as Historic Preservation,
Ground Water Protection and Stream / River Corridors. The Project Planper can infi
you of whether the property is within an overlay zoning district.); and
Adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject property (suc
roads, parks, police and fire protection, schools etc.)

ta

You may submit your written comments to the Planning Division by mail at Salt Lake City

Planning Division, 451 South State Street, Room 406, SLC,_UT 84111; by Fax at (801) 535
6174 or via e-mail to me at Z&L slcgov.com.

If you have any questions, please call me at _ 525 7] (255 or via e-m:




4
}

" CROWNE PLAZA CABANA

650 628 0127 10/14 '04 14:43 NO.846 02/02

| COMMUNITY COUNCIL COMMENTS:
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Community / Neighborhood Council on
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Signature of the Chair or Group Representative
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LIBERTY WELLS COMMUNITY COUNCIL
Minutes for Meeting Held September 8, 2004

Prior to the meeting, there was an Education and Discussion Session with Local School
Board candidate Heather Bennett as our guest.

The meeting was called to order at 7:05 pm by Chairperson Brian Watkins. Chairperson
Watkins called for a quorum roll call of the Board of Directors. A quorum was present.

The minutes of August, 2004 were approved.
The Committees then gave their “One Minute Update Reports™.

1. Executive, no report.

2. Finance, $179.84 in the bank, need to update 81gnature cards. Mtg. with Sec. and
Chairman Tues, Sept. 14, 4:00PM to sign bank signature cards.

3. Legacy Committee: Robert Skraznas told us that Pamela Skraznas asked for
suggestions for the placements of the rock benches.

4. Membership& Outreach, Marlene Hardy had canvassed the area businesses. Spoke
with the Com. Director of the Development Corporation of Utah and
suggested a visit by them to our committee. Met with “Cheap Meats” owner
and the owners of the Park Café.

5. Public Safety- Chris Herrmann reported that the August meeting for “Night out
against Crime” was well supported by the city, but there as a very low turnout
from the neighborhood.

6. Housing and Zoning- Jim Fisher made a recommendation for the Community
Council to support the 845 South State Street Project, submitted by Vic
Kimball. Since it was not on the Community Council calendar, it was, after
discussion, determined that the proper procedures would be to place the
proposal on the agenda for October and to maintain the procedures of the
Community Council. It was also discussed that the owners, if they could not
be present, could have their project discussed in their absence.

The Ad Hoc Committee Reports

1. State Street, no report.

2. CDBG - Leslie Jo Abplanap reported that she met with Jill Remington Love and
was told that the $60,000 the was approved for design work for the Chelsea district, would
be spread over the 6 projects (at $10,000) each and that the Liberty Wells Community
Council would make an additional grant application for $190,000 to bring a total amount of
$250,000 for design for all of the streetlight projects. There was discussion as to what is
really happening to the original $60,000 and concern was expressed that the monies be spent
for the project that they were originally set aside for.



Police Report:

1. Officer Chris Parks gave an update concerning the 7-11 on 1700 South and Park
Street, which as had numerous robberies and her conversations with representatives of the
owners of the business. It was decided that at the October meeting, that it be on the agenda
that Liberty Wells propose, through a motion, to ask Salt Lake City to deny the 7-11 a
business license based on it being a nuisance. It was brought out that the store does not lock
up the beer as required by law and that Budweiser may be culpable in that most of the
robberies are people stealing the beer.

s

James V. Fisher, Secretary
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Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Walsh, Barry

Sent: Friday, March 11, 2005 9:18 AM

To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Cc: Young, Kevin; Smith, Craig; Larson, Bradley, Stewart, Brad; Butcher, Larry

Subject: RE: vic kimball rezoning
Categories: Program/Policy

March 11, 2005
Elizabeth Giraud, Planning

Re: Vic Kimball rezoning and Prelim Subdivision at 845 South State Street and 850 South Edison
Street.

The Salt lake City Transportation division comments and recommendations are for approval of the
proposed rezone and subdivision revisions as follows:

The proposed subdivision indicates no changes to the public right of way corridor easements as shown
and the rezoning defines the use impacts to be a consistence separation between the roadway types with
Edison Street limited to a SR-3 use and State Street supporting the D-2 function.

The final site development plans (Family Dollar) will have to conform to all zoning and other City standard
site development requirements for setbacks, buffers, parking & services, etc. The plat needs to be revised to
indicate the shared access easement required along the north property line of lot 1 with the development of the
property to the north (car rental dev), per the UDOT access restriction requiring a shared driveway approach from
State Street.

The Transportation Division supports the Planning Division statement #1 not to support access from
State Street to Edison Street; 2 continued residential use of the 2 existing residential lots on Edison
Street; and 3 rezoning the residential lot 4 to commercial - subject to restricted truck use per our past
review comments due to the narrow width and one way function of Edison Street.

Sincerely,
Barry D. Walsh

Ce Kevin Young, P.E.
Craig Smith, Engineering
Brad Larson, Fire
Brad Stewart, Utilities
Larry Butcher, Permits
File

From: Giraud, Elizabeth
Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2005 9:25 AM
To: Walsh, Barry

Subject: RE: vic kimball rezoning

Barry:

3/14/2005
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I will send you a packet. The proposal is only for the rezoning and prelim. sub; the new building will have to
conform to all zoning and other City requirements. The service access will be off State.

Any comments you can get to me by Monday will be appreciated.

Elizabeth

From: Walsh, Barry

Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2005 11:38 AM

To: Giraud, Elizabeth; Smith, Craig; Larson, Bradley; Stewart, Brad
Cc: Young, Kevin; Brown, Ken

Subject: RE: vic kimball rezoning

March 9, 2005
Elizabeth Giraud, Planning

Re: Subdivision for Vic Kimbali's proposed Family Dollar Store at approx. 845 S. State Street.

Sorry 1 did not receive Your packet.

We reviewed the project at our DRT review meeting on 02/15/2005 with Ken Brown, Craig Smith and
Myself The new plan presented for planning commission showed a 8,000 sf building with 57 stalls in
front & 7 in the rear off Edison street. We questioned the service access and mentioned truck restriction
etc. per past reviews for Edison Street as a narrow one way street. We also questioned the building
having zero side yards and how fire access and circulation would be addressed and referred too Brad
Larson. We also noted that a Pedestrian access walk was needed from the public sidewalk to the
building and there were issues with the parking and required 7' landscaped buffer, Bike Rack, public
way dead driveway removal, showing existing street light etc. Written approval from UDOT for street
changes with the shared driveway with the Car rental? and cross easements.

Please send any revisions for final reviews to comply to city standards.

Sincerely,

Barry D. Walsh
SLC Transportation.

Cc Kevin J. Young, P.E.
Craig Smith, Engineering
Ken Brown, permits
Brad Stewart, Utilities
Brad Larson, Fire.
File

From: Giraud, Elizabeth

Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2005 11:05 AM

To: Walsh, Barry; Smith, Craig; Larson, Bradley; Stewart, Brad
Subject: vic kimball rezoning

3/14/2005
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Hi.

On February 25 | routed plans for a proposed rezoning and preliminary subdivision for Vic Kimball's proposed
Family Dollar Store at approx. 845 S. State. | have only heard from the Police and Building Permits. Could you
please send me your comments as soon as possible, because my staff report is due on Tuesday, 3/15.

Thank you.

Elizabeth

3/14/2005



RICHARD GRAHAM &Aﬂ'@‘@;%nYI GL(DRP@;R‘MJLM[ RDSS C., “RDCKY” ANDERSON
PUBLIC SERVICES DIRECTOR DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICES MAYDR

TO: ELIZABETH GIRAUD, PLANNING

FROM: SCOTT WEILER, P.E., ENGINEERING <) #7W/

DATE: MARCH 11, 2005

SUBJECT: Kimwell Subdivision (Family Dollar Store)
851 S. State Street

City Engineering review comments are as follows:

1. State Street

UDOT must approve the proposed drive approach on State Street. Curb, gutter,
sidewalk and two drive approaches exist in State Street along the frontage of the
project. The existing drive approaches must be replaced with curb & gutter under
a UDOT permit. The existing concrete in the 3° wide park strip must be replaced
with material meeting Chapter 21A.48 of the City Code for Landscaping and
Buffers. If this work involves heavy equipment, a Permit to Work in the Public
Way must be obtained from SLC Engineering prior to performing the work.

2. Edison Street

Edison Street is a concrete street adjoining concrete sidewalk at the same
elevation as the street. Both the street and sidewalk are in good condition and no
changes are required as part of this project.

3. The plat must conform to the attached plat checklist. Please forward it to the
developer or his surveyor.

cc: Rick Johnston, SLC Engineering
Craig Smith, SLC Engineering
Ken Taylor, SLC Engineering
Brad Stewart, SLC Public Utilities
Barry Walsh, SLC Transportation
Vault

SALT LAKE CITY ENGINEERING
349 SOUTH 200 EAsT, SUITE 100, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH B4111
TELEPHONE: 801-535-7961 FAX: B01-535-6093



Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Smith, JR

Sent: Monday, March 07, 2005 9:20 AM

To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Subject: Proposed rezoning Family Dollar Store at approx 851 S. State
Categories: Program/Policy

Elizabeth,

I do not have any CPTED concerns re: Family Dollar and Car rental sharing access from
State St.

