
MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 2,2005 

TO: Council Members 

SUBJECT: Proposed Compatible Residential Infill Zoning Regulations 
(Petition No. 400-05-25) 

FROM: Janice Jardine, Land Use and Policy Analyst 

Potential Motion: 

&I move that the Council" Close the public hearing and refer action on this item to Tuesday, 
December 13, and schedule an additional follow-up discussion for Thursday, December 8,2005. 

(For the Council discussion on WlZay, December 8, st@isp~eparing a list of key points 
raised by Council Members arad others.) 

The following information is provided for background purposes: 

A. Written information provided at the Council Fact-Finding meeting on December 1,2005. 
B. Original transmittal &om the Administration (dtd, Nov. 10,2005) provided for the 

Council Work Session on November 1 7,2005. 
C. The Administration's response to the proposal from Renovation Design Group. 



Posted - November 29,2005 

SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION MEETING 

4:30 p.m., Some Council Membe* may dine together in Room 304 at the 
City & County Building. (The room is open to the public.) 

DATE: December 1,2005 

TIME: 5:00 p.m. 

PLACE: City & County Building 
45 1 South State Street, Room 326 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
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Statement 

Salt Lake City Council 
December 1,2005 

Compatible Residential Infill 
Zoning Regulations & Standards 

Council Members 

I represent Mr. Bryan Kohler, President and 
CEO of the Salt Lake Board of Realtors. The 
Salt Lake Board has over 6,000 active and 
engaged members. We have had the opportunity 
to meet with some of you council members over 
the last few months to discuss the issues at hand 
tonight. We apologize for not meeting with each 
and every one of you. Time constraints simply 
would not allow it. 

The cornerstone and mandate of our association 
is the protection of private property rights and to 
contest any action that would diminish such 
rights. To state the obvious, we are not wild or 
enthusiastic about a number of the changes 
being proposed here tonight. From that frame of 
reference, we asked if we could be involved in 



the evolution and restructuring of the zoning 
ordinances we are discussing tonight. You have 
been most gracious not only to include us but, 
also, listen. to our ideas and concerns. We hope 
that our contributions have been seen as 
proactive, positive and constructive. 

The zoning changes that you are contemplating 
will have far-reaching effects not only on the 
real estate industry but will directly effect the 
home building industry, home design industry, 
the architectural industry, the trades and 
numerous other professions. We would like to 
be counted on as a partner in keeping Salt Lake 
City vibrant, attractive and diversified for both 
current and future home owners. 

To that end, we would make the following 
recommendations for your consideration and 
adoption: 

1. Adopt the Proposed Approval and 
Appeal Process. 



2. In SR-1 and SR-3 neighborhoods - any 
In-line additions or changes would be 
immediately directed to the second step 
or the Administrative Hearing Process 

3. Establish building height of 27 feet city- 
wide. 

4. Keep the Demolition and Remodeling 
standards as proposed. 

5. Eliminate all other proposed changes at 
this time. 

6. Sunset these changes at 6 or 12 months 
to ensure the subject must be statutorily 
revisited. 

7. Most importantly -- We would like to 
stress and implore the Council and 
Administration to immediately launch 
an investigation and implementation of a 
"Building-to Land Volume Solution" for 
future Infill Compatibility Issues. We 
are requesting and suggesting a 3 - 6 - 



and 9 month summit meeting to review 
progress in attaining this solution. 

We can live, with and endorse some of these 
changes with one thought in mind - and that is 
to reach a better solution and process for the 
future. The Salt Lake Board stands ready to 
assist administratively and financially in 
reaching this solution. 

In conclusion - we applaud the Councils 
mammoth effort to address the whole 
compatibility issue within Salt Lake City. One 
further note - we are assuming that all Planning 
& Zoning Issues such as Compatibility will be 
decided at the Council level to insure city-wide 
consistency and coherency. Thank you for a 
seat at the table. 



Utah Heritage Foundation 
SALT LAKE CIW COUNCIL PRESENTATION 
DECEMBER I, 2005 

When we sat down to prepare for this presentation we asked ourselves: What can UHF 
add to this discussion? What have we as professional preservationists learned that can be 
useful here? We've learned a lot from this process and we'd like tci let you know up-front 
that we will be showing you one new idea to consider including in the ordinance. 

Utah Heritage Foundation has been working in the Salt Lake City neighborhoods for 40 
years. In the late 1970s we pu'rchased every house on the West side of Quince Street and 
resold them to young urban pioneers who wanted to restore a home close to downtown. 
We assisted in the creation of historic districts on Capitol Hill, the Avenues, the University 
District, and Central City. What have we learned that can be useful today? 

HISTORIC DlST RlCTS WORK 

What we've learned is that compatibility that does not compromise makes a neighborhood 
work. So this ordinance is about compatibility, but it has some roots in the same 
foundations that created historic districts 30 years ago. "There are tools that have been 
developed through the course of implementing historic districts, like design guidelines, that 
are good and relevant to this process and can be applied. 

Neighborhoods do better economically, feel better when you are there, and provide a more 

I stable environment to live in day-today when strife is minimized that next 'big thing' is not 
about to happen. You want to come home to the same place you left from when you went 
to worktoday. 

Historic neighborhoods are some of our most diverse neighborhoods 
The diversity of size, scale, architecture, and unit size help build-in diversity of the 
social, economic, and family scale in an area 

We know that historic districts aren't bad for business. 
We know that $420,000 of residential tax credit projects in 2005 were processed by 
the state historic preservation office. 
We know that UHF made $1 73,000 in rehab loans in the last two years in SLC and 
we've had more requests than we can fill. 
Contractors and architects make their living doing rehabilitation and building 
compatible additions for people who recognize the value of their house and 
neighborhood. 

! We know that some level af design review works 
We've learned that if you don't allow major alterations to the fawde of a building, 
and you do this over the course of a block, and then do it block by block, you 
maintain the true sense of place of a neighborhood 

On a block face, one house is more important than you think 



In preservation terms, we know that if we can make one rehab loan, that might 
trigger another rehab project on the block, and then maybe more 
But when we talk about infill, we now know that if we get one incompatible infill 
house, that will likely trigger other incompatible infill projects on that same block and 
likely in that same neighborhood 
It can also cause a decrease in adjoining property values far reasons that are 
obvious if you think about the neighbors of the Hubbard house or the 8h Avenue 
house. 

That's why this ordinance levels the playing field for neighborlioods against speculators, 
developers, and potential owners that don't recognize established community standards. 

THIS IS A GOOD ORDINANCE 

This is a good ordinance. 
What we like about it is that it lays out a logical process. 

It has a first tier where there are specific values associated with obtaining an over the 
counter permit that no one can dispute. Nothing is denied at this level. A project that 
doesn't pass this level simply is fonnrarded on to the next review. 

Two things can happen at this next review level where you have options for a quicker 
solution through a Routine and Uncontested process or an Administrative Decision; or you 
move onto the Administrative Public Hearing if you cannot meet *the requiremeqts for the 
quicker solutions. 

We like Me idea of the Administrative Public Hearing because that's exactly where a 
debate about specific neighborhood values should be taking place. This is part of the 
elegance that's built into this ordinance. . It makes a conversation happen early enough in 
the process to have an impact on the design, yet is still part of the public process, 'without 
having it be part of a community council, planning commissi0n, or board of adjustment 
meeting where it colild take up arguably more valuable time of these community boards. 
But it also takes it away from being an angry exchange over the fence. Yes it may take 
some time to get to the hearing, but hopefully our neighborhoods are worth an applicant 
waiting rather than inconveniencing an entire radius of neighbors far the next generation 
with what that applicant built. , . 

Then finally, as any good process does, it has an appeals process to the Board of 
Adjustment that as we understand it, anyone can be party to, not just the applicant or an 
adjoining neighbor. 

We agree that in one year there should be a review by the Planning Commission and the 
staff as to how this is working in the neighborhaods, administratively, and for the architects 
and contractors. 

Now. Lets talk about building height. 



As I mentioned before, our years in preservation have taught us that on a block face one 
house is more important than you might think The basic guideline for additions in historic 
districts is that additions should not change the character d the house AS IT IS SEEN 
FROM THE STREET. They should be nearly invisible. Thus, height by itself is not the 
test. The test is asking "what changes character?" In general, that creep above ridge in 
an addition do. 

We have heard the growing concern about the proposed height restridion. Salt Lake's 
wealth of one-story bungalow neighborhoods justify the 23-foot height restriction for an 
over-the-counter permit. 

But as we thought about this we wondered if this ordinance couldn't incorporate the 
'invisibility principle' as a safe harbor exception to the 23-foot rulethat could be granted 
administratively. 

[SHOW SLIDE] 

Such that an Administrative Determination section be added to Building Height and 
include the following provisions to be met by the applicant: 

a) the addition not exceed the existing roof ridge height 
b) the addition not exceed a total length of 20 feet extending out from the existing 

building 
and if it meets the other ordinance requirements of: 

c) the addition not exceed the 40% lot coverage threshold 
d) the addition not exceed all setbacks 

Having a'safe harbor would do two things. First, it would make it easy and predictable to 
build additions that follow the good practice that has evolved in historic districts. Second, 
by creating a safe harbor it discourages more adventurous projects that try to add a 
second story on a block of bungalows, thus changing the character of the block. 

As long as this continues to lay out a logical process for the sensitive nature of what we 
are dealing with here. 

[SHOW SLIDES] 

'THIS ORDINANCE IS NOT OUT OF THE ORDINARY 

So as you probably know, we are dealing with a new problem in Utah. But it's not a new 
problem nationally. I could list 50 other cites dealing with the same issues and all of them 
have come at it from different perspectives. So at the same time we are mainstream with 
this issue, I wanted to share same examples of what ather progressive cities are doing that 
is similar to what is proposed here. 

Chevv Chase. Marvland 
In Chavy Chase, Maryland, they have been studying their community issues under a 
building moratorium since August, 



But early in their discussions, one of their goab was to make sure there was earlier 
structured dialogue between builders and neighbors as to what was going to be 
constructed 

- that is what is being proposed in our ordinance with the administrative public hearing 

Chicaao 
In Chicago's Hisforic Chicago Bungalow Inifiative, their building recommendations include 
promote additions to the rear and dormers first before any expansion up 

Los Anaeles 
Los Angeles passed their first compatible infill ordinance last July. In this neighborhood of 
4,000 square foot lots, they included a 40% lot coverage regulation. 
- the same coverage fhat's proposed in our ordinance 

For other sirrrilar lot coveraaes: 
Denver, Durango, Colorado, and Arlington, Virginia, all in this last year reduced their lot 
coverages between 12 and 25% 
-So us reducing our coverage 15% falls right in this range 

Dallas and Denver are Zwo other cities that have also passed citywide ordinances for 
compatible iM~ll. 

Dallas 
In their new compatible infill ordinance, passed just two weeks ago, they provide a base 
height restriction of 20 feet for neighborhoods of shorter houses 

CONCLUSION 

There may well be a new trend moving toward quality over quantity now. Historic 
neighborhoods have always provided a high quality standard of living for its residents. 