I believe this proposal presents a safer environment than their previous proposal.

I did have concerns re: Family Dollar Stores access from State to Edison St.'s in their
previous request.

Thanks,
J.R. Smith

CAT
Dist's 6/7
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Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Leydsman, Wayne
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2005 10:44 AM
To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Subject: RE: vic kimball rezoning
Categories: Confidential

The Fire Department has no objections for the proposed rezone to allow this business. If rezoning is approved, a
more thorough review will be completed by the building and fire department ot ensure appropriate code
compliance.

Wayne Leydsman
Assistant Plans Examiner

From: Larson, Bradley

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2005 08:13
To: Leydsman, Wayne

Subject: FW: vic kimball rezoning

Wayne,
Please follow up on this and let me know of the result.

Thank you.

Bradley J. Larson

Deputy Fire Marshal

Salt Lake City Fire Department
801-799-4162 office
801-550-0147 cell
bradley.larson@slcgov.com

From: Giraud, Elizabeth

Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2005 1:05 PM

To: Walsh, Barry; Smith, Craig; Larson, Bradley; Stewart, Brad

Subject: vic kimball rezoning

Hi.

On February 25 1 routed plans for a proposed rezoning and preliminary subdivision for Vic Kimball's proposed

Family Dollar Store at approx. 845 S. State. | have only heard from the Police and Building Permits. Could you
please send me your comments as soon as possible, because my staff report is due on Tuesday, 3/15.

Thank you.

Elizabeth

3/15/2005



o

Page 1 of 1

Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Garcia, Peggy

Sent: Monday, February 28, 2005 3:20 PM
To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Cc: Snelling, Jeff, Niermeyer, Jeff

Subject: Proposed rezoning and preliminary subdivision plat for a Family Dollar Store at approximately
851 South State

Categories: Program/Policy

Elizabeth,

A twelve-inch water main and a ten-inch sanitary sewer main are located in State Street. A six-inch water
and an eight-inch sanitary sewer main are located in Edison Street. All proposed storm water drainage
connections in State Street must be approved by UDOT. We anticipate that these existing facilities are
adequate to support this proposed subdivision. Please call Jeff Snelling at 6889 if you have any questions.

Peggy Garcia

Contracts Supervisor

Salt Lake City Public Utilities
(801) 483-6727

4/7/2005
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NOTE: The field trip is scheduled to leave at 4:00 p.m.

AGENDA FOR THE
SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building at 451 South State Street
Wednesday, April 13, 2005, at 5:45 p.m.

The Planning Commission will be having dinner at 5:00 p.m., in Room 126. During the dinner, Staff may share general planning
information with the Planning Commission. This portion of the meeting will be open to the public.

1.

2,

APPROVAL OF MINUTES from Wednesday, March 23, 2005

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR

PUBLIC NOTICE AGENDA — NONE

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Petition No. 400-04-09 — Lowe’s Home Improvement and Warehouse, represented by Jim Manion, requesting that the
City close California Avenue between 300 West and the UTA/Trax right-of-way at 200 West, Washington Street between
California Avenue and 1400 South, and the alley located between 1300 South and California Avenue {adjacent to the west
of the UTA/Trax right-of-way [200 West]), and that the City declare the closed portions of these streets as surplus property
and sell these properties to Lowe’s as the abutting property owner. The purpose of this request is to consolidate
ownership of a site prior to construction of a new retail establishment. All properties are zoned General Commerciai (CG).
(Staff — Kevin LoPiccolo at 535-6003)

Petition No. 490-05-07 — Victor Kimball requesting preliminary subdivision approval to combine the rear portion of the
properties at 850, 854, and 858 Edison Street with the lots at 845 and 851 South State Street to create a larger
commercial lot in the Downtown Support District (D-2) fronting State Street while maintaining three residential lots in the
Special Development Pattem Residential District (SR-3) fronting Edison Street. (Staff — Elizabeth Giraud at 535-7128)

Petition No. 400-04-37 — Victor Kimball requesting a zoning map amendment to rezone approximately 69 feet of the rear
portion of the property located at 850 South Edison Street and approximately 53 feet of the rear portion of the properties
located at 854 and 858 South Edison Street from Special Development Pattern Residential District (SR-3) to a Downtown
Support District (D-2), and to amend the future Land Use Map of the Central Community Development Plan from Medium
Density Residential to Central Business District Support, consistent with the portions of the property to be rezoned. The
purpose of this request is to accommodate the construction of a new retail establishment. (Staff — Elizabeth Giraud at
535-7128)

Petition No. 410-718 — William Mantas requesting conditional use approval to expand an automobile recycling business
at 652 South Redwood Road in Commercial Corridor (CC) and Light Manufacturing (M-1) zoning districts. (Staff - Janice
Lew at 535-7625)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

For information on public or written comments and ADA accommodations, please see the reverse side of the agenda.

PLEASE TURN OFF CELL PHONES AND PAGERS BEFORE THE MEETING BEGINS.
AT YOUR REQUEST A SECURITY ESCORT WILL BE PROVIDED TO ACCOMPANY YOU TO
YOUR CAR AFTER THE MEETING. THANK YOU.

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT « PLANNING DIVISION » 451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406 « SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111
TELEPHONE: 801-535-7757 + FAX: 801-535-6174



NOTE: The field trip is scheduled to leave at 4:00 p.m.

AGENDA FOR THE
SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building at 451 South State Street
Wednesday, March 23, 2005, at 5:45 p.m.

The Planning Commission will be having dinner at 5:00 p.m., in Room 126. During the dinner, Staff may share general planning
information with the Planning Commission. This portion of the meeting wilt be open to the public.

1.
2.

APPROVAL. OF MINUTES from Wednesday, March 9, 2005

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR

PUBLIC NOTICE AGENDA - Salt Lake City Property Conveyance Matters (Staff: Karryn Greenleaf at 483-6769, Matt Williams
at 535-6447 or Doug Wheelwright at 535-6178):

UTOPIA DBA Murray City and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department — UTOPIA is requesting that Public Utilities
approve a standard utility permit to allow a communications conduit to be installed under a portion of the Jordan and Salt
Lake City Canal property, located at approximately 668 E. Larchwood Drive (6070 South). Public Utilities staff intends to
approve the utility permit.

UTOPIA DBA Murray City and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department — UTOPIA is requesting that Public Utilities
approve a standard utility permit to allow a communications conduit to be installed within a portion of the Jordan and Salt
Lake City Canal property, located at approximately 6931 South 500 East. Public Utilities staff intends to approve the utility
permit.

TK Enterpnses/Mlke Keim and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department — TK Enterprises is requesting that Public Utilities
approve a standard utility permit to allow water and sewer lines to be installed under a portion of the Jordan and Salt Lake
City Canal property, located at approximately 13100 South 250 West in Draper City, just west of 1-15. Public Utilities staff
intends to approve the utility permit.

Quest Communications and Salt Lake City Public Utilities Department — Qwest is requesting that Public Utilities approve a
standard utility permit to allow a communication conduit to be installed under a portion of the Big Cottonwood Conduit,
located within a City owned easement within a UDOT (1-215 East) right of way at approximately 3393 East Upland Drive
(3772 South) in the un-incorporated Salt Lake County near Skyline High School. Public Utilities staff intends to approve the
utility permit.

PacifiCorp and Salt Lake City Property Management Division — PacifiCorp is requesting that Property Management grant a
utility easement for a pre-existing power pole guy wire, which extends north into the Forest Dale Golf Course property 30
feet from the stub-ended McClelland Street (1045 East). The proposed easement would be 10 feet wide, centered on the
existing guy wire location. The address location is 2588 South McClelland Street. The City owned golf course property is
zoned Open Space (0S). Property Management and City Parks Division staff intends to approve the easement request.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Petition No. 400-04-37 — Victor Kimball requesting a zoning map amendment to rezone approximately 59' of the rear
portion of the properties located at 850 S. Edison, 854 S. Edison, and 858 S. Edison Street from an SR-3 zoning
classification to a D-2 classification. The purpose of this request is to accommodate the construction of a new retail
establishment. (Staff — Elizabeth Giraud at 535-7128)

Petition No. 490-05-07 — Victor Kimball requesting preliminary subdivision approval to reconfigure the properties at 850
S. Edison, 854 S. Edison, 858 S. Edison Street, and 845 S. State Street to create a larger commercial lot (D-2) fronting
State Street and three remnant residential lots (SR-3) fronting Edison Street. (Staff — Elizabeth Giraud at 535-7128)
Petition No. 410-713 — The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, represented by Tracy Stocking & Associates, is
requesting conditional use approval to expand the existing parking lot of a Place of Worship (the Belvedere Ward) onto an
adjacent 0.14 acre residential parcel, located at 1803 S. 600 East Street in an R-1/5,000 zoning district. This expansion
would require the demelition of an existing residential duplex structure and must also meet the requirements of the Housing
Mitigation Ordinance. (Staff — Marilynn Lewis at 535-6409)

Petition No. 410-709 — Sinclair Oil Corporation requesting planned development approval for the demolition and
reconstruction of a gasoline station/convenience store in the Sugar House Business District (CSHBD) at approximately
1974 South 1100 East & 1068 E. Hollywood Avenue (1970 South). (Staff - Ray McCandless at 536-7282)

Petition No. 410-717 — Eric Saxey requesting an 11 unit residential planned development, located at approximately 625
East 200 South, to build multiple buildings on a single site and to modify some of the required coverage and setbacks in

an RMF-45 zoning district. The site is located within an Historic Preservation Overlay Zoning District. (Staff -~ Doug Dansie
at 535-6182)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS.