Welldesigned additions have accommodated growth for families for decades now and 
errlivened these areas. Property values can, will and should continue to clirr~b but the 
speculation and overbuilding needs to stop. 

This ordinance needs to be in place for one year to see what its effects are. During that 
time, we can gather the data, work with the neighborhoods and the community councils to 
further refine their specific goals and issues. 

We believe that this ordinance can provide the stability neighbors are looking for, yet allow 
the growth the families need, and drive business to architects and contractors, if we give it 
a chance. 



City Council Fact Finding Hearing: December 1,2005 

Introduction 

Thanks for allowing me to speak - Shane Carlson 
I'm here to represent the Avenues 
1 am a GACC board rnernber and more importantly, 
I am a regular participant on the Avenues Housing Compatibility Committee. 
We've been meeting for several months on a d y  and bi-weekly basis 
We have a core group of about 12 people who attend regularly. 

The Housing Committee consists of 
residents who have been affkckd by controversial projects 
committed community members 
interestal Community Co\mcil Board members 
at least one real estate agent 
a prominent local architect 
md residents who want to ensure the protection of their property rights 
Many of us have recently completed, are in the middle of, or plan to soon 
undertake additions and renovations of our own 

We strongly support the proposed zouing ordirmce 

As you already know, our neighborhoods have been severely impacted by at last ten 
controversial projects started just this past summer. 

We cannot bear another building season like the one we just endud. 

Whv do we S U D D O ~ ~  the citv's promsed ordinance? 
[Slide - Two elements - Tiered structure and Dimensional limit for a counter pemnit] 

We were asked to talk specifidly abaut the proposed ordinance. 

There are two key elements to the proposed ordinance; 
The tiered stnrcture ofthe ordinance 
The specific dimensional limits that move a person from a counter permit to a 
routine and uncontested exception, an Adminktnhve Public Hearing and then to 
a BOA hearing. 

Keep in mind that if the dimensional limits are set at too high a level the inherent 
properties of the Tiered Structure are rendered useless. 

In discussing what we see as the goal of a tiered approach to zoning it may be useful to 
review the process the Housing Committee went through in our attempts to address this 
issue in our diverse neighborhood. 



As members of the Housing Committee, we met regularly to try and craft a zoning 
ordinance that would protect the character of our area, respect all property owners and 
their investment in the community and allow for the predictable and responsible growth 
needed in our area. 

pctures - both sides of srn Avenue between K and L] 

We met numerous times this past summer trying to come up with a plan to address the 
divergent development patterns that exist side by side in our neighborhoods; patterns 
which often differed significantly h m  one side of the street to the other. 

Our initial efforts were simply to arrive at a new set of dimensional building standards 
that would accurately reflect the developmental pattern found within each zoning 
district. After h o p  of discussion and several occasionally cbntentious meetings, this 
goalbegan to feel. as though it were an impossible task. 

It was at this point that we decided to explore other ways of achieving our objective. 

tiered summary] 
Out of those efforts came our Three Tiered Proposal. 

The three tiered approach to Avenues zoning is intended to encourage responsible growth 
and expansion while minimizing the impact of that expansion on the neighboring 
properties and the character of the area 

pier One Goal] 
Tier One Goal 
The goal of the f h t  tier is to encourage home owners interested in making exterior 
modifications to their houses and outbuildings to minimize the impact ofthose 
modifications on the neighboring properties and the c h t e r  of the community. The 
first tier is also intended to provide a quick and efficient way for the permit office to 
approve what is hoped would be a majority of permit applications. 

vier One Mechanism] 
Tier One Mechanism 
Tier one would define a relatively restrictive. list of limits m@ng building height, 
front, side and back setbacks, building volume, lot coverage, etc. Proposed projects that 
remain within these limits would be eligible for a "counter permit," simply by showing 
that the modified buildings would remain within ahe tier one limits. 

pier Two Goal] 
Tier 'Two Goal 
Tier Two provides a mechanism to ~ ' n  approval for those projects that would exceed the 
strict limit. of tier one, but that would remain consistent with the structures already in 
existence on the street. 



pier Two Mechanism] 
Tier Two Mechanism 
Tier two would require property owners to collect a clearly defined set of measurements 
from surrounding properties to show that the project they are proposing does not differ 
significantly from the structures already in existence. 

vier Three Goal] 
Tier Three Goal 
Tier three would provide a thorough review of those projects that are likely to 
significantly impact neighboring propedes and potentially change the character of the 
community. 

Fier Three Mechanism] 
Tier Three Mechanism 
By definition, tier three projects exceed the height, volume, setbacks, etc. of the 
surrounding buildrngs and community. Because of their potential to significantly impact 
neighboring properties and permanently change the character of the community, approval 
of tier three projects would be granted only aAer thorough review of all specifications and 
a complete hearing of the community members' comments and concerns. 

The Housing Committee didn't get past the point of drawing up our draft of the Three 
Tier principles when the city proposed its' 'Tiered" Zoning Ordinance. 

Before I talk about the specific measures a d  restrictions of the proposed ordinance, I 
want to address wbat we feel are the essential elements and s t m g t h s  of this tiered 
app-h. 

First, we never intended the dimensional restrictions associated 
with counter permits to be absolute limits. 

As &&d earlier, we wanted a mechanism that would allow applicants proposing smaller 
projects witb little potential to negatively impact the community to get their permits 
quickly and easily. We feel that the counter permit .process in the propsed ordinance 
accomplishes this goal. 

[Picture - block face, d l  small housesJ 
A lot has been said about predictability. 

I have heard comments that requiting a permit applicant to demonstrate that their project 
is consistent with tbe development pattern on a block face removes the element of 
predictability kom the buildmg process. 

D C ~  - blodr h, dl d l  houses] 



I would counter that allowing inappropriate development has a much greater and longer 
lasting impact on the ability of the surrounding home owners to anticipak and have a role 
in the future of their corn*. 

[Rcture - block face, -large house amongst all smdl houses] 

Projects that exceed the proposed counter permit mtrictions have the potential to 
irreversibly modify the charackr of mare8 

picture - Block face, one d house amongst large houses] 

Howeyer, we also realize that many projects exceeding these restrictions will not be out 
of character. 

Requiring applimts whose projects exceed the,counter permit restrictions to take a close 
look at how their plans would impact an area is essential. 

I have also heard the comment that nothing should be implemented until thorough large 
scale surveys can be conducted in each distinct neighborhood. 

We feel that tbere are several problems with this approach: 
A comprehensive survey of an eclectic area (such as the SR-1 district) will 
praduce a set of numbers that describes the average dimensions of an entire. area 
well while failing to acczltately describe a single street, let alone a given stseet. 
Large scale, chronologically fixed surveys are only capable of describing an area 
at the time of the sumey. These averBgs start their slide towards obsolescmce 
the moment the tinit tear down or addition is completed A survey done just prior 
to a project reflects the development pattern at the time of the proposed project. 
Large wale surveys are time consuming and expensive -Many of the block faces 
within a given area will not experience any developmental pressure while other 
areas will experience significant pssure. The modest expense of a small scale 
survey addressing just those measurements of interest is not an uareasomble 
obligation when the typical second story addition will cost between $100,000 and 
$200,000. 

The members of the Housing Committee feel very strongly that requiring the applicant 
whose project exceeds the dimensional restrictions for a counter permit to show that their 
project is appropriate places the burden of proof exactly where it belongs. 

Neighboring property owners have no say over the proposed design nor do they get to 
chose when a given project is to commence. Many residents lack the expertise and the 
financial resources to initkte an investigation into whether or not a given project will 
detract ftom or enhance the nei@borhood. Conversely, the project applicant has either 
undertaken the responsibility of designing om appropriate project or they have hired 



someone with the experience to do so. The balance is already tipped in favor of the 
permit applicant. 

And while a permit applicant may have invested a significant amount of time in a 
community, it is just as likely that the surrounding neighbors have a significantly greater 
collective commitment to the community and many of them may have moved to or stayed 
in the commumty because they liked it just the way it is. It is exactly this situation in 
which it must be the applicant's responsibility to demonstrate that a proposed project is 
both sensitive to, and respectful of, the surrounding community. 

In order to be effective, a permit applicant's respomibly to demonstrate that their pmject 
is appropriate must be combined with counter permit limits that are meaningfbl. Raising 
the dimensional limits for a counter permit above what would be appropriate in many 
areas of the city effectively eliminates consideration of the community within which a 
project will reside. 

Finally, the success or filure of the proposed zoning ordinance depends upon the ability 
of the zoning and permits office to manage those applications requiring an Adminislmtive 
Public Hesuing in an expedient and even handed manner* However, enforcement of the. 
proposed ordinance and the balanced consideration of all parties must not be sacrificed in 
a- rush to move an application through the process. There will be no suitable substitute 
for &quak gecsonnel and tmmmg to administer this ordinance. 



Comments concerning specific elements of the ~roposed ordinance 
&imits not intended to be absolute] 

Before commenting on the specific elements of the proposed ordinance, I would like to 
emphasize that the dimensional figures (such as Building height) am not an absolute! 
They are restrictions on what an applicant can be granted an over the counter permit to 
build.' 

In-line Additions 
JSli&l 

Counter permits for in-line additions will no longer be granted in SR-1 and SR-3 
districts, 

This rule has caused more damage in our area than any other single rule. 

Front and Corner Side Yard Setback 
TSl'idel 

Minimum front yard &backs - average of baildings on the block face 
@-1-5000, SR-I, and SR-3 comer side yard remains at 10'. Existing minimum h n t  
setback established by existing subdivision plats would be respected). 

Tiis is another rule that we fix1 very strongly abut.  We would be opposed to any 
attempt to modify this such as only including the 50% of the properties with the 
shortest setbacks on a block face. While we do appreciate that one home with an 
excessively large setback could negatively impact a proposed project, we also feel 
that one home with an exceptionally short set back could negatively impact an entire 
community. We do feel that in these cases it should be left to the discretion of the 
APH officer to grant the exclusion of an e x e o n a l  home from the calculation of the 
av-. 

Primarv Building HeiAt (R-1. R-2. and SR Districts) 
[Slidel 

Counter permits for maximnm buildhg heigbt of 23 feet at tbe crest 
Counter permits for maximum exterior wall height of 18 feet, 

Keeping in mind that the building height restrictions have only been proposed 
for a sa bset of tbe zo~ing districts, we i e l  strongly that the limit set for beight in 
applying for a counter permit must be meaningful. We are an eclectic 
community and there places wbere buildings taller than 23 feet would be 
appropriate, However, we a h  have numerous block faces were every house is 
one story above grade and the average height is closer to 16 feet. On a street 
such as this, wen a 23 foot tall house will significantly alter the character of the 
stre& Twenty-tbree feet would allow for 1 H stories on almost all block fa- 
We feel this is a reasonable counter permit restriction, 



We would strongly encourage the council to refrain from adjusting the height 
limit for a counter permit at tbis time The impact of tbis ordinance will be 
highly dependant upon the performance of the zoning and permits office, We 
would encourage the City Council to heed the advice of the Planning 
Commission and reconsider the impact of this rule after 12 months. 

Attached GaraP;es 
1- 

Counter permits for garages behind or in-lhe with front of principle building. 
Width of attached garage not to exceed 50% of front fawde of house. 

We would make one recommendation. It was suggested at the planning 
commission hearing that only the area of the garage doors be considered in 
calculating the 50% limit. If this were to change, we would recommend that 
when a project has two or more separate garage doors, the area of a garage be 
calculated from the outer edges of the two outmost doors. 

Accessorv Building Location 
[Slide] 

Csmriter permits for a m q  buildings I 8 ~ 8 t e d  at  least 28 fe& from principle 
buildings on adjoining lots. Accessory buildings must be one to fwe feet from 
the rear property line. 

We support this ordinan= with the Planning Commission recommendation that 
the developmental pattern of a block face be grounds for a routine and 
uncontested exception. 

hh imum Heiht of Accessow Buildinps 
[Slide] 

Counter permits for accessory buildings that: 
a) Do not exceed 15 feet from the established grade to the peak; 
b) Have s maximum wall height of ten feet from thetop plate to the 
esbMished grade, 

We strongly support this proposed change. We would strongly oppose any attempt to 
modifj. the 15 foot limit, especially in hvor of a measure using roof mid-point due to 
many recent cases of abuse. 

Maximum FootrJrint of Accessorv Buildings 

Counter permits for accemry buildings that do not exceed 50% of the footprint 
of the p ~ c i p l e  building to 720 sq. ft (up to 1000 sq. ft. for twefamily; 480 sq. ft. 
garage allowed). 



We strongly support the proposed change. Increasingly long commutes into Salt Lake 
City from the mounding communities accompanied by rising fuel costs have resulted in 
rapidly escalating land values. The st.ee,p rise in housing costs has attracted some new 
residents to the area who are more interested in maximizing their building space than 
responsible development. Almost half ofthe most controvmial projects started this past 
summer were garages. It is one thing to feel impinged upon by a principle structure. It is 
quite galling to have the impact of a garage exaggerated because the owner wanted more 
storage space. This is also the case regarding accessory building wall and roof height 
limits. 

Maximum Lot size 
[Slidel 

Counter permit when a new lot does not exceed 150% of the minimum required 
lot size in each zoning area (SRc3 limit would be 200°A). 

You just have to go see 14& and H Street. 

Maximum Lot Coveram -- 
picture ofthe CALL HOUSE] 

Counter permits for SR-1 and R-1-5000 projects with max. lot coverage of 40% 
(reduced from existing 55%). R-2 ma= coverage reduced from 45% to 40°h. 

This is absolutely essential. 

Fines for Buildinn Permit Violations 
[Slide] 

Building permit fine of 10% of tbe value of the proposed project or $1000, which 
ever is greater. 

Many members of the Housing Committee would like to see these fines made even 
stronger. More importantly, we feel that in order to have any meaning, they need to 
be imposed when appropriate. 

Definition of Demolition/Teardown 
Islidel 

Complete demolition - m y  act or process that destroys or removes 75% or more 
of the exterior walls and/or total floor area of a structure, improvement or 
object. 

Many members of the Housing Committee would like to see this made more reslrictive. 
Very little is left of a house when three out of four 4 1 s  have been moved. There is no 



requirement that the remaining wall be the h n t  wall. Keeping only a rear or a side wall 
has sewed as wver for a complete scrape and new construction in. the past. 

Conclusion 

We need zoning ordinances that we can live with as a community, not just as permit 
applicants or realtors and architects who lave once a project is completed. Many aspects 
of the proposed ordinance will encourage pennit applicants to interact with their 
community. It will also provide them with the opportunity to do what any responsible 
community member would want to do, step back and take the time to look at the 
environment in which their proposed project will reside for decades to come. 

Additions that negatively impact neighboring propertks destabilize communities. 
Neighbors who have been impacted but who don't want to do the same thing to their 
neighbors oRen leave. Neighbors who don't care move into replace the ones who did and 
left 

Who will move in north and east of the Calls? 

[Slide] 
Projects done sensitively beget sensitive projects. 

I have heard several project owners complain (very insincerely) that they would have 
loved to have accomodated the neighbors but they are just too far long in the pmess 
(often after having gone to great lengths to conceal the true nature of their project). This 
new proposal and the responsibility it places upon the applicant ensures that this will no 
longer be the case whether inadvertently or as a lame excuse. 

This proposed ordinance is an attempt to move away from the often heard adage, it is 
easier to beg forgiveness than to ask for permission. hfkhged upon neighbors often 
don't get over the anger, fhstratiog and the dktance caused by an ever present, ever 
looming project. Unfi~hmably there are times when applicants don't ask because they 
really don't want to know about a problem until they can claim that it is too late to 
modifi their plans. Whem this happens, they are saying that they care more about their 
se l f~h  wants than their community. 

Many of the questions that applicants will be asked to answer under the proposed 
ordinance will have significant i m p t  on community: 

Does my proposed project have the potential to negatively impact my neighbors 
or the character of the community? Tier One - Counter Permit 
Is the project that I am proposing consistent with other projects already completed 
in the community? Tier Two -Administrative Public Hearing 



Does my project, because of the scale or location, have the potential to single- 
handedly and irreversibly damage the clmacter of a community? Tier Three - 
BOA. 

I have heard the argument that large projects increase everyone's property values. Well 
executed, sensitive, and appropriate maintenance, restoration, additions or remodels 
increase property values. The economic impact of larger houses for the sake of larger 
houses is a subject of much debate. What is not debatable is that the benefit of inc& 
property values is negligible until a property owner is ready to sever ties with the 
community. A commmity is so much more than a sterile collection of investments. It is 
relationships with neighbors, it is the security of those relationships, it is having a place 
where every single person has value and it should be a place where what impacts one 
person, is of importance to everyone. 

"Sbe Avenues is a community that knows what it is." 

Many communities share this same sense of place. 

[Slidiz] 
Please help us protect what we have come to value so dearly. Pass the proposed city 
mdinance as It is written! 





1 Compatible Residential lnflll Development Standards 
Greater Avenues Community Council - Housing Compatibility Committee 
Shane Carlson 
December 1,2005 

2 Key Elements 
of Proposed Ordinance 

Tiered Permit Structure 
Dimensional Limits 

3 Diverse Development Pattern 

4 Three Tiered Zoning Proposal 
Encourage responsible growth and expansion while minimizing the impact 
of that expansion on the neighboring properties and the character of the 
area. 

5 0 Tier 1 
GOAL 

Encourage home owners to tninimize the impact of projects on the 
neighboring properties and the character of the community. 

6 11) Tier 1 
Mechanism 

Projects that remain within a relatively restrictive list of limits regarding 
building height, front, side and back setbacks, building volume, lot coverage, 
etc. would be eligiblk for a "counter permit," 

7 Tier 2 
GOAL - 

Allow approval of projects that exceed the limits of Tier one but that remain 
consistent with development already in existence in the community. 

8 111 Tier 2 
Mechanism 

Applicants required to collect a clearly defined set of measurements from 
surrounding properties to demonstrate that the project they are proposing 
does not differ significantly from the structures already in existence. 

9 Tier 3 
GOAL - 

Provide a thorough review of those projects that are likely to significantly 
impact neighboring properties and potentially change the character of the 
community. 



lo @ Tier 3 
Mechanism 

Because of their potential to significantly impact neighboring properties 
and permanently change the character of the community, approval of tier 
three projects would be granted only after thorough review of all 
specifications by the BOA and a complete hearing of the community 
members' comments and concerns. 

15 Specific Dimensional Elements 
Dimensional limits associated with counter perrrrits 
should not be absolute limits 

16 Zoning Standards 
In-line Additions 
- Remove Zoning Ordinance provisions allowing over-the-counter in-line additions in the SR-I and 
SR-3 districts 

17 @ Zoning Standards 
Front and Corner 
Side Yard Setback 

18 Zoning Standards 
Building Height 

19 a Zoning Standards 
Attached Garages 

20 @ Zoning Standards 
Accessory Building Location 

Planning Commission recommendation - Developmental Pattern 

21 0 Zoning Standards 
Accessory Building 



Max. Height & Footprint 

22 Zoning Standards 
Maximum Lot Size 

23 Zoning Standards 
Maximum Lot Coverage 

25 (1( Fines 
Building Permit Fine equal to 10% of the valuation of the proposed 
construction, or $1,000.00 whichever is greater. 

To be effective, fines must be levied when warranted. 

26 Definition of Demolition 

Complete Demolition 
- Any act or process that destroys or removes 75 percent or more of the exterior 

walls andlor total floor area of a structure, improvement or object. 

27 Projects Done Sensitively 
Beget Sensitive Projects 

28 Help us protect our community. 













AIA Salt Lake 
A Chapter of The American Institute of Architects 

December 1,2005 

Members of the Salt Lake City Council: 

On behalf of the members of AIA Salt Lake, we appreciate the opportunity to 
respond to the Compatible Residential kt111 Development Standards proposed by the 
Salt Lake City Planning Department. We und-and the need to review and make 
changes to the existing regulations, and commend the Planning Department for 
looking into this issue. However, we feel more thought and consideration is needed 
to provide appropriate benefit for individual homeowners, as well as entire 
neighborhoods. 

We would like to address the proposed amendments that have been put forth, with the 
proposal of volnateering our services in the next year to help craft a proposal 
that would be more appropriate for creating and enhancing tbe quality of the 
built environment in our residentid neighborhoods. 

We agree with the following Amendments: 
Kemove provisions allowing in-line additions through the building pennit 
process. 
Establishing maximum lot size. 
Establishing maximum lot coverage. 
Standards for attached garages. 

The following are our recommendations for the remaining amendments: 
1. Front yard setback for FR, R-1, and SR Zoning Districts -Minimum 

setback determined by averaging. 
The "averaging of setbacks needs to be better defined. What is an 
acceptable method of documentation? Aerial photography or GIS 
information should be adequate, rather than requiring all propertis 
to be professionally surveyed. 
We recommend the block face. be defined as: "average of developed 
properties on the same side ofthe street m e a d  within 150',in 
either direction of the subject property, but not extending across 
intervening streets." 
We also recommend a preliminary &Sketch Plan Review* for 
acceptance of setbacks prior to full design. This would prevent 

329 West Pierpont Avenue 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1712 
801 1532-1 727 
801 1532-4576 Facsimile 



owners from proceeding on a design and investing moneyfor a 
solution that may not be acceptable. 

2. Building Height - Maximum building height lowered to twenty-three 
feet (23') measured to the crest of the roof, flat roofs lowered to eighteen 
feet (18'). 