For information on public or written comments and ADA accommodations, please see the reverse side of the agenda.

PLEASE TURN OFF CELL PHONES AND PAGERS BEFORE THE MEETING BEGINS.
AT YOUR REQUEST A SECURITY ESCORT WILL BE PROVIDED TO ACCOMPANY YOU TO
YOUR CAR AFTER THE MEETING. THANK YOU.

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT + PLANNING DIVISION ¢ 451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406 + SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111
TELEPHONE: 801-535-7757 + FAX: 801-535-6174



SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building
451 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah
Wednesday, April 13, 2005

Present from the Planning Commission were Chairperson Tim Chambless, Vice Chairperson
Laurie Noda, and Commissioners Jennifer Seelig, Babs De Lay, John Diamond, Craig Galli, and
Kathy Scott. Commissioners Prescott Muir and Peggy McDonough were not in attendance.

Present from the Planning Division Staff were Community Development Director Louis Zunguze,
Deputy Community Development Director Brent Wilde, Deputy Planning Director Doug
Wheelwright, Zoning Administrator Kevin LoPiccolo, Senior Planner Elizabeth Giraud, Principal
Planner Doug Dansie, Associate Planner Janice Lew, and Planning Commission Secretary
Andrea Curtis.

A roll is being kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. Chairperson
Chambless called the meeting to order at 5:45 p.m. Minutes are presented in agenda order and
not necessarily as cases were heard by the Planning Commission. Tapes of the meeting will be
retained in the Planning Office for a period of one year, after which they will be erased.

Planning Commission Members voting during the meeting are as follows: Commissioner Noda,
Commissioner De Lay, Commissioner Galli, Commissioner Scott, Commissioner Seelig, and
Commissioner Diamond. Commissioner Chambless, as Chairperson, did not vote.

(This item was heard at 7:11 p.m.)

Petition No. 490-05-07 — Victor Kimball requesting preliminary subdivision approval to
combine the rear portion of the properties at 850, 854, and 858 Edison Street with the lots at
845 and 851 South State Street to create a larger commercial lot in the Downtown Support
District (D-2) fronting State Street while maintaining three residential lots in the Special
Development Pattern Residential District (SR-3) fronting Edison Street. (Staff — Elizabeth
Giraud at 535-7128)

Petition No. 400-04-37 — Victor Kimball requesting a zoning map amendment to rezone
approximately 69 feet of the rear portion of the property located at 850 South Edison Street
and approximately 53 feet of the rear portion of the properties located at 854 and 858 South
Edison Street from Special Development Pattern Residential District (SR-3) to a Downtown
Support District (D-2), and to amend the future Land Use Map of the Central Community
Development Plan from Medium Density Residential to Central Business District Support,
consistent with the portions of the property to be rezoned. The purpose of this request is to
accommodate the construction of a new retail establishment. (Staff — Elizabeth Giraud at
535-7128)

It is noted that these two items, being interrelated, were presented and discussed together.
However, in accordance with Planning Commission Policies and Procedures, the two petitions
were addressed in separate motions.

Senior Planner Elizabeth Giraud specified that she would examine the standards for each
petition separately. She concurred with the assessment Director Zunguze offered during the
Planning Director’s Report that a review of the previously approved Conditional Use on the
adjacent property would be helpful in understanding the petitions at hand. She noted that
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UDOT required changing the access to Enterprise Rent-a-Car from State Street. She referred
the Commissioners to the memo in their packet which specifies site plan for the originally
approved conditional use. In that plan, the access to Enterprise Rent-a-Car comes off State
Street and is a dedicated entrance for that business. UDOT requires Enterprise to share the
access with the proposed Family Dollar store, necessitating only one curb cut and slightly
changing the originally approved site plan. Ms. Giraud noted that the change is so minor that
action by the Planning Commission is not required.

Petition 490-05-07 involves recombining 5 lots, two of which front State Street and 3 of which
front Edison Street, into a total of four lots. The rear portion of the lots along Edison Street
would be combined with the lots fronting State Street and, per Petition 400-04-37, be rezoned
from SR-3 to a D-2. Ms. Giraud acknowledged improvements in the petitioner’s original
proposal, which included a request to rezone the lots in their entirety, demolish the homes on
Edison Street, and have access from State Street to Edison Street. Staff was unable to support
that proposal, citing the proximity of housing and the City’s past investment of Federal funds to
resurface and rebuild the Edison Street block.

Staff recommends the Planning Commission approve the petition, finding that the request
preserves the general character of the neighborhood, continues the SR-3 zoning along Edison
Street, and maintains the character of the commercial highway corridor on State Street. This
would accommodate the Family Dollar store.

Ms. Giraud verified that in terms of conforming to the zoning ordinance, there is no minimum lot
size for the D-2 zone, so the reconfiguration isn’t an issue in that area. The Edison Street
property farthest north, 850 Edison, is currently 8,100 square feet; at 854 Edison, the lot is
currently 5,227 square feet, and 858 Edison, adjacent to Arctic Circle, is 6,534 square feet. All
of the Edison Street lots would be reduced to 3,259 square feet; the required square footage in
the zone is 2,000 square feet. All lots would still be larger than required.

Ms. Giraud explained that Public Utilities did not inform Staff of any utility easements, a required
part of the subdivision proposal, which exist on the properties. The applicant would have to
conform to any utility easements once the Family Dollar store was underway as part of the
building permit process. Public Utilities also anticipated that adequate facilities for water and
sewage are in place to accommodate the proposal. Engineering Division has stated their
support of Staff in not allowing through access from State Street to Edison.

Ms. Giraud emphasized that the rezoning affects only the rear portion of the Edison Street lots
with the portion of the lots retaining SR-2 zoning more than meeting the required size. She
stated that the proposal also meets the intent of the Master Plan.

Ms. Giraud noted that the proposal has gone before numerous Community Councils on several
occasions, including the Central City Community Council, where the project is located. Adjacent
Community Councils were notified, which includes both Peoples Freeway and Liberty Wells.
None of the Community Councils asked to see the revised plan in its new configuration; they
were satisfied with the original plans which showed the access going out onto Edison Street.

As with the subdivision, Staff finds that the proposed zoning amendment is harmonious with the
overall character of the existing development and, in fact, is an improvement as the lots
surrounding the area have minimal landscaping. Landscape buffering is required for the project,
as well as new curb, gutter, and sidewalk where required. Staff finds that the proposed
amendment will not adversely affect adjacent properties. There are no overlay zoning districts
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involved and all involved City departments were notified of the proposal; no objections were
received. The applicant will have to meet all City requirements to obtain the necessary building
permits to construct the proposed retail establishment.

Ms. Giraud noted that the proposal includes an amendment to the Future Land Use Map of the
Central Community Master Plan adopted in 1974. Appropriate noticing in the newspaper to
surrounding property owners was completed.

Ms. Giraud stated that Staff requests approval for the preliminary subdivision and a positive
recommendation to City Council on the proposed rezoning.

Commissioner Diamond asked if the placement of the parking along State Street, which
continues the parking of the surrounding used car lots, is the right approach for the area. Ms.
Giraud noted that the proposed plans meet the zoning requirements of the D-2 area and that the
property is outside of the State Street overlay zone, which has different aesthetic requirements.
She acknowledged that most cities have sections of highway-oriented development such as this
portion of State Street.

Commissioner Diamond noted that his concerns stem from the juxtaposition of the two types of
zones, residential immediately next to commercial. He encouraged the petitioner to consider a
site plan which would respond to the proximity of residences by relocating the building closer to
State Street with more parking behind the buildings.

Commissioner Scott asked if 858 Edison Street, which the proposed plans identify as parking lot
4, would be an overflow ot for the Family Dollar store or accessible from the D-2 area. Ms.
Giraud confirmed the lot will not be accessible from the D-2 area. She stated that all the plans
she has reviewed place the Family Dollar store on the east end of the D-2 property, cutting off
access through to Edision Street. Staff considers this placement a way to protect the homes
and residents on Edison Street. She stated that parking on the specified lot would not be
prohibited but logically would be avoided by patrons, who would have much closer access
available. Commissioner Scott inquired why the site plans identify the lot as a parking lot. Ms.
Giraud stated that the lot currently serves as a parking lot, although there is no store nearby.
Commissioner Scott noted the area is currently unpaved and that the cars parked there could
be those of residents or shoppers visiting other State Street retailers. She queried whether a
parking lots between two residential parcels is a permitted use in the zone. Ms. Giraud noted
the lot is currently considered a vacant lot. Mr. Wheelwright noted that the southern parcel on
Edison Street is the right size for a residential use. The petitioner is not a residential developer,
but he does own the property as well as the two houses to the north. Mr. Wheelwright
recognized that the parking lot that exists may or may not have some non-conforming use
rights; a more extensive investigation would be necessary to clarify that. In the short term, the
lot's use will not change from its current function; long term, the lot could provide for a new
residence to be constructed on the street. Commissioner Scott expressed the concern that if
the lot has been used as a non-conforming parking lot, it could become an appendage lot to
support the proposed retail store. Mr. Wheelwright responded that if the owner leased the
space to Family Dollar, it could be used for employee parking or another similar use.
Commissioner Scott asked if this would be an allowable use in the SR-3 zone. Mr. Wheelwright
noted that no request for a parking lot has been forthcoming but suggested the Commission
consider additional conditions of approval to address that issue. After consulting the zoning
ordinance, Ms. Giraud confirmed that as a conditional use, “parking off-site facilities accessory
to permitted use” are permitted in the SR-3 zone.
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Commissioner De Lay asked how traffic from State Street heading into Edison Street is being
avoided. Ms. Giraud noted that Edison Street is a one-way street; traffic making a large “U”
through the block is already possible; the proposal will not change the access.