We agree that the existing ordinance, which allows 30' to the 
high for single family homes in most 

e crest of the roof is too restrictive. This 
ses to less than two full stories and Salt Lake 

City is not a one-story city. This restriction could be a prescription 
for bad design, if an owner wants to build a two story house under 
these limitations. (See attachm 
We recommend a twenty-eight t to the crest of the 
roof, which limits the overall hei s flexiiility in the 
design. This would allow for a more attractively pitched roof for a 
two-story home. 
We recommend that flat roofs to be limited to 28'. Again, 18' does 
not allow for a well-designed two-story home. 
Limiting most homes to one-story could adversely affect many 
neighborhoods. There is not a market for single-story homes in 
many urban areas. Residents cannot justify buying some of these 
propertiea withaut the opportunity to build additional square footage. 
This could discourage people from remaining or investing in the 
neighborhood. 
If the ordinance remains so restrictive, we recommend a preliminary 
"Sketch Plan Review" for acceptance of building height based on 
"average height of a single-family dwellings on the block face" prior 
to fidl daign. This would prevent asking an owner to invest money 
in a design that may or may not be allowed. 

3. Detached Garages and Accessory Buildings - Accessory structure to be 
located 20' from principal buildings on adjacent lots. Located 1' but not 
more than 5' from the rear property line. 

= We recommend keeping the existing ordinance for accessory 
buildings such as sheds and detached garages. 
On deep lots, the proposed requirement could create an excessively 
long driveway, This creates more runoff, maintenance problem in 



the winter months and less convenience for the homeowner. (See 
attachment A3). 
On small lots, the proposed requirement for the garage to be 20' 
from principal buildings could push the garage to the center of the 
lot, reducing opedusable space in the back yard. 

4. Standards for maximum height of accessory buildings - Maximum 
heigbt reduced from 17' measured to the mid-point, to 15' measured to 
the peak of the roof. Flat roofs to remain at 12'. 

Accessory structures and garages are part of the character of the 
neighborhood. This restriction could force designs to not be 
compatible with the residence or the surrounding neighborhood. 
(See a t t a c w t  A4). 
We recommend a requirement of 15' to the midpoint of a sloped 
roof and 1 2' for a flat roof. 

In addition to these specific considerations regarding the proposed legislation, we 
wish to convey our desire to continue to work over the next year to resolve additional 
qualitative design issues not filly addressed in the proposed legislation. We feel that 
in addition to regulation of the height and setback, that many of the issues with 
9nons?er homes" are in fact not issues of size alone, but also issues of design. 

Consider, for example, the McCune Mansion on Main Street, which is much larger 
than other residences on the same block and if built today would not likely be 
approved, but is considered one of our cherished landmarks because of its elegance 
and outstariding design qualities (articulation of mass, scale, roof form, materials, 
details, etc.). Conversely, a small structure that may meet the prescriptive 
q u k m e n t s  of the ordinance can still have a very negative impact if qualities of 
design are not appropriately addressed (a premanufactured metal building could 
meet the prescriptive requirement of the ordinance as proposed, but may still not be 
considered an appropriate improvement in many existing neighborhoods). 

We bdieve that over the next year, as we atahme the effectiveness of the current 
proposed .legislation through its period, that the Council also consider an 
expanded ordinance andlor design guidelines that may address the following items: 

Roof lines - what are appropriate heights, mass, articulation, ~ n a t ~ a l s ,  etc.? 

Bulk and scale - what are appropriate height and mass, as well expressions 
and articulation of scale, texhlre, shadow lines, orientation, etc.? 



Privacy - what are appropriate levels of privacy, and what impacts do height 
and setback have on privacy? 
Grade - what amount sf  modifications to grade are reasonable, and what are 
acceptable mechanisms for grade retention in terms of visual impacts (i.e. 
retaining walls, etc.)? 
Daylight and views - what are reasonable expectations for levels of daylight 
and views thalt should be addressed for adjoining properties, and what 
impacts do height and setback have on access to daylight and views? 
Style - what consideration should be given to style in terms of 
additiodalteration to existing buildings, and the relative impact sf  new 
buildings on munding structures, and what guidance should be given to 
consistency of styles in a district and consistency of style and design 
applications on a specific building? 
Materials - what consideration may be given to the use of certain materials, 
their visual and aesthetic impacts, durability, and articulation of details 
consistent with the material? 
Administration - what is the best mechanism to administer design guidelines 
effectively, and by whom? 

Salt Lake City is not the only city that has attempted to regulate- the development 
impacts that have led us to this legislation. We hope that in the process of evaluating 
and addressing these additional design elements, that we might also observe and learn 
from the successes and failures of other similar initiatives, both locally and abroad. 

We ask that the City Council allow the formation of a group of citizens, officials, and 
staff, to help develop the h e w o r k  and possible solutions for an expanded policy. 
We hope that the AIA and its members, many of whom are quite adept in these areas 
of expertise, may more fully contribute to this process in a way that will allow 
growth and development to occur, while preserving the quality and character of our 
city's cherished neighborhoods. 

Lisa Whoolery, AL4 
President, AIA Salt Lake 





CONFORMING GARAGE l3ISTING HOUSE 
1376 MICHIGAN AVE. MLTIAKE CIM - 

NON-CONFORMING GARAGE 
CONFORMS TO MI!XlNG DNING 

EXImNG HOVSE 
1376 MICHIGAN AVE SALT LAKE CITY 



PPDPERTY UNE 

1379 E 3RD AVENUE 

174 B STREET 



David & Lisette Gibson Yalecrest Compatible Infill Ordinance Committee 

Presentation to City Council Dec 01,2005 

Thank you for inviting us this evening to represent the Yalecrest Compatible Infill 
committee. 

The Infill committee expresses our appreciation to Salt Lake City for continuing to 
pursue solutions to the genuine problem of incompatible residential structures. The 
proposed citywide infill ordinance offers proposals in many different areas. 
We support many of them. We do however have a number of issues and questions. 

Primary structure, the house. 
HOUSE HEIGHT 
The citywide ordinance proposes that the maximum house height be reduced 
from 30 feet to roof midpoint to 23 feet to the roof ridge, which depending on 
the roof slope, is approximately 13 feet lower than the current maximum. This 
proposed height would have been too low for parts of the Yalecrest area. It would 
probably be too low for the area just to the East of Yalecrest and for the Gilmer 
Park area. The Yalecrest committee strongly recommends that the city 
perform surveys of the ridge heights of various story structures in the different 
communities of the city as the YCI did. Hard numbers would help in your 
decision-making. It is our experience that the various neighborhoods in Salt Lake 
differ greatly and would require different height guidelines. If the city wishes to 
drop the height dramatically, we would recommend 27 feet to the ridge a s  a 
baseline. This allows for 3 feet to the first floor, a 9 foot first floor ceiling height, 
12 inches of structure, an 8 foot 2nd floor ceiling height and 5 foot to the ridge. 

ENVELOPE RULE 
We are surprised that the City did not take advantage of the Yalecrest Infill 
envelope kle, for controlling height. The envelope-rule's guiding principle is 
house size proportional to lot size. 

AVERAGING 
But in the event of a citywide restrictive height limitation, remedy becomes 
important. One suggested remedy to many of the proposals is the idea of 
averaging the houses on the block face and using that as the new limit. The YCI 
proposes instead, using that 50% of the structures that come closest to the limit in 
question. To illustrate: There is a block with 4 two-story houses and 4 one-story 
houses. The average of the block is one and a half stories, in spite of the fact that 
half the block is two-story. Taking that half of the houses closest to the limit, a 
two-story house would be allowed. 



FRONT YARD SETBACK 
The citywide ordinance proposes that the front yard setback be revised from 
20 feet to the average of the front setback of the houses on the same side of 
the block. The YCI ordinance contains a similar proposal, except instead of using 
all of the houses on a street side, it uses that half of the houses with the smallest 
front yard setback. This is based on the principle that houses far from the limit 
shouldn't be the ones setting the limit. We recommend adopting Yalecrest 
approach. 

Accessorv structures. 
The Yalecrest Infill ordinice committee had as one of its main principles the 
encouragement of rear yard accessory structures, being, in the view of the 
committee, more conducive to walkable neighborhoods than attached garages in 
front. More regulations on rear yard detached structures will encourage 
homeowners to go to attached garages as a solution. (Attached garages can be as 

' tall as the house can include living space above). 

The citywide ordinance proposes that accessory structures be located at least 
20 feet from principle buildings on adjacent lots. 10 feet is currently allowed 
which matches up well with the required side yard setbacks of 10 feet and 4 to 6 
feet. Requiring a 20-foot offset could push some detached garages into the middle 
of some backyards effectively, ruining them. If i t  is adopted, exceptions should be 
determined based on the closest half averaging concept. The YCX recommends 
no change to the existing ordinance. 

The citywide ordinance proposes that accessory structures be at least 1 foot 
and no further than 5 feet from the rear property line. Many of the complaints 
that the YCI heard regarding detached garages were garages up against the rear 
property line of an adjoining property, which this requirement encourages. With a 
deep lot, under this proposal, a much longer driveway would be required, 
entailing more hard surfacing of the lot.' Once again the half averaging concept 
should be applied for exceptions if this is adopted. The YCI does not support 
this particular proposal. 

The citywide ordinance proposes that the maximum building height for 
accessory structures be reduced from 17 feet to roof midpoint & 15 to roof 
peak. This is quite restrictive. It could not have been adopted in the Yalecrest 
area. Even the YCI reduction to 15 feet to roof midpoint was controversial in our 
area. We recommend further study of this. Factors to consider are house size, lot 
size, neighborhood and possibly the YCI envelope rule. 



Attached Garages. 
The citywide ordinance proposes that attached garages occupy no more than 
50% of the total house front. The YCI adopted a similar approach, but as part of 
the width calculation for garage width included up to 3 feet of wall between 
garage doors. We recommend adopting this approach. 

We might'also suggest incentives for single car garage doors as opposed to garage 
doors accommodating more cars, so a two-car garage would have 2 single doors 
instead of one double door. The incentive could be an increased allowable width 
percentage for single car garage doors, say 50% for single car garage doors and 
3 5% for more than single car garage doors. 

Maximum Lot Size. 
The citywide ordinance limits lot size increase except with lots created by 
subdivision plat etc. The Yalecrest community is created substantially this way 
and so unfortunately this ordinance would have little effect on the Yalecrest area. 
We think limiting lot size is a good idea and wonder if there is any way to apply 
the concept to the subdivision category. We also wonder how this proposed 
section would overlay on the remainder of the City. 

Process 
We have a few additional comments regarding the tiered approval process. The YCI 
committee, during its long process, was always mindful of the need to balance the 
interests of the homeowners, the neighborhood, and development concerns. It was 
expressed to us many times that certaintv in build in^ limits was absolutely necessary for 
healthy development to occur. The current citywide tiered approval process doesn't seem 
to allow for this. 

We propose that the second step in the tiered approval process be a simple 'over the 
counter' determination step. The first tier would still be 'structure meets stated limits' 
over the counter approval. The second approval tier would be for applicants that wish to 
exceed the stated limits. This step would depend on the existence of tightly defined 
guidelines for exceeding the stated limit. The applicant would conduct a determination of 
whether those factors existed, in the quantities required on the block/neighborhood they 
wish to build on. The applicant would then take this to the counter, and get either a 
restricted approval to proceed with the revised limit or a denial. This step could be done 
over the counter without the need to spend time and money creating expensive drawings 
that may not be used and without the necessity of owning the property in question. This 
would be helpful if the applicant was trying to decide whether to purchase a particular 
property, but the purchase was contingent on whether a certain type of building would be 
allowed. This would bring certainty to the system and save both the City and applicant 
time and expense. 



Council Members, 
Please note that at the bottom of Ms. Rauh's letter, her architect has 
outlined how the proposed changes will impact their remodeling project. 
We have shared this email with Planning staff. 

From: Dolly Rauh [mailto:dolly@cjohnson.aros.net] 
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2005 10:17 PM 
To: Lambert, Dale 
Cc: Council Comments; Soren Simonsen 
Subjeck Concern with new infill-zoning proposal 

Dear Mr. Larnbert, 

My husband and I are residents of the Highland Park area of Sugar House. We are 
currently working with architect Annie Vernon of Renovation Design Group on a remodeling 
project. We began the process in August, 2005, and have paid for designs based upon 
current ordinances. We are simply trying to utilize space in ow attic to add one bedroom and 
bath to our home. We hired Ms. Vernon because we were impressed with her firm's 
consciousness of blending remodel work into the neighborhood, and their idea of focusing on 
redesigning existing space rather than expanding through unsightly, unwieldy additions. We 
are by no means in favor of "monster houses" and support efforts to restrain infill building 
and remodels that change the basic character of a neighborhood. 

We recently met Ms. Vernon to finalize our plans, and were told that the project is on 
hold until a City Council vote is held on a new infill-zoning ordinance. After reading the 
proposed ordinance, it is our belief that this measure is more restrictive than necessary, 
making many if not most redesign projects in Salt Lake City untenable. Furthermore, it is 
our understanding that the proposed appeals process will be confusing, expensive, and time 
consuming, for no new City position will be created to coordinate matters. As long-term 
residents of Salt Lake City, we find this proposition quite troubling, both personally and for 
our community. In neighborhoods like Highland Park, houses are generally small compared 
with those in Salt Lake County, and as one walks through the area, it is quickly evident that 
many homeowners have already redesigned or added on to their homes. To disallow this 
option is a burden on current and prospective City homeo'wners. In addition to the capital 
required to purchase our home, we have several thousand dollars invested in ow redesign 
project, a financial decision we made after carefully reviewing all our options, including 
moving out of Salt Lake City. 

It is our understanding that a counter proposal has been made by Salt Lake City 
architects, and is under review by the City Council. We urge you to consider this more 
moderate suggestion in our city's efforts to preserve both the wonderful character of our 
neighborhoods and the investment made by taxpayers in their homes. 



Below is a detailed exposition of the impact of the City's proposed ordinance on our 
particular project, as written by our architect. We hope it is useful in the deliberation process 
over this issue. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. If we can be of any further 
assistance to the Council, we would be happy to oblige. 

Sincerely, 

Dolly Rauh and Chad Johnson 

From Annie Vernon, Renovation Design: 

I have been asked by Dolly Rauh to write you a brief summary about how the proposed zoning 
ordinance will affect their anticipated home remodel. 

Their house is located at 2672 S. Melbourne Street, in an R-117000 zone. 
Lot = SO'xl18' = 5900 SF or .I35 acres 
Existing house = 920 SF on the main level & 920 SF on the lower level 
Existing exterior wall height = 10'-0" 
Existing roof height (to ridge) = 19'-0" above existing grade (average) 
Existing roof pitch = 6/12 front gable and 8/12 cross gable 

They would like to add a half story to their house which would make it: 
Proposed upper level = +735 SF wlexterior knee walls at 5'-0" high 
Proposed exterior wall height = 1 1'-6" 
Proposed roof height (to ridge) = 25'-6" above existing grade (average) 
Proposed roof pitch = 121 12 front gable and 1 0112 cross gable 

The proposed zoning that was forwarded by the Planning Commission on Nov. 9th to the City 
Council for approval on Dec. 6th contains the following language: 

Building Height - R-117000: Because the existing maximum building height of thirty feet (30') 
measured to the mid-point of the roof does not reflect the existing character in most of the City's 
neighborhoods the Administration is proposing to amend residential building height standards as 
follows: 

Standards: 
- The maximum building height is proposed to be lowered to twenty-three feet (23') measured 

to the crest of the roof with a maximum exterior wall height of sixteen feet (16'); or 
- The average height of single-family dwellings on the block face. 



Approval and Appeal Process: 
1. Over-the-counter Permits: Any proposed projects that meet the maximum building 

height standards listed above will receive an over-the-counter building pennit. 
2. Administrative Public Hearing: Additional building and exterior wall height may be 

approved through the administrative public hearing process if the proposal is in keeping with the 
development pattern of the block face. 

3. Board of Adjustment: Appeals of the Administrative Hearing Officer's decision and 
referrals from the Administrative Hearing Officer shall be heard by the Board of Adjustment 
which may approve additional building or exterior wall height if the proposal is in keeping with 
the development pattern of the block face. 

In the case of Dolly's home, because the proposed roof height is 25'-6" which exceeds the 
allowable 23', they could hire a surveyor to determine the average height of the single-family 
dwellings on their block. Based on my d.iscussion with them yesterday, they don't think the 
average will increase their options significantly because there are only 1 or 2 two-story houses 
on their block. Their next option would be to pay $1 00 to go through the administrative hearing 
process and try to prove that their proposed design "is in keeping with the development pattern 
of the block face" - whatever that means. If they are denied they could pay another $200 to go to 
the board of adjustments to try and get the decision reversed, or they could redesign (additional 
design cost) to meet the new requirement. At a 23'-0" ridge height, their upper level 
would be 642 SF (w/exterior knee walls at 5'-0" high), a reduction of 100 SF (or 14%) from the 
proposed design. This obviously has functional and aesthetic affects on the interior aid the 
exterior. 

We agree that monster homes are a problem, but we mare anxious to come up with a revision to 
the zoning that is reasonable and workable for everyone. If we can be of any further assistance, 
please let us know. 

Thanks for your time & consideration- 
Annie Vernon 

Annie Vernon, AIA 
Principal 
Renovation Design Group, LLC 
252 South 1300 East, Suite A 
Ofice 801,533.533 1 
Mobile 801.560.7171 
Fax 801.533.5111 
http://www.renovationdesig;nmoup.com 



Nicole Walker 
423 G. Street 
Salt Lake City, UT 84103 

November 28,2005 

Eric Jergensen 
District 3 City Councilman 
Room 304 
45 1 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, UT 84 1 1 1 

Dear Eric Jergensen, 

The morning I woke up to see the lot next door to me up for sale, I panicked. I quickly called my 
real estate agent to see if there was any way we could buy thq parcel. The $259,000 asking price 
was beyond prohibitive-our house and extra-large lot aren't even valued at that much. I planned 
to send a letter to Rocky Anderson, asking if there was any way the city could buy the lot. 
Imagine a community garden there, even a neighborhood swimming pool. This land functions as 
it is for so many purposes--dog walkers enjoy the uncrowded lot (imagine the quality of the soil 
after so many years of mulch and manure!), birds I've seen only in the shrubbery behind- 
woodpeckers, finches, quail, flickers, a screech owl and even a hawk live there. It is, to me, a 
piece of wildness that I can't replicate in my own backyard. 

My dreams of open space were shattered when I heard the lot was already under contract. I 
presume this buyer will come in, raze the shrubs and trees and build a house that will justify 
spending that amount for only the lot. My only hope left is that you and the rest of the city 
council vote on Proposal 400-05-25. If nothing else, the house there built will preserve the 
character of the Avenues. If a gigantic, suburb-like home is built there, not only will it block our 
views, destroy the wildlife, and. ruin what most of us like best about the Avenues-the ability to 
make smaller, older homes work for young and growing families. 

I've lived directly south of that lot for almost eight years. To see it marked for development 
breaks my heart. As my family grows in our 972 square foot home, I see how very cozy our 
house has become. Our family can't be spread out across many wings of the house--I believe 
we're closer for it. The gigantic houses use so much more energy to heat and to cool, so much 
more water, so many more resources to build. I believe that the attitude of the Avenues suggests 
that one can make so much home from smaller houses. If the council could see there way to 
making that argument official by voting on Proposal 400-05-25, I would regret the development 
of my small parcel of wildness a little less. 



DEC 0 1 2005 

November 14,2005 

Eric Jergensen 
District 3 City Councilman 
Room 304 
45 1 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84 1 1 1 

Dear Eric Jergensen, 

I am contacting you,to encourage a prompt vote on Proposal 400-05-25. This is of 
utmost importance to me and my neighbors in the Avenues because an empty lot on our 
block is under contract to be sold. We need the proposal to pass before the plans for 
construction are submitted or risk having a Monster House next door. I h,ave seen you at 
community council meetings and h o w  how hard you work for the people of this district. 
This is such a personal concern but so many of us share it. The future of this single lot 
could have a negative effect on the wellbeing of entire neighborhood. You have our 
support, as was shown in the recent election, so please encourage the council to hurry. 
We do not have much time. 

Sincerely, 



No, 0848 P o  1 

To Members of the City Council 
From Cindy Cromer 
Re Compatible hfill Ordinance 
December 1,2005 

Dear Mmbm of City Council, 

I am pleased that you have oalled a special meeting to consider the Compatible hfill Ordinanw 
but disappointed that the East Central Neighborhood is NOT represented on the panel, Here are 
the reasons that I believe East Central should have representation. 

The first extensive discuserion of compatible residential infill was in the East Central 
Neighborhood Plan authored by Brunt Wilde and adopted by the City in 1984. 

East Central, apeciflcdly Lake Street in the East Liberty Neighborhood, was the location of the 
City's first attampt at specific g~ideltner far compatible infill, 

Eaet Central contains the City highest concentration of Nwtlonal Historic Register areas with 
the following distinct neighborhoods either already listed or pending: Bryant, University, 
Douglas, Bennion, Gilmer Park, and Emt Liberty, The National Register status recognizes the 
historic integrity of these neighborhoode BUT provides NO protection from demolition and 
NO guideliner for new con~tmctfoa or remodeling. 

East Central contains diverse zones ranging from aingle family to high density residential with 
nymmw iastanoes o f  zones with very discrepant heights baing close together, Additionally, the 
Bryant neighborhood has the City's highest concentration of nonconforming business properties, 
extensive commerbial zoning within residentid development, and abundant institutional zoning. 
Together with the East Downtbwn, Bryant is the most complex portion of the City's zoning map. 