Chairperson Chambless invited the petitioner, Victor Kimball, to address the Commission.

Mr. Kimball indicated his desire to address the parking issue. He stated that the parking is
currently paved; formerly it was part of Arctic Circle’s parking under a previous lease
agreement. After that agreement was dissolved, the lot was fenced. Arctic Circle customers
formerly were able to enter from State Street and park there. Mr. Kimball noted that since the
homes in the area have nominal parking, those to the north often use that lot to park.

Commissioner Diamond asked the motivation for the expansion of the D-2 zone. Mr. Kimball
confirmed that parking for the proposed retail facility is the major impetus. Family Dollar
requires a certain square footage to build a store, with an accompanying parking requirement.
Mr. Kimball noted that with the required parking the building would not fit on the current lot.
Commissioner Diamond asked if the petitioner had approached property owners to the north or
south about leasing some of their parking to avoid the necessity of the proposed rezone. Mr.
Kimball responded that he had attempted to purchase the property to the north without success.
Early proposals included purchasing the entire block; however, Staff indicated that rezoning the
entire block would be unlikely, especially as Federal funding had been used to improve Edison
Street. Although several property owners along Edison Street have offered to sell their lots, it
has not been a viable solution.

Commissionér De Lay confirmed with Mr. Kimball that the preliminary site map provided, which
shows the building all the way to the east, is correct.

Chairperson Chambless asked for a representative from the Community Council. Hearing
none, he invited community members to speak. Don Johnston, member of the Baron’s
Motorcycle Club, addressed the Commission. He noted the Club’s 40-year history includes 30
years on Edison Street. He explained that the Club members, at the behest of the neighbors,
have assisted with various problems in the area. He expressed that future plans for the parking
lot area previously mentioned may include construction of a multi-residential facility that will
increase traffic on Edison Street. He acknowledged that leaving the lot as a parking lot would
be financially undesirable; since taxes must be paid on the land, some income derived from it is
a logical desire. He requested the Commission provide assurances that such a development
will not occur.

Commissioner De Lay confirmed that Mr. Johnston’s concern is that the lot which formerly
served as parking for Arctic Circle might become an egress into Edison Street or become a
multi-family residence. Commissioner De Lay queried if Baron’s had considered purchasing the
lot to provide overflow parking for the current residences. Mr. Johnston explained that the Club
had inquired about purchasing the lot next door but that the price of $80,000 was too expensive.
He noted that construction of a single residence on that lot is not financially realistic for the area.
Commissioner De Lay verified that Club’s preference would be no exit onto Edison Street. Mr.
Johnston concurred, noting that the lot used to provide parking for apartments that have
subsequently been demolished.

Commissioner Scott asked if the area had changed since the improvements were implemented,
specifically in the area of community relations between homeowners. Mr. Johnston noted that
most homeowners, as well as several retailers, maintain contact with the Club.
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Commissioner Scott noted that the symmetry of the lots size in this SR-3 area would be
eliminated by the proposed rezoning, changing the complexion of the two homes across the
street from the Club as they would no longer have yards the same size as their neighbors to the
north. She identified a net increase in the interface of residential properties with D-2 and asked
if Mr. Johnston felt this would adversely impact the neighborhood. Mr. Johnston assured the
Commission it would. He spoke candidly about illicit activities occurring in the area and
expressed concerns that an additional parking lot would foster such activities. He challenged
the idea that the cinderblock wall shown in the plans would be effective in deterring such
activity.

Commissioner De Lay asked Mr. Johnston what he felt would be the best use for the parking lot,
considering the location of the two neighboring homes. Mr. Johnston suggested converting the
lot into a green space. He stated there is sufficient parking with Arctic Circle, a travel agency,
and other businesses in the area.

Chairperson Chambless asked Mr. Johnston about the lighting in the area. Mr. Johnston
responded that the area is quite dark. He noted that many people attempt to drive the wrong
way down Edison Street. He stated the street is very nice but significantly lacking adequate
lighting. Chairperson Chambless confirmed that there is no public park in the immediate
vicinity, with the nearest being several blocks distant.

Greg Putnam, representing Baron’s Motorcycle Club, addressed the Commission concerning
the public utilities. He noted Staff's report that a 6” water and 8” sanitary sewer main are
located on Edison Street and queried the impact that the proposal would have to the residents.
He also asked what type of construction traffic might be expected on Edison Street if the
proposal goes forward. Chairperson Chambless deferred the question to the petitioner.

Chairperson Chambless asked if any other residents or community members wished to be
heard on the matter. Hearing none, he invited Mr. Kimball to address the concerns raised by
Mr. Putnam.

Mr. Kimball stated that he would raise a construction fence to eliminate any construction traffic
to Edison Street, noting there would be no reason to access the property from Edison. He said
the utilities would come from State Street rather than Edison Street, so impact to Edison would
be minimal. He noted that the parking area, currently used by Edison Street residents, has not
been nor would be shut off to them. Commissioner Chambless asked for Mr. Kimball's
assessment of the lighting in the area. Mr. Kimball confirmed that Edison Street is considered a
dangerous area where it would be uncomfortable to walk at night. In response to Commissioner
Chambless’ inquiry, he supposed a flashlight would be needed after dark. Ms. Giraud noted
she was in the area at dusk and considered the area to be quite dark. She also noted that any
future plans for the lot in question would be required to pass before the Planning Commission
as a Conditional Use, with the exception of a single family home or duplex.

Commissioner De Lay asked if Mr. Kimball had considered using the lot for a green space. Mr.
Kimball offered to sell the lot to the Baron’s Club for half of the price Mr. Johnston quoted for the
other lot. Mr. Kimball noted that constructing anything on the lot is not economically feasibie.
Commissioner De Lay concurred, stating that home prices on the street range up from $79,000;
building on the lot would be unprofitable. Mr. Kimball noted that a rental unit in the area would
also be unprofitable.
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Commissioner Scott asked if water would come from Edison. Mr. Kimball stated that water,
sewer, power, etc., would all come from State Street.

Commissioner De Lay asked Ms. Giraud for the history of the project’s presentations to
Community Councils. Ms. Giraud stated that Peoples Freeway voted in favor of the proposal
under the old configuration which had traffic flowing down Edison Street. In October 2004,
Liberty Wells Community Council response was mixed; some felt that demolishing the houses
on Edison and rezoning it commercial would be beneficial to the area while others opposed the
proposal as being too commercial and increasing traffic. In November 2004, Central City
Community Council voted 5-4 against the original proposal, citing concerns about the amount of
asphalt and the flow of traffic onto Edison Street.

Ms. Giraud stated that the updated plans were sent to all three Community Councils. Peoples
Freeway and Liberty Wells Community Councils elected not to rehear the matter; Central City
did not respond either for or against reviewing the project again.

Chairperson Chambless asked if there were any further questions for petitioner or Staff.
Hearing none, he closed the public hearing and opened Commission discussion of Petition No.
490-05-07.

Commissioner Scott observed that changing the configuration of 3 Edison Street lots of the 12
total appears to contradict Staff’s finding that “the proposed minor subdivision will conform to the
well-defined character of the surrounding area”. She referred to the history of the project and
acknowledged that progress has been made in improving the proposal. She expressed
discomfort at changing the configuration and well-defined character of the SR-3 area. She
noted that SR-3 zones throughout the City usually offer affordable homes, recognizing that few
homes in the City are available for $80,000. She stated that affordable housing would be
compromised in value and desirability, as the parcels on the west side of Edison would abut a
store placed right at the property line. Commissioner Scott continued that she disagreed with
Staff's findings of Condition A of Petition 490-05-07 that the minor subdivision shall conform to
the general character of the surrounding area, and with the findings of Conditions B and C of
Petition 400-04-37, stating the proposed rezone is not harmonious with the overall character of
existing development and will have an adverse impact on adjacent properties.

Motion for Petition No. 490-05-07

Commissioner Scott moved that the Planning Commission deny the request to combine the rear
properties at 850, 854, and 85 Edison Street with the lots at 845 and 851 South State Street to
create a larger commercial lot in the Downtown Support (D-2) zone.

Commissioner Diamond seconded. Commissioners Scott, Seelig, De Lay, and Diamond voted
in favor: Commissioners Galli and Noda voted against. As Chair, Commissioner Chambless did
not vote. Therefore the motion to deny the petition passed 4-2.

Chairperson Chambless opened final discussion of Petition 400-04-37, asking Ms. Giraud for
additional comments.