E a t  Central does contain.opportunittes for hflll development, These opportunities were 
recognized as ffar back as the 1974 Central Community Master Plan and provided the baais for 
Brent Wilde's desrmiption of a process for compatible inflll in the 1984 East Central 
Neighborhood Plan, 

There is no place in the City where guidelines for infill develbpment would be better suited than 
East Central, specifically the north end of East Central from 400 S to South Temple, 700 E to 
1100 E. 





















































































































































































































































































RENOVATION DESIGN GROUP 
November 14,2005 

Response to the Compatible Residential InfW Development Standards proposed by 
the Salt Lake City Planning Department 1111 1/05 

SUMMARY STATEMENT 

Currently there are problems with the existing zoning ordinances and review procedures. 

Changes need to be made to the zoning ordinance to tighten it up in terms of minimum 
allowable standards. 

Changes need to be made in the process to both widen the circle and streamline the 
sequence of official and public review, 

PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Are growth, development, and change a natural part of any living organism--even a city? 

If so, how should neighborhoods grow, develop and evolve? 

What is the relationship of change to the 'existing development pattern'? 

What level of control should exist regarding the change-individual, neighborhood, 
community or city? 

REQUIRED DEFINITION 

The existing developmentputtem is the standard based on the size (lot coverage), height, 
and location on the lot of existiug structures within 300 feet of the subject property. 
Neither the style of the home nor the h i s h  materials are considered part of the existing 
development pattern. 



STANDARDS 

The City has the responsibility to define minimum acceptable building standards for 
residential new construction and renovations to existing structures. 

The minimum standards should allow for reasonable expansion and development of 
residential neighborhoods while attempting to maintain a connection with the existing 
development pattern and preventing the construction of 'monster homes'. 

Minimum standards will have a significant impact on the building patterns in the city and 
should be carefully considered. Setting the minimum standards to please the most 
restrictive areas of the city can be detrimental to other areas. Many people will build to 
the minimum standards rather than go to the expense and hassle of collecting averages. 

Failing to set minimum measurable standards and replacing these with 'averaging' 
existing conditions puts an undue burden on the homeowner to collect the infomation. 
This adds a burden of expense and time in having to hire a surveyor (estimates vary h m  
$1000 to $2000). 

Neighborhoods or communities have the ability to further restrict the minimum standards 
by implementing overlay zoning ordinances. 



RENOVATION DESIGN GROUP 
COMPATIBLE RESIDENTIAL INFILL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS RECOMMENDATIONS 
1 d-Nnv-i75 . . . .-. "" 
I SUBJECT I DCISTlNG ORDINANCE I PROPOSED ORDINANCE I RECOMMENDATION I COMMENTS 

I Rq-5000 & Rl-7000 I I I 
IPltched roof: IPiched r d  lThe current ordinance measures to the mid- 

laxlmum Wall Helght None. r 
30 ' to the mld polnl of the roof 

Flat roof: 
None 

Measured from exlstmg grade 

18.5' whlch may lnwesse 1 foot A 16' maximum is too low because the main 
In helght for each foot of increased floor of most homes Is 2' - 3' above grade 
setback beyond the minimum to begin with. Allwving for 12 inches for 

main loor structure and another 12 Inches 
for upper level structure, a home wlth typlcal 
8' hlgh celllnge would have only 3' of wall 
before the roof structure stah. Once again 
this prohibits the degign of most tw0401-y 
homes. See Attachment A2. 

I 

Front Yard Setback 20 feet Average of b i d  face Average of the smallest 50% of Need to clarify how measurements are to be 
developed properties on h e  same made-i.e., how do you measure a slope? 
side of the street measured within 
300 feetof the subject pmpety but 
not extending across intervening 

23' to the ridge of the roof 

Flat roof: 
None 

Measured from existing grade 

I the other I 

3O'totheridgeoftheroof 

Rat roof: 20' 

Measured fmrn existing grade 

Side Setback 

pointofthemofwhichallowsforroofstobe 
over 4Cr hlgh in some cases. This Is tw 
high. The p m p e d  restriction of 23' to the 
ridge Is too low because it allows onty a 
very low pitch on a -story house. This 
legislates bad design. See Attachment A1 . 
A compmmise that limlts the overal height 
but still allows for some design flexlbllity 

R1-5000: 4' on one slde, 10' on 
the other 

Rl-7000: 6' on one side, 10' on 

In-line Addiins 

None 

Approved wer-the counter by 
admtnlstratlve approval 

streets 
Keep existing 

Require new pmlects to conform 
to required setbacks or apply for 
a special exception 

I 

Agree wlth the proposed change: 
Raqulre new pmjects to mntDn I 
to required setbacks or apply for 
a speclat exception 



SU WECT 

Maximum Height for 
Accessory Skudures 

Location of Accessory 
Structures 

Maximum lot coverage 

Attached garages 

EXISTING ORDINANCE PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
RI-5000 8 R1-7000 

RECOMMENDATION 

Pitched roof: 15' to the mid-point 
Flatroof: 12' 

Keep existlng ordinance. 

Agree with the proposed change: 
Reduce the Rl-5000percentage to. 
40% 

Agree with the proposed change. 

P i e d  rock 17' to mid point 
Flat roof: 12' 

COMMENTS 

Accessory stuctures contribute to the 
character of the devdopment pattern. 
Garages should relate to the home as well 
as the neighborhood. A 15' maximum 
height on a two-car garage does not even 
allow for a &in-1 2 slope. See Attachment 
A3. 
For deep lots: 
Requiring garages to be on the rear lot line 
results in the distance to the home and 
the length of the driveway to be potentially 
excessive. See Attachment A4. 
For small lots: 
Requiring the garage to be 2(r away from 
the neighboh house my put the garage 
in the middle of the rear yard, thus making 
it impossible & have a useable back yard. 

Keeping the homes in proportion to the lot 
obviously makes sense. Reducing the 
percentage on the Rl-5000 will help keep 
the building from ovetwhelming the lot. 

I 

Pitched roof: 15' to the ridge 
Flat roof: 12' 

Anywhere fn the rear setback 
placed to within 2 feet of the lot 
line. Must be 1 W from principal 
residential buildings on adjacent 
lots. 

Only f' - 5' from the rear rot line. 
Must be 2Cr from principal 
residential buildings on adjacent 
lots. 

Rl-5000: 55% 
Rl-7000: 40% 

None 

R15000: 40% 
Rl-7000: 40% 

Must be located behind or in- 
line with the front of the principal 
building. 
The width facing the street may 
not exceed 50% of with width 
of the front fa@e of the house. 



ATTACHMENT A1 

MISTING GRADE 

EXIS1-INC HOUSE 
50'PROPERTY WIDTH W/ 6'8r 

CONFORMING 2ND STORY 
50' PROPERW WIDTH W/ 6'Q 10' 
S!FiBACKS, WALL HEIGHTAT 
MAXIMUM ALOWEP, AS WELL AS 
M E  MAXIMUM ROOF HEIGHT. 

NON-CONFORMING 2ND STORY 
50' PROPERW WIDTH W/ 6'Q 10'S€lBACKS 

EXISTING GRADE 



LIVABLE SPACE ON 2N0 FLOOR 

A SECOND FLOORCEILING 
Y E L N .  - 20'-0' +----- 

&, MAXIMUM WALL HEIGHT- 
Y ELEV. - 16'-O' 

--- 

---- ---- 

A MAIN FLOOR 
Y ELEV. -3'-0' 

- ---- -- ---- 
A CMDE - 
Y E L N .  - 0'-0' ---- 

MAXIMUM WALL HEIGHTS 16'-0" 



CONFORMING GARAGE 

NON-CONFORMING GARAGE 
CONFORMS TO MlmNC ZONING 
REGUlATlONS 

EXISTING HOUSE 
1376 MICHIGAN AVE, SALT LAKE ClTY 

EXISTING HOUSE 
1376 MICHIGAN AM, SALT IAKE ClTY 



907 Dl ESTEL ROAD 

PROPERN UNE 
165' ------------- L -------- 

3 s 

HOVSE 

d 150'-4" 

174 B SIRE ET 

A 

1379 E 3RD AVENUE 



PROCESSES 

A multi-tiered process for obtaining a building permit is not inherently bad if all tiers 
offer real options for acceptable construction. The minimum tier requirements must be 
valid and result in projects that reflect good design principles. Setting standards that are 
too restrictive in the fmt tier will have the following results: 

1, People will design to these standards no matter what the project will look 
like in order to avoid having to incur the extra time and expense involved in 
administrative or Board of Adjustment hearings. Just because projects are smaller 
doesn't mean they can't be ugly! 

2. If little or no good design can come out of the first tier, then the intent 
must be that most projects should be channeled into administrative hearings. This will be 
a burden on the City Administration. Currently, there am no plans for extra personnel or 
training to accommodate this significant increase of the work load in the Planning 
Department. 

Standards should be absolute and clearly defined so the homeowner or design 
professional knows exactly what is expected in order to qualify for a building permit. 
However, because standards done cannot set limits that will result in good design that 
will result in 'compatible infill' that will please everyone, the review or permitting 
process must also contribute to achieving the community's development goals. The 
process should be as clearly defied as possible 



PEER lUEVIEW COMPONENT 

RENOVATION DESIGN GROUP PROPOSES THE FOLLOWING AS A 
CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATE FOR ANY BUILDING PROJECT THAT WILL 
ALTER THE EXTERIOR OF A RESIDENCE IN TERMS OF THE EXISTING 
DEVELOPMENT PATTERN: 

1. If any part of the design does not comply with the current Salt Lake City Zoning 
Code application will be made to the Board of Adjustments for a variance. SAME 
PROCEDURE AS CURRENTLY EXISTS. 

2. If all parts of the proposed design comply with the current Salt Lake City Zoning 
Code, prior to obtaining a building permit the homeowner will be required to 
review the project with the neighbors within 300' of their property, or a minimum 
of 12 abutting property owners, whichever is greater, They must provide each 
property owner with an information packet which contains the following: 

a. Two dimensioned site plans--one of the existing site and one 
showing the proposed change. 

b. Dimensioned exterior elevations of the existing home and 
dimensioned exterior elevations showing the proposed changes. 

3. The n&ghbors have two weeks to review the information and notify the Planning 
Dqartment of any objections relative to the existing developmentpattern. 

4. If 51% of the neighbors have a concern that the project is not compatible with 
the existing development pattern, an administrative public hearing will be 
scheduled and held to discuss this issue. A decision to either issue or deny the 
building permit will be made. In case of denial, specific issues will be identified 
to be addressed in the redesign. 

5. Any party can appeal the decision of the hearing to the Board of Adjustments. 
The appealing party will pay all associated fees. The decision of the board will be 
based on either a hardship situation or the existing development pattern. 

Advantages of this approach: 
1. First, it brings control down to the grass-roots level-i.e., the 

neighborhood itself. Those parties that will be most affected by any renovation project 
will have an opportunity for input. At the same time, by involving more than just 
immediate neighbors, the review should be have some objectivity; personal grudges or 
long-standing animosities will be balanced by those whose concern is for the 
neighborhood as a whole. 

2. Second, many projects will meet with the approval of the neighbors and 
will thus save both the homeowner and the City the time and expense of having to go 
through the review process. 

3, Finally, this process will inform concerned neighbors of what is happening 
prior to commencement of any construction. It will also prohibit interference with the 
building process once construction has begun. 



CURRENT PROCESS PROPOSED PROCESS 

BOARD OF 
ADJUSTMENT3 

VARlAMCE BASED 
ON HARMHIPAND 
HEARING APPEALS 

ADMINISMTIVE HEARING 
"Existing Development Pattern " 

EXTERIOR PROJECTS 

OVER THE COUNTER 
(Meets zoning st;lnd;lrctsl 

INTERIOR & MTERtOR PROJ ECrS 

ALTERNATE PROPOSAL 



SAMPLE LETTER 

Name 
Address 
City 

Dear , 

You are hereby notified that the property located at 
owned by is applying for a building permit. 

Becawe your property is within 300' of the subject property, you are being notified of 
this project and you are being given the opportunity to submit comments to the Salt Lake 
City Planning Department. The owner is providing you with the following information: 

1. Two dimensioned site plans: One showing the property as it now exists and one 
showing how it will change as a result of the pending construction project. 

2. Dimensioned exterior elevations (drawings of each outside wall of the house) 
showing the house as it is currently and showing how it will change as a result of the 
pending construction. 

The design of the project complies with all current Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinances. 
The intent of distributing this information is 1) to inform you of what is happening in 
your neighborhood and 2) to allow you to review the proposed project in terms of 
compliance with the existing development pattern of your neighborhood. 

The existing development pattern is the standard based on the size (lot coverage), height, 
and location on the lot of existing structures within 300 feet of the subject property. The 
style of the home and thefinish materials are NOT considered part of the existing 
development pattern and are not open to comment from the neighbors. 

If you have concerns that this project will not be compatible with the existing 
development pattem of your neighborhood, please call the Planning Departrnent (XXX- 
XXXX) to register your comments before , 2 0 0 .  If concerns 
are expressed by 5 1 % of the neighbors, you will be notified of an administrative hearing 
to be held by the Planning Department prior to the issuance of a building permit. You 
will have an opportunity to express your views at this hearing. A judgment will then be 
made by the Planning Department as to whether the building permit will be issued. 
Appeals to this decision can be made to the Board of Adjustments. All fees associated 
with the appeal will be the responsibility of the person or party filing the appeal. 

If you have any questions regding this procedure, please call XXX-XXXX. Thank you 
for your attention in this matter. 
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DIRECTOR 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

DEPT. O F  COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

OFFICE O F  T H E  DIRECTOR 

ROSS C .  "ROCKY" A N D E R S O N  

MAYOR 

CITY COUNCIL TRANSMITTAL 

TO: Rocky Fluhart, Chief Administrative Offic 

FROM: Louis Zunguze, Community Development Director 

RE: Petition 400-05-25: A petition initiated by the City C 
Planning Division review the City's zoning standards for single- and two-family 
dwellings and propose amendments which will promote residential infill development 
that is compatible with the scale and character of the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods 

STAFF CONTACTS: Joel Paterson, Planning Programs Supervisor, at 535-6141 or 
joel.paterson@slcgov,corn 

DOCUMENT TYPE: Response to an alternate Compatible Residential Infill Development 
proposal by Renovation Design Group 

BUDGET IMPACT: None 

DISCUSSION: 

At the City Council Briefing held on November 17, 2005, Renovation Design Group, a local 
architectural firm, presented an alternative approach to address problems with the current Zoning 
Ordinance and associated review procedures relative to the proposed compatible residential infill 
development standards. At the request of the City Council, the Planning Division has reviewed 
the alternate proposal submitted by Renovation Design Group (attached as Exhibit 1) and 
prepared the following responses: 

1. Required Defmition: The Renovation Design Group (RDG) proposal suggests defining 
"existing development pattern" to clarify the geographic area used to determine the existing 
development pattern and to be clear that architectural style and finish materials are not 
considered as a part of the development pattern. 

Response: The standards recommended by the Planning Commission consider the 
development pattern on the "block face" which as defined in the Zoning Ordinance means all 
of the lots facing one side of a street between two (2) intersecting streets. Corner properties 
shall be considered part of two (2) block faces, one for each of the two (2) intersecting 
streets. 

4 5 1  SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 404, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 841 1 1  

TELEPHONE: ~ o i - 5 3 5 - 7 i  a5 FAX. m a 1  -5~5-6a05 

WWW.SLCGOV.COM 



Both proposals define a specific geographic area which is to be considered to determine the 
development pattern. The proposal by RDG uses a wider area, (properties within 300 feet) 
that would include development on other streets and block faces. This approach could 
include more variety in development pattern than the Planning Commission recommendation 
but it may include properties which do not directly relate to the subject property being 
considered for new infill development. 

The RDG proposal lists specific items that make up the development pattern, such as lot 
coverage, height, and location of existing structures on a lot, and specifically excludes 
architectural style and finish materials. The Planning Commission recommendation does not 
specifically define development pattern nor does it recommend regulating architectural style 
or materials. The Planning Commission discussed the possibility of including a definition of 
"development pattern" but chose not to do so. 

2. General Comments Regarding Zoning Ordinance Standards: The RDG suggests that: 

Zoning Ordinance standards should allow for reasonable expansion and development 
within residential neighborhoods while attempting to maintain a connection with the 
existing development pattern and preventing the construction of "monster homes." 

Response: The Planning Commission recommendation is consistent with this statement. 

Setting minimum standards to please the most restrictive areas of the City can be 
detrimental to other areas. 

Response: The Planning Commission recommendation, while imposing strict base 
standards, allows for modification of the standards through certain public processes, such 
as a routine and uncontested Special Exception ox an Administrative Hearing. The 
Planning Commission and the City Council have also expressed support to allow 
Community Councils to propose specific neighborhood compatible residential infill 
development standards, like the Yalecrest Compatible hfill Overlay district, as the means 
of addressing issues that are unique to that neighborhood. 

Many people will build to the minimum standards rather than go to the expense and 
hassle of collecting averages. 

Response: Salt Lake City neighborhoods are very desirable places to live and property 
owners will continue to take advantage of the rising property values, market conditions, 
and scarcity of developable land within the City by constructing housing that will 
maximize value. In most neighborhoods, this means that a property owner will use.the 
proposed standards and processes to accomplish their goal of developing housing that is 
compatible with the development pattern in the immediate vicinity. 

Failing to set minimum measurable standards and replacing these with "averaging" 
existing conditions puts an undue burden on the homeowner to collect the information. 

Response: The Planning Commission proposal does establish minimum standards. In 
some cases, averaging is used to determine the minimum standard (e.g., front yard 
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setbacks which have been widely supported by the public, including RDG). Even with 
building height, a property owner has the option of utilizing the base building height 
standard of 23 feet or the average building height on the block face. In some 
neighborhoods this would allow a property owner to obtain an over-the-counter building 
permit for a house that is taller than 23 feet measured to the crest of the roof. 

The standards do place the burden of proof on the property owner to demonstrate how 
their project is compatible with the development pattern on the block face, but it also 
provides property owners with protection. The proposal attempts to balance the burden 
of extra costs for individuals with the protection afforded by the proposed standards and 
public notification processes. For all permits, the burden of proof has always been given 
to the property owner. 

3. Specific Zoning Ordinance Standards: 

Maximum Building Height: RDG suggests a building height standard of 30 feet 
measured to the ridge of the roof and a flat roof height of 20 feet, They argue that the 
23-foot building height standard proposed by the Planning Commission allows only a 
very low pitch roof and that the standard legislates bad design while a building height 
of 30 feet to the ridge of the roof provides more design flexibility. 

Response: In some locations within the City, a 30-foot building height could be 
incompatible with neighboring properties. The Planning Commission 
recommendation utilizes a conservative approach to regulating new construction 
because once an incompatible house is built, the negative impacts on the 
neighborhood persist for decades. 

The Planning Commission recommendation has two base standards for building 
height: 23 feet to the ridge (1 8 feet for a flat roof) or the average height of other 

*residences on the block face. This allows for flexibility and greater building height 
when warranted by the development pattern on the block face. Furthermore, if a 
property owner proposes a building height which does not meet the base standards, 
the proposal may be considered through an Administrative Public Hearing process. 

4 Maximum Wall Height: RDG proposes a maximum wall height of 18.5 feet which 
may increase incrementally with increased setbacks beyond the minimum. This is a 
standard similar to the maximum wall height included in the Yalecrest Compatible 
Infill Overlay District (YCQ. 

Response: The Planning Commission recommendation includes a flat roof standard 
of 18 feet and no maximum wall height, Following input at the Open House and 
comments from the Building Services Division, the building height standard was 
modified to include a maximum height of 18 feet for flat roof structures and the 
maximum wall height was removed. 

Front Yard Setback: RDG proposes an averaging provision similar to that utilized 
in the YCI where the average setback is determined by calculating the average of the 
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smallest 50% of developed properties within 300 feet of the subject property (not 
extending beyond intervening streets). 

Resaonse: The Planning Commission recommendation proposes a front yard setback 
standard determined by averaging the front yard setbacks of all existing residences on 
the block face. The Planning Commission recommendation takes into account the 
entire frontage of a block face which will provide a more consistent setback along the 
street. 

Maximum Height of Accessory Structures: RDG proposes a standard of 15 feet 
measured to the mid-point of the roof as opposed to the Planning Commission 
recommendation of 15 feet to the ridge of the roof. RDG argues that measuring to the 
mid-point allows for steeper pitched roofs which may better relate to the design of the 
principal structure on the lot and may contribute to the existing development pattern. 

Response: Recent experience within the City indicates that the height of accessory 
structures may create a significant negative impact on adjoining properties. The 
Planning Commission recommendation does allow property owners to request 
additional height, but the proposal must be reviewed in a public process. Additional 
height for accessory structures may be reviewed as a routine and uncontested Special 
Exception taking into account the development pattern on the block face. 

Location of Accessorv Structures: RDG proposes keeping the existing standards 
for locating accessory structures on a lot. They argue that the maximum rear yard 
setback of 5 feet for accessory structures may require excessive driveway length and 
separation between the residence and the accessory structure. RDG also contends 
that the 20 feet spacing requirement between accessory structures and dwellings on 
adjacent properties may eliminate usable rear yard space by forcing accessory 
structures into the middle of lots. 

Resaonse: The accessory structure location standards recommended by the Planning 
Commission are intended to minimize the negative impacts of accessory structures on 
adjacent lots. The proposed standards allow for modification of these standards 
through public review processes based on the ability of the property owner to 
demonstrate that the alternate location is in keeping with the development pattern on 
the block face. 