Ms. Giraud addressed Commissioner Scott’s concern about conformity with the area’s Master
Plan, noting that the 1995 Ordinance updated previously completed Master Plans. Under the

proposal the SR-3 zoning does not change and still complies with the provisions and intents of
the SR-3 zoning, which was the basis for Staff's finding. Ms. Giraud conceded that the lot size
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of the properties in question are reduced in comparison to others on the street but noted they
continue to exceed required size and maintain the interior court block street, with houses
fronting Edison Street. She expressed positive surprise at the size of the lots in the
neighborhood. Commissioner Scott speculated that the lot size likely contributes to the survival
of the block, asserting that surviving SR-3 neighborhoods have larger lots. Ms. Giraud noted
that she did not have the history of SR-3 districts available to support Commissioner Scott’s
suppositions. She emphasized that the SR-3 area would continue; no changes to the homes
would be visible from the street, with no street widening, housing demolition, or rezoning of
Edison Street itself.

Commissioner Seelig concurred with Commissioner Scott's supposition about the value of the
lot size, asserting that the larger lot serves as an additional buffer to State Street.

Motion for Petition No. 400-04-37

Commissioner Scott moved that the Planning Commission forward a negative recommendation
to the City Council to amend the zoning map to rezone approximately 69’ feet of the rear portion
of properties on Edison Street, stating that the proposal does not meet Standard A (page 6 of
the Staff report), “the proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives,
and policies of the adopted general plan of Salt Lake City”; Standard B (page 6), that “the
proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of existing development in the
immediate vicinity of the subject property”. She cited Standard C (page 7 of the report), “The
extent to which the proposed amendment will adversely affect adjacent properties” as an
additional grounds for denial.

Commissioner De Lay seconded the motion.

Commissioner Galli requested that findings be made as the basis for denying the petitions. He
expressed concerns that the evidence standards of compliance are not being met is unclear.

Commissioner Scott clarified her reasons for denial, as noted in the motion above.

Commissioner Galli acknowledged that the Planning Commission has denied conditional use
permits and then sent negative recommendations to the City Council previously but observed
that those cases have typically been based on comments of neighborhood associations,
adjacent landowners, and Community Councils who present compelling arguments and
evidence that the standards for approval are not being met. He thanked the Baron’s Motorcycle
Club for their candor in expressing concerns about the issue but noted that neighborhood
associations have been not against the proposal.

Commissioner Seelig clarified that the Central City Community Council didn’t respond to the
petitioner’s revised proposal, stating it was unfair to consider that as approval of the project.
Commissioner Galli expressed that since the Community Council did not respond to the
opportunity to comment, it can logically be assumed that they are either neutral or do not feel
strongly about the matter. When queried, Ms. Giraud clarified that Peoples Freeway
Community Council approved the previous format of the proposal; Liberty Wells did not feel the
need to revisit the revised plan. The comments of the Central City Community Council from
their November 2004 review of the original plan are included in the Staff report. Ms. Giraud
noted that the applicant responded to the feedback from the Community Council in redesigning
his site plan.
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Commissioner Galli emphasized that there has been response to concerns from the petitioner
and acquiescence on the part of the Community Councils. Ms. Giraud noted that may be an
assumption for Central City’s Council because they didn’t require Mr. Kimball to appear and
explain his revised proposal prior to the Public Hearing. She reviewed the protocol when a
project changes, stating that the Chair or Executive Committee makes a decision about whether
the petition needs to be reviewed by the full Community Council. She stated she contacted the
Central City Community Council via e-mail and a follow-up phone call, receiving no response.
Commissioner Galli established that the Community Councils had obviously been given an
opportunity to comment, so the Planning Commission is now presuming negative impacts on
the community that they themselves have not voiced.

Commissioner De Lay noted that Commissioner Scott has noted several objections to the
project’s impact on the neighborhood. She expressed the hope that the Planning Commission
is not reacting to the fact that other areas, such as Lowe’s and Wal-mart, are outside their
control. She noted that she works in the neighborhood often and admitted that while it may be
shaky, it is populated. She expressed the belief that further consideration of the project’s design
by the petitioner, neighbors, and Staff could lead to something better for both State and Edison
Streets, and acknowledged Commissioner Galli's concerns about concrete reasons to deny the
petition.

Commissioner Scott asserted that the Planning Commission often does not vote with
Community Councils, stating that the Commissions job is to evaluate the standards and assess
them, rather than just pass along Community Council’s views. She suggested that some
residents may not have been vocal about the proposal because it may appear better than what
currently exists, citing community comments from page 5 of the Staff report that some members
“supported the proposal because it meant the elimination of what they deemed ‘blighted
buildings’ in the middle of the block.” She support Commissioner De Lay’s suggestion that the
proposal continue to evolve into something better for the D-2 State Street corridor and the
neighborhood SR-3 zone.

Commissioner Seelig requested that this view be extended to the City as a whole, noting that
changing the zoning on blighted buildings citywide would create a lot more problems.

Chairperson Chambless called for a vote on the motion. Commissioners Scott, Seelig, De Lay,
and Diamond voted in favor; Commissioners Galli and Noda voted against. As Chair,
Commissioner Chambless did not vote. Therefore the motion to forward a negative
recommendation to the City Council passed 4-2.



Exhibit 6

CORRESPONDENCE WITH
COMMUNITY COUNCILS

Petition 400-04-37
Transmittal of Edison Street Rezoning Petition
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Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Giraud, Elizabeth

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 10:47 AM
To: ‘cenc@rock.com’
Subject: proposed rezoning at approx. 845 S. State

Categories: Program/Policy
Attachments: Shirley Jensen - 02-24-05 - 9HBEGMP .pdf

Greetings, Thomas:

On October 6 and November 3, 2004, the Central City Neighborhood Council reviewed a proposed rezoning of
property located at approximately 845 S. State Street. The proposed rezoning would have moved the D-2 zone
further east, toward Edison Street, so that the applicant, Vic Kimball, could construct a Family All-a-Dollar Store
on the State Street site. At your November meeting, Mr. Kimball proposed to demolish the buildings on Edison
Street, construct new residential structures on Edison Street, and provide access from State Street to Edison
Street. The proposal included expanding the D-2 zone further east, but maintaining SR-3 zoning on Edison
Street.

The comments that you forwarded to me on November 11, 2004 expressed the following concerns and
comments:

¢ Once this property is rezoned from residential to commercial everything else non-commercial wili get re-
zoned. I'ts harder to make something backinto residential use once it has been turned into commercial. It
is our residential component being taken from us that concerns all residents of Central City Neighborhood
Council.

o CCNC already has enough asphalt parking lots.

¢ Improvement in this area would be good because this area is rundown looking.

+ We (CCNC) do not want cross through traffic from State St. to Edison St.

Your memorandum also noted a concern that the new townhouses the applicant proposed at that time on Edison
Street would create a shortage of parking for the residents. You also stated that "CCNC does not endorse
demolishing livable residential for newer more expensive residential.”

Since the November 3, 2004 CCNC meeting, the Planning Division staff has been working with Mr. Kimball on
revisions to his proposal. The Planning Division did not support the access from State Street to Edison Street,
and Mr. Kimball altered his site plan accordingly. He has decided to retain the existing buildings on Edison
Street. In order to meet the rear yard setback requirements for a SR-3 zone (15" or 20 percent of the length of the
fot, whichever is less), he needed to reduce the area proposed for rezoning 5." Thus, the area proposed for
rezoning from SR-3 to D-2 is less than what the CCNC reviewed in November, 2004. Because the applicant
has alleviated three of the issues that was of concern to your community council (access from State to Edison
Streets, and demolition of the existing homes on Edison Street and subsequent lack of parking for Edison Street
residents), and because the proposed rezoned area has changed very slightly and was larger than what is
currently under review, | am hoping that the CCNC will not request that the applicant return to the community
council to review the final rezone boundary.

I am attaching a site plan (Exhibit A) indicating the proposed zoning your community counci! reviewed
on November 3, 2004. The proposed zoning for the current proposal is indicated on Exhibit B.

1 would like to place this item for the Planning Commission’s consideration on their March 23, 2005 meeting.
Because of noticing requirements, | need to know as soon as possible if the Central City Neighborhood Council
would like the applicant or myself to attend one of your meetings prior to scheduling with the Planning
Commission.

3/6/2005
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Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Sara Hsu [sara_hsu@yahoo.com]

Sent:  Thursday, March 03, 2005 3:50 PM

To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Subject: Re: Re-zoning petition at approx. 845 S. State

Dear Elizabeth,

This is just a note to let you know that the People's Freeway Community Council has approved Vic
Kimball's new proposal as described below.

Thank you very much.
Sara -

Sara Hsu-Moore
First Chair, People's Freeway Community Council
(801) 755-0725

"Giraud, Elizabeth" <Elizabeth.Giraud@slcgov.com> wrote:

Ms. Hsu:

As we discussed today on the telephone, 1 am emailing you a copy of a site plan illustrating the proposed
zone change at approximately 845 S. State Street. The applicant is Vic Kimball. The proposed use is a
Family All-a-Dollar Store. The zone in which the Family All-a-Dollar Store will be located is D-2. The
buildings on Edison Street is Residential SR-3.

Mr. Kimball attended the People’s Freeway Community Council on October 6, 2004. At that time, Mr.
Kimball proposed to demolish the buildings on Edison Street, construct new residential structures on
Edison Street, and provide access from State Street to Edison Street. The proposal included expanding
the D-2 zone further east, but maintaining SR-3 zoning on Edison Street.

The Planning Division did not support the access from State Street to Edison Street, and Mr. Kimball
altered his site plan accordingly. He has decided to retain the existing buildings on Edison Street. In
order to meet the rear yard setback requirements for a SR-3 zone (15’ or 20 percent of the length of the
lot, whichever is less), he needed to reduce the area proposed for rezoning 5. Thus, the area proposed
for rezoning from SR-3 to D-2 is less than what the People’s Freeway Community Council reviewed in
October, when the Community Council voted 5-0 in favor of the rezoning.  Because your community
council previously voted in favor of the rezoning when the proposed rezoned area was larger than what
is currently under review, | am hoping that People's Freeway will not request that the applicant return to
the community council to review the final rezone boundary.

| am attaching a site plan (Exhibit A) indicating the proposed zoning your community council reviewed on
October 6, 2004. The proposed zoning for the current proposal is indicated on Exhibit B.

I would like to place this item for the Planning Commission's consideration on their March 23, 2005
meeting. Because of noticing requirements, | need to know as soon as possible if the People’s Freeway
Community Council would like the applicant or myself to attend one of your meetings prior to scheduling
with the Planning Commission.

| appreciate your attention to this request.

3/6/2005
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Sincerely,

Elizabeth Giraud, AICP
Senior Planner

Celebrate Yahoo!'s 10th Birthday!
Yahoo! Netrospective: 100 Moments of the Web

3/6/2005



Giraud, Elizabeth

From: Brian Earl Watkins [brian@57wild.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2005 9:12 AM

To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Subject: Re: proposed rezoning at approx. 845 S. State

Thanks for your inquiries on this property.

As I expected, When I passed this around to community council members, there was no one
who needed to have the applicant come back. The substantive comments we had, you have
already answered.

Thanks Again

-Brian Watkins
LWCC Chair

Giraud, Elizabeth wrote:

Brian:

\%

The case has already been scheduled for the March 23 Planning

Commission meeting. My staff report is due for completion next Tuesday, March 15.
I need any comments you would like to submit by Monday, March 14. When

I didn't hear from you earlier, the Acting Planning Director

instructed me to put the item on the agenda, given the fact that your

community council reviewed the rezoning request in October.

I will email you the Community Council form for the rezoning. If you
can get that to your community council prior to the 14th, please fax
it to me at 535-6174 asap.

Housing is not the issue in this case. The applicant is not proposing
townhomes. Because the Planning Division will not allow access from
State to Edison streets, the parking situation on Edison will remain
the same.

If the rezoning goes through, the applicant can take out a building
permit as an over-the-counter permit. It will not be a conditional
use, as retail establishments are allowed in the D-2 zone. Thus, the
Planning Division will have no purview over what kind of fence is
allowed, other than what the zoning ordinance requires.

I will be out for the rest of the day, as I have a cold and am going
home to rest. Please let me know if your community council has
additional comments.

Thanks,

Elizabeth —_—

VVVVVVVVVYVVVVVVYVVVVVYVVVVVVVYVVVY

————— Original Message-----

From: Brian Earl Watkins [mailto:brian@57wild.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2005 4:52 PM -
To: Giraud, Elizabeth

Subject: Re: proposed rezoning at approx. 845 S. State

v

My housing and zoning chair sent me some comments which I attach here.
He doesn't say that we need to see the applicant again, but I'll give
you a solid answer tomorrow.

I'1l present the plan you sent at my regular meeting tonight so that I
can let members know to contact you if they want to comment on the new

1

VVVVVVVVVVY



plan.
-Brian Watkins

From James Fisher, Housing and Zoning Chair:

Concerning the plans. I like the set where there are four town homes.
I I believe that they would attract a better clientele. With a
remodel, the homes will be dilapidated again within four or five years.

The only problem is with the parking on the town homes, there are only

4 parking spaces. They are to have 1.5 spaces by code, if I remember
right. I know they say that they will share with the commercial, but

if they can "share" then they should be able to set aside enough parking.
Parking on Edison would create a mess, as it is a very narrow street.

Also, from an aesthetic position, I would recommend a different type
of fence rather than a chain link fence with slats for privacy. They
look like junk within a couple of years. A brick wall (not a concrete
block

wall) would look good, then a solid wood fence or a vinyl fence. Also
as security may be an issue, you might want to recommend an 8 foot
fence rather than 6.

Those ore nickel and dime suggestions, but I think they would finish
off the project.

Giraud, Elizabeth wrote:

VVVVVYVVVVVVYVVVYVVYVVVYVVVVYVVVYVVYVYVVY

>

>>Brian:

>>

>>In answer to your question: ideally, the city and the Planning
>>Division would like to see buildings closer to the street and
>>eliminate parking in the front yard setback. 1In this case, the
>>subject property is in a

>>D-2 zone. Unlike the D-1 zone (downtown core), which requires a
>>zero-line setback, minimum of 40 percent glass on the ground floor,
>>and disallows surface parking lots (except as a conditional use), the
>>D-2 zone does not have such restraints. The D-2 zone is a support
>>zone for downtown, and allows businesses like car dealerships, which
>>are necessary to our economy but would not be desired in the central
>>business district.

>>

>>We do have a South State Street Corridor Overlay Zone, which is
>>intended to "reinforce the historical land development patterns" along
>

>

>>South State Street from 900 S. to 2100 S. It's not very restrictive,
>>but it allows a developer to not have to meet the required front-yard
>>setback, and thus push a building closer to the street and alleviate
>>the effects of parking on the stréetscape. This property, however, is
>

>

>>sort of a "hole in the donut,” and does not have to conform to either
>>the D-1 zoning requirements or have the flexibility afforded by the
>>South State Street Corridor Overlay Zone. It is also not located in a
>

>

>>"walkable community" overlay district, which the City Council recently
>

> passed.

>

>>This overlay district pertains to the small, commercial zones, and the
>



>

>>R-MU zone, and is intended to require siting that is more
s>>pedestrian-friendly than we have required in our commercial zones in
>>the past.

>2>

>>

>>I hope this answers your guestions. Could you please let me know if
>>the applicant will need to go to the Liberty Wells Community Council?
>>

>>Thank you.

>>

>>Elizabeth

>>

>>----- Original Message-----

>>From: Brian Earl Watkins [mailto:brian@57wild.com]

>>Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 1:27 PM

>>To: Giraud, Elizabeth

>>Subject: Re: proposed rezoning at approx. 845 S. State

>>

>>Elizabeth,

>>

>>Thanks for your update on 845 S. State.

>> -

>>I will pass on your letter to our Housing and Zoning chair for quick
>>consideration. I do have a question, though.

>>

>>Is the placement of the larger retail building consistent with recent
>>and current policy on the relationship of parking and buildings in
s>>this corridor? It is my understanding that the city strongly prefers
>>buildings that have some sort of relationship to the street and viable
S )
>

>s>pedestrian access rather than sitting behind a car-access-only sea of
>>parking, especially in the Central Community. This design looks like
>>a big step backward from the livable community work the city and
>>community have been doing.

>>

>>-Brian Watkins

>>

>>Giraud, Elizabeth wrote:

>>

>>

>>>Brian:

>>> )

>>>0n October 13, 2004, the Liberty Wells Community Council (LWCC)
>>>reviewed a proposed rezoning of property located at approximately 845
>>>3. State Street.

>>

>>. ..

>>

>>

>>>I appreciate your attention to this request.

>>>

>>>Elizabeth Giraud, AICP s

>>>Senior Planner

>>

>



CENTRAL CITY NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

Liberty Senior Center
251 East 700 South
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Date: November 11", 2004
To:  Salt Lake City Planning Dept. - Elizabeth Giraud
Re: Re-zone request - 850, 854, and 858 S. Edison St.

Central City Neighborhood Council(CCNC) has heard the Re-zone request proposed by
Mr. Kimball and Mr. Kimball. This presentation by the developer is why it is necessary
for CCNC to require the developer to come before us twice before we forward our
recommendations to the SLC Planning Dept.. What was mailed to me from SLC
Planning Dept. Was different than what was put forth to the Council. What was
presented the first time is different than what was presented the second time. | will list
some of the comments below.

- If this gets re-zoned eventually everything else non-commercial will get re-zoned.
It's harder to make something back into residential use once it has been turned
into commercial. It is our residential component being taken from us that
concerns all residents of Central City Neihborhood Council.

- CCNC already has enough asphalt parking lots

- Improvement in this area would be good cause this area is rundown looking.

- We do not want cross through traffic from State St. to Edison St.

- Why is it that Developers always want to build what they can’t

When asking the Applicant about the parking available for the townhouses along Edison
St. we were told that that parking would be eliminated for another townhouse. This
would create a shortage in parking for those residences. | have information from the
Developer and the City that show different scenarios of residences along Edison St..
These look to be new townhouses. So, will the developer demolish existing homes and
rebuild these townhouses? CCNC does not endorse demolishing livable residential for

newer more expensive residential.

In general there was much misinformation given by the applicant at both meetings. | felt



there was more to this proposal than was discussed in public and perhaps that is why
the Applicants came off as being deceptive. All but one or two comments were negative.
A vote was taken. There were 20 or more people present. 5 voted against the re-zone
and 4 voted for the re-zone

Thomas Mutter
Chair CCNC

Tweed Wil



Zoning Map Amendment
Community Council / Citizen Group Input

TO: (\\ Ol \N\UL& tc . Chair CQ'/\.& ffY" (\17 })Qj;lmt Council

FROM: , Planning Division Staff

DATE: Low. 274

RE: '@C-Zow(’ \L \M\3 \ u/\\)

Applicant_ \J ¢ \[im\oﬂl( represented by U 1o Liadloal is

requesting the Salt Lake City Council approve a Zoning Map Amendment for the property at

. The request includes rezoning the property from SR - 2 to
1o allow the development of a
As part hlS process, the applicant is required to solicit comments from the

(tatrn ( \J“ 1 voc] Cermunity Council. The purpose of the Community Council
review is to inform the community of the project and solicit comments / concemns they have with
the project. The Community Council may also take a vote to determine whether there is support
for the project, but this is not required. (Please note that the vote in favor or against is not that
important to the Planning Commission. What is critical is to raise relevant issues for their
review.) | have enclosed information submitted by the applicant relating to the project to
facilitate your review. The applicant will also present information at the meeting.

If the Community Council chooses to have a project presented to them, the applicant will only be
required 10 meet with the Community Council once before the Planning Staff will begin
processing the application. The Community Council should submit its comments to me, as soon
as possible, after the Community Council meeting to ensure there is time to incorporate the
comments into the staff report to the Planning Commission. Comments submitted too late to be
incorporated into the staff report, can be submitted directly to the Planning Commission, via the
Planning Division, for their review prior to the Planning Commission Public Hearing.. 1 will also
attend the meeting to answer any questions and listen to the comments made by the Community
Council members.

Following are City adopted criteria that the Planning Commission will use to make their decision.
The City’s technical staff will review the project to ensure it complies with adopted policies and
regulations. Input from the Community Council / citizen groups can be more general in nature

. and focus on issues of impacts to abutting properties and compatibility with the neighborhood.
Staff is not looking for you to make comments on each of the below listed criteria, but general
comments should pertain to the criteria listed below. x \ :

A. Consistency with the master plan policies of the (EV\_ Ly (o/v\m\mi + Master Plan;

B. Harmony with the overall character of existing development in the immediate vicinity of
the subject property; -

C. Extent to which adjacent properties will be adversely affected;

D. Consistency with applicable overlay zoning districts (such as Historic Preservation,
Ground Water Protection and Stream / River Corridors. The Project Planner can inform
you of whether the property is within an overlay zoning district.); and

E. Adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject property (such as
roads, parks, police and fire protection, schools etc.)

You may submit your written comments to the Planning Division by mail at Salt Lake City
Planning Division, 451 South State Street, Room 406, SLC, UT 84111; by Fax at (801) 535-
6174 or via e-mail to me at (@slcgov.com.

If you have any questions, please call me at ' or via e-mail.



COMMUNITY COUNCIL COMMENTS:

The above referenced applicant met with the

Community / Neighborhood Council on

. Approximately people
attended the meeting. Those in attendance made the following comments relating to the project.

In general, was the group supportive of the project?

Signature of the Chair or Group Representative

Lol il
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Zoning Mﬁp Amendment I:/‘IX _CL-( Q:(,‘ { {ES" é ’ ?L}

Commumty Council / Citizen Group Input

TO: & O, 55&:&5 Y=, Chair Li b&t’i l:l Wl”% Community Council
FROM:E“QM byran Planning Division Staff

DATE: %M = I’Zapi

RE: o - _

Applicant ﬂ ' k'j' NJDQ\L\ » represented by ' , 18
requesting the Salt Lake City Council approve a Zoning Map Amendihent for the property at

O, &5 o5 UL request includes rezoning the property from SR-2 ¢
- to allow the development of 3 Ceo e ot e,
As part of this brocess, the applicant ig required to solicit comments from the
' el Community Council. The purpose of the Community Councij

review is to inforin the community of the project and solicit comments / concerng they have with
the project. The Community Council may also take a vote to determine whether there is support
for the project, but this is not required. (Please note that the vote in favor or against is not that

comments into the staff report to the Planning Commission. Comments submitted too late 1o be
Incorporated into the staff report, can be submitted directly to the Planning Commission, via the
Planning Division, for thejr Teview prior to the Planning Commission Public Hearing.. 1 will also
attend the meeting to answer any questions and listen to the comments made by the Community
Council members.

Following are City adopted criteria that the Planning Commission will use to make their decision.
ving p g
The City’s technical staff will review the project o ensure complies with adopted policies and
regulations. Input from the Communit Council / citizen roups can be more general in nat e
i fi i o P the imediaie vicinity BY
e foous on 'SSP_"; (t)h ”25:;(1; tgh;':lr)':x’cqu)?ré;('}sting development m
B. Harmony wit <
ject property; . sersely affected; .
C g];::?{(e) “’ﬁid}: adjacent propertics will Pe ac??sf;is‘ft]sy(such as Historic Preservano'n,f
- . ; icable overlay zoning . ject Planner can inform
D. Consistency wx;,h igztli‘;z and Stream / River Corridors. ;hf 'Ptf(;%e:':d 4
ater Pro iy i strict. ),
Ground thlf the property is within an overlay zoning 1, the subject property (such as
you of Whetfer bh ‘pf'acilities and services intended to serve
E. Adequacy of public fz

roads palks pOliCC and fire pr Otection, schools etc.) |
» » | |
) 1Visi 1 / 1 l‘ ‘ € It 1
Y ubmit your written comments to the I lannlng Divisiol b}l lllla; a 'S' l' tLakelc) Y ]
may s

SLC,UT
wning Division, 431 South State Street, Room;?é’ @slcgov.com.
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74 or via e-mail to me at
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Zoning Map Amendment A St %01
Community Council / Citizen Group Input

TO: Baio— Wodd oy, Chair L bﬂ"‘h’]\ Wlll? Comumnity Cour
FROM:MM_. Planning Division Staff

DATE: Ctke o 12 2007
RE: 4o ~4-H7]

Applicant e UMM _, represented by .
requesting the Salt Lake City Council approve 2 Zoning Map Amendment for the property at
5. BN Trequest inoludes rezoning the property from SR -2
- to allow the development of a P’k
~ As part of this prooess, c;e applicant is tequired to solicit comments from the
Libervim, Community Council. The purpose of the Community Cour
! review is to inforn the community of the projeot and solicit comments / concems they have »
l the project. The Community Council may also take a vote fo determine whether there is supp
. for the project, but this is not required. (PJease note that the vote in favor or against is not tha
| important to the Planning Commission. What is critical is to raise relevant issues for their
! review.) I have enclosed information submjtted by the applicant relating to the project to
facilitate your review. The applicant will also present information at the meeting.

If the Conmmunity Council chooses to have a project presented to them, the applicant will onl;
required to meet with the Community Council once before the Planning Staff will begin
processing the application. The Community Council should submit its comments to me, as st
as possible, aftex the Community Council meeting to ensure there is time to incorporate the
comments into the staff report to the Planning Commission. Comments submitted too late to
jncorporated into the staff report, can be submitted directly to the Planning Commission, via !
Planning Division, for their review prior to the Planning Commission Public Hearing.. ] will
attend the meeting to answer apy questions and listen to the comments made by the Commun

Council members.

Following are City adopted criteria that the Planning Commission will use to make their deci

The City’s technical staff will review the project to ensure it complies with adopted policies i

regulations. Input from the Community Council / citizen groups can be more general in patu

and foous on issues of impacts to abutting properties and compatibility with the neighborhoo:

Staff is not Jooking for you to make comments on each of the below listed criteria, but gener:

! comments should pertain to the criteria listed below.

A. Consistency with the master plan policios of the Cevdzw@ &y Master P

B. Harmony with the overall character of existing deveJopment in the imrhediate vicinit
thesubject property;

C. Bxtent to which adjacent properties will be adversely affected;

D. Consistency with applicable overlay zoning districts (such as Historic Preservation,

Ground Water Protection and Stream / River Comridors. The Projeot Planner can infi

you of whether the property is within an overlay zoning district.); and

Adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject property (suc

roads, parks, police and fire protection, schools efc.)

m

You may submit your written comments to the Planning Division by mail at Sajt Lake City

Planning Division, 451 South State Street, Room 406, SLC, UT 84111; by Fax at (801) 535
6174 or via e-mail to me at %@@w

If you have any questions, please call me at __ 5525 7] 74 or via e-m:
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|
! COMMUNITY COUNCIL COMMENTS:

The above referenced applicant met with the
Loty WellS ‘Community / Neighborhood Council on

Cr koo |S 2004 . Approximately peoph
attended the meeting, Those in atténdance made the following comments relating to the proje

SOME  RESIDENTN ARE NCCRNED ABOUT [he HOWSpPG
O EDIGN STREET A WANT A ondlheNT Plion
! THE TDevElopEr TO MAINTAIN It AND  KeEP IT
| OCLOPIED  1B6FoRE FEREEBE=ER SuPPORTING TUE 11
‘ OF ELIMNATNG  THe BACKYARDS [As TWS  OHAMGE Lt
' SOmE ResDdeMtS SVPORT  Pe HAAOPMENT BERAUF (i

(ONL  ELIMIPATE THE oPLEY AND {4 -PLEX  TJUST
Reuwd TUSTIG YARDS | woMicd  THEY eeNSIDER. A
NIARD  BeCAUSE  THEY  PRE  MEARLY  VAUAME  Buipirgs
SoME  RESIPENTS  ARE  DISAPPOINTED WK The
ClkReyT  STATE 0P MAYTEOANCE of THE pRoPelTY
PELUCTANT 10 Supperl  Tle  apojmgesl  YS&
PERm ity YVURe sTAceS oOF WS MRojecr MY Réd
PeD  SmE WANT 10 (eNSIDER  iye orARR Ex(ept
oNhees THE PIOJe T ol RERVIRE  BiFRe MAKIMG -

CHRXES,
——> SoME  WMT ACESS 10 edISON BY (AR cLgEDd OFF €
In general, was the group supportive of the project? DoNT oeT AN THE

SENTINENT 0AS MIxeh WHH  Mofic POSITIvE AN NFGATIVE SENTIF

Signature of the Chair or Group Representative

4

7&;?4@@—




LIBERTY WELLS COMMUNITY COUNCIL
Minutes for Meeting Held September 8, 2004

Prior to the meeting, there was an Education and Discussion Session with Local School
Board candidate Heather Bennett as our guest.

The meeting was called to order at 7:05 pm by Chairperson Brian Watkins. Chairperson
Watkins called for a quorum roll call of the Board of Directors. A quorum was present.

The minutes of August, 2004 were approved.
The Committees then gave their “One Minute Update Reports”.

L. Executive, no report.

2. Finance, $179.84 in the bank, need to update signature cards. Mtg. with Sec. and
Chairman Tues, Sept. 14, 4:00PM to sign bank signature cards.

3. Legacy Committee: Robert Skraznas told us that Pamela Skraznas asked for
suggestions for the placements of the rock benches.

4. Membership& Outreach, Marlene Hardy had canvassed the area businesses. Spoke
with the Com. Director of the Development Corporation of Utah and
suggested a visit by them to our committee. Met with “Cheap Meats” owner
and the owners of the Park Café.

5. Public Safety- Chris Herrmann reported that the August meeting for “Night out
against Crime” was well supported by the city, but there as a very low tumout
from the neighborhood.

6. Housing and Zoning- Jim Fisher made a recommendation for the Community
Council to support the 845 South State Street Project, submitted by Vic
Kimball. Since it was not on the Community Council calendar, it was, after
discussion, determined that the proper procedures would be to place the
proposal on the agenda for October and to maintain the procedures of the
Community Council. It was also discussed that the owners, if they could not
be present, could have their project discussed in their absence.

The Ad Hoc Committee Reports

1. State Street, no report.

2. CDBG - Leslie Jo Abplanap reported that she met with Jill Remington Love and
was told that the $60,000 the was approved for design work for the Chelsea district, would
be spread over the 6 projects (at $10,000) each and that the Liberty Wells Community
Council would make an additional grant application for $190,000 to bring a total amount of
$250,000 for design for all of the streetlight projects. There was discussion as to what is
really happening to the original $60,000 and concem was expressed that the monies be spent
for the project that they were originally set aside for.



Exhibit 7
ORIGINAL PETITION

Petition 400-04-37
Transmittal of Edison Street Rezoning Petition



PETITION NO.__#p0- 04~ 37

PETITION CHECKLIST

Action Required

Petition delivered to Planning

—

Pet,iﬁon assigned to: s
71 v

Planning Staff or Planning Commission Action Date

Return Original Letter and Yellow Petition Cover

Chronology

Property Description (marked with a post it note)

Affected Sidwell Numbers Included

Mailing List for Petition, include appropriate

- Community Councils

Mailing Postmark Date Verification
Planning Commission Minutes *
Planning Staff Report

Cover letter outlining what the request is and a brief
description of what action the Planning Commission or
Staff is recommending.

Ordinance Prepared by the Attorney’s Office
Ordinance property description is checked, dated and
initialed by the Planner. Ordinance is stamped by
Attomney.

Planner responsible for taking calls on the Petition

Date Set for City Council Action

Petition filed with City Recorder’s Office

Cyratt
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Fetition No.

Zoning Amendment Reapte s

 Date Received.

T ‘i“ m P Ayncndm@n/‘(; ’ Rewewedby ‘%/-/ ]
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05/30/2003

= == ./ ) Pad ~— ()
o FAddress of Subject Property S5 éef 54 S 58640 So EfﬁQc_‘,ef‘\/\,

Name of Applicant A VAN \iX\( Rt \'\ \(\ Phone 237 - 17771%

Address of Applicant __ & ?a& \- '%é‘x; N N (6@ S Wb =l vy

E-mail address of Applicant Cell / Fax BSS -z e

Applicant’s Interest in Subject Property oL A€ X~ _ vi eel]

Name of Property Owner_Mceuwcl\e. L # Souteerin %&’EE‘ s Wﬁ\;é‘vs:*u t::cig 5H|-774
V/¢ ~o7-15 2-02'5 ccoe (e - N

County Tax Parcel # (Sidwell #) /¢ ¢ -7 157 - @2¢.« e Zoning of‘Property =12-%
16 oy S — 0 e o
Existing Use of Property __ @ -e=nde vl nen
O Amend the text of the Zoning Ordinance by amending Section: (attach map or legal description).
X Amend the Zoning Map by reclassifying the following property: W DYt fe < L -\ vl
Froma__S¥ - classificationtoa L~ Z_ classification.

Please include with the application:.

1. A statement of the text amendment or map amendment describing the purpose for the amendment and the
exact language, boundaries and zoning district.

2. A complete description of the proposed use of the property where appropriate.

3. Reasons why the present zoning may not be appropriate for the area.

4. The names and addresses of all property owners within four-hundred fifty (450) feet of the subject parcel. The
name, address and Sidwell number of each property owner must be typed or clearly printed on gummed
mailing labels. Please include yourself and the appropriate Comm unity Council Chair. The cost of first class
postage for each address is due at time of application. Please do not provide postage stamps.

5. Legal description of the property.

6. Ten (10) copies of site plans drawn to scale.

7. Asigned statement that the petitioner has met with and explained the proposal to the appropriate Community
Council. #tecbel.

8. Related materials or data supporting the application as may be determined by the Zoning Administrator.

Filing fee of $500.00 plus $100 for each acre over one acre is due at the time of application.

If you have any questions regarding the requirements of this petition, please contact a member of
the Salt Lake City Planning staff (535-7757) prior to submitting the petition.

Sidwell maps and names of property owners are available at:
Salt Lake County Recorder
_ 2001 South State Street, Room N1600
. Salt Lake City, UT 84190-1051
Telephone: (801) 468-3391

File the complete application at:
Salt Lake City Planning
451 South State Street, Room 406
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 :
Telephone: (801) 535-7787

Signature of Applicant ——C = v p 208 /7/457‘%&» 5/_

or authorized agent : \ N : o ﬁt(gof aq%t




Southern Investment, L.L.C.

June 13, 2004

Salt Lake City Planning
451 South State Street, Room 406
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Re: Edison Street Zone Change Request
To Whom It May Concern:

1. The enclosed information is submitted for consideration of a zone change to
accommodate construction of a retail outlet, and necessary parking, for Family
Dollar.

2. There are two homes on Edison Street, which will be removed to create a parking
field. All applicable landscape and setback areas will be constructed to beautify the
area. Without being able to use this area for parking, it would be unacceptable for
Family Dollar. All buildings will be new and will help to rejuvenate this area.

3. This zone change is appropriate for the area. Every person we have talked to on
Edison Street and the Community Council have expressed a positive position on this
development. Please see attached letters.

If you need any additional information please call me at (801) 541-9924 or (801) 355-
4300.

We appreciate your consideration of this application for zone change.

8 East Broadway, Suite 400 * Salt Lake City, UT 84111 * (801) 355-4300 * Fax (801) 355-4308
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OPEN
Invoice#: 062005082

Date: 9/14/2004

"+, Salt Lake City Corporation
CED Planning Division
' 451 South State Rm 406
Salt Lake City UT 84111
801-535-7757

Received From: ' Prepared by:
Southern Investment, LLC Diana Hansen

8 E Broadway, Ste 400
Salt Lake City, Ut 84111

Description INo| c. center Object]ProjectjActivity Amount
Zoning Map Amendment to reclassify the property
o oot et 0, | oo fasind| - |
classification to a D-2 classification. Ck. 1186
Postage for Zoning Map Amendment. Ck. 1194 2 0600900 |1890 - - $19.98
TOTAL AMOUNT $519.98
PAYMENT TYPE CHECK

http://intranetapps/ManagementServices/cashonline/olcarp_receipt_view.asp?rec_key=265... 9/14/2004



REMARKS

Petition No. s00-04-37

By_Cxraig Arguile

Is requesting a Zoning Map Amendment
to reclassify the property located
at 850 South Edison St., 854 South
Edison St., & 858-60 South Edison
St., from a SR-3 classification to
a D-2 classification.

Date Filed.

Address
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