4. Planning Commission Recommended Review Processes: 

4 RDG suggests that a multi-tiered review process for obtaining a building permit is 
acceptable if the minimum requirements are valid and promote good design. 
However, they argue that some of the base standards recommended by the Planning 
Commission are too restrictive and that property owners will be encouraged to design 
to the minimum standard to avoid extra time and expense involved in the public 
review processes recommended by the Planning Commission. 
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Response: The Planning Commission recommendation includes base standards that 
are intended to be restrictive to protect neighborhoods fiom incompatible residential 
infill development, The recommended standards allow for flexibility in design 
through public processes like Administrative Public Hearings. RDG suggests that 
smaller projects can be ugly. Structures of any size may be ugly, but the 
recommended standards allow for creative design. The proposed regulations do not 
promote bad design. 

RDG suggests that the Planning Commission recommended standards will force most 
residential construction projects into Administrative Hearing processes and that this 
will be a burden on the City Administration because there are no plans to add extra 
personnel to administer the standards. 

Response: The Planning Commission recommended that the proposed Compatible 
Residential Infill Development standards be evaluated after one year to determine if 
the standards have been effective and whether adequate staff resources are available 
to avoid undue delays in the project review process. 

RDG argues that standards should be absolute and clearly defined so property owners 
and design professionals know exactly what is expected to qualify for a building 
permit. 

Response: The standards recommended by the Planning Commission are clearly 
defined, and the minimum standards provide the property owner and design 
professional with certainty about what is expected to obtain an over-the-counter 
building permit. However, it is difficult to achieve compatible residential infill 
development City-wide with an over-the-counter process with one-size-fits-all 
standards because of the variability found in Salt Lake City's neighborhoods. The 
proposed standards allow design flexibility and will permit new construction that is in 
keeping with the development pattern on the block face. The permitting process 
proposed by RDG includes a process for the public to protest and force a project into 
an Administrative Hearing process. It could be argued that their proposal does not 
provide the certainty that they desire. 

5. Renovation Design Group Peer Review Proposal: The RDG proposes a review system 
that requires a property owner to present building plans to other property owners within 
300 feet of a proposed infill project. If a majority of the surrounding property owners 
object to the proposed project within two weeks, an Administrative Hearing process 
would be initiated. An Administrative Hearing officer would approve or deny the 
proposal based on the ordinance standards and the existing development pattern in the 
vicinity of the proposed project. Appeals would be heard by the Board of Adjustments. 
The listed advantages include: 

Surrounding property owners who would be most affected by a project have an 
opportunity to provide input. By noticing property owners within 300 feet of the 
proposed project, existing personal grudges or animosities between property owners 
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will be balanced by those who are concerned about the compatible infill development 
in the neighborhood. 

Many projects will meet with the approval of the surrounding property owners and 
will not require an Administrative Hearing to obtain a building permit. 

The process requires notification of surrounding property owners prior to the issuance 
of building permits and prohibits interference with the building process once 
construction has begun. 

Response: Under the proposal by RDG, the applicant is responsible for administering 
the public notification process, which requires before and after plans to be delivered and 
explained to the surrounding property owners. A project would be required to receive 
approval through an Administrative Public Hearing process if a majority of property 
owners object to the proposed project even if the base zoning standards are met. This 
will be more onerous on permit applicants and will require an accounting system that 
tracks the response of surrounding property owners. It is inevitable that some 
surrounding property owners will claim that the project being built is not what was 
presented or expected and puts neighbors in a difficult position with their permit 
applicant neighbors attempting to obtain building permits, 

The standards recommended by the Planning Commission allow a property owner to 
obtain a building permit without a public process if the base zoning standards are met. 
Relief from the base standards may be proposed by the applicant but would require public 
notification and input through various administrative procedures such as an 
administrative public hearing. This process does not put the burden on the surrounding 
property owners to force a public review process. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

RENOVATION DESIGN GROUP 
ALTERNATE PROPOSAL FOR COMPATIBLE 

RESIDENTIAL INFILL DEVELOPMENT 



RENOVATION DESIGN G R O W  
November 14,2005 

Response to the Compatible Residential Infill Development Standards proposed by 
the Salt Lake City Planning Department 11/11/05 

SUMMARY STATEMENT 

Currently there are problems with the existing zoning ordinances and review procedures. 

Changes need to be made to the zoning ordinance to tighten it up in tenns of minimum 
allowable standards. 

Changes need to be made in the process to both widen the circle and streamline the 
sequence of official and public review. 

PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Are growth, development, and change a natural part of any living organism---even a city? 

If so, how should neighborhoods grow, develop and evolve? 

What is the relationship of change to the 'existing development patterny? 

What level of control should exist regarding the change-individual, neighborhood, 
community or city? 

REQUIRED DEFINITION 

The existing developmenfpattern is the standard based on the size (lot coverage), height, 
and location on the lot of existing structures within 300 feet of the subject property. 
Neither the style of the home nor the finish materials are considered part of the existing 
development pattern. 



STANDARDS 

The City has the responsibility to define minimum acceptable building standards for 
residential new construction and renovations to existing structures. 

The minimum standards should allow for reasonable expansion and development of 
residential neighborhoods while attempting to maintain a connection with the existing 
development pattern and preventing the construction of 'monster homes'. 

Minimum standards will have a significant impact on the building patterns in the city and 
should be carefully considered. Setting the minimum standards to please the most 
restrictive areas of the city can be detrimental to other areas. Many people will build to 
the minimum standards rather than go to the expense and hassle of collecting averages. 

Failing to set minimum measurable standards and replacing these with 'averaging' 
existing conditions puts an undue burden on the homeowner to collect the information. 
This adds a burden of expense and time in having to hire a surveyor (estimates vary from 
$1000 to $2000). 

Neighborhoods or communities have the ability to further restrict the minimum standards 
by implementing overlay zoning ordinances. 



PROCESSES 

A multi-tiered process for obtaining a building permit is not inherently bad if all tiers 
offer real options for acceptable construction. The minimum tier requirements must be 
valid and result in projects that reflect good design principles. Setting standards that are 
too restrictive in the first tier will have the following results: 

I .  People will design to these standards no matter what the project will look 
like in order to avoid having to incur the extra time and expense involved in 
administrative or Board of Adjustment hearings. Just because projects are smaller 
doesn't mean they can't be ugly! 

2. If little or no good design can come out of the first tier, then the intent 
must be that most projects should be channeled into administrative hearings. This will be 
a burden on the City Administration. Currently, there are no plans for extra personnel or 
training to accommodate this significant increase of the work load in the Planning 
Department. 

Standards should be absolute and clearly defined so the homeowner or design 
professional knows exactly what is expected in order to qualify for a building permit. 
However, because standards alone cannot set limits that will result in good design that 
will result in 'compatible infill' that will please everyone, the review or permitting 
process must also contribute to achieving the community's development goals. The 
process should be as clearly defined as possible 



PEER REVIEW COMPONENT 

ENOVATION DESlGN GROUP PROPOSES THE FOLLOWING AS A 
CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATE FOR ANY BUILDING PROJECT THAT WILL 
ALTER THE EXTERIOR OF A RESIDENCE IN TERMS OF THE EXISTING 
DEVELOPMENT PATTERN: 

I .  If any part of the design does not comply with the current Salt Lake City Zoning 
Code application will be made to the Board of Adjustments for a variance. SAME 
PROCEDURE AS CURRENTLY EXISTS. 

2. If all parts of the proposed design comply with the current Salt Lake City Zoning 
Code, prior to obtaining a building permit the homeowner will be required to 
review the project with the neighbors within 300' of their property, or a minimum 
of 12 abutting property owners, whichever is greater. They must provide each 
properly owner with an information packet which contains the following: 

a. Two dimensioned site plans--one of the existing site and one 
showing the proposed change. 

b. Dimensioned exterior elevations of the existing home and 
dimensioned exterior elevations showing the proposed changes. 

3. The neighbors have two weeks to review the information and notify the Planning 
Department of any objections relative to the existing development paftern. 

4. If 51% ofthe neighbors have a concern that the project is not compatible with 
the existing development pattern, an administrative public hearing will be 
scheduled and held to discuss this issue. A decision to either issue or deny the 
building permit will be made. In case of denial, specific issues will be identified 
to be addressed in the redesign. 

5 .  Any party can appeal the decision of the hearing to the Board of Adjustments. 
The appealing party will pay all associated fees. The decision of the board will be 
based on either a hardship situation or the existing development pattern. 

Advantages of this approach: 
1 .  First, it brings control down to the grass-roots level-is., the 

neighborhood itself. Those parties that will be most affected by any renovation project 
will have an opportunity for input. At the same time, by involving more than just 
immediate neighbors, the review should be have some objectivity; personal grudges or 
long-standing animosities will be balanced by those whose concern is for the 
neighborhood as a whole. 

2. Second, many projects will meet with the approval of the neighbors and 
will thus save both the homeowner and the City the time and expense of having to go 
through the review process. 

3. Finally, this process will inform concerned neighbors of what is happening 
prior to commencement of any construction. It will also prohibit interference with the 
building process once construction has begun. 



SAMPLE LETTER 

Name 
Address 
City 

Dear , 

You are hereby notified that the property located at 7 

owned by is applying for a building permit. 

Because your property is within 300' of the subject property, you are being notified of 
this project and you are being given the opportunity to submit comments to the Salt Lake 
City Planning Department. The owner is providing you with the following information: 

1 .  Two dimensioned site plans: One showing the property as it now exists and one 
showing how it will change as a result of the pending construction project. 

2. Dimensioned exterior elevations (drawings of each outside wall of the house) 
showing the house as it is currently and showing how it will change as a result of the 
pending construction. 

The design ofthe project complies with all current Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinances. 
The intent of distributing this information is I )  to inform you of what is happening in 
your neighborhood and 2) to allow you to review the proposed project in terms of 
compliance with the existing development pattern of your neighborhood. 

The existing development pattern is the standard based on the size (lot coverage), height, 
and location on the lot of existing structures within 300 feet of the subject property. The 
style of the home and thefinish materials are NOT considered part of the existing 
development pattern and are not open to comment fiom the neighbors. 

If you have concerns that this project will not be compatible with the existing 
development pattern of your neighborhood, please call the Planning Department (XXX- 
XXXX) to register your comments before ,200-. If concerns 
are expressed by 51% of the neighbors, you will be notified of an administrative hearing 
to be held by the Planning Department prior to the issuance of a building permit. You 
will have an opportunity to express your views at this hearing. A judgment will then be 
made by the Planning Department as to whether the building permit will be issued. 
Appeals to this decision can be made to the Board of Adjustments. All fees associated 
with the appeal will be the responsibility ofthe person or party filing the appeal. 

If you have any questions regarding this procedure, please call XXX-XXXX. Thank you 
for your attention in this matter. 



COMPATIBLE RESIDENTIAL INFILL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS RECOMMENDATIONS 
1 4-NOV-05 

SUBJf CT 

Maximum Roof Height 

Maximum Wall Height 

Front Yard Setback 

Side Setback 

Mine Additions 

Maximum Height for 
Accessory Structures 

EXISTING ORDINANCE 
R1-5000 & R1-7000 

Plched roof: 
30 ' to the mid point of the roof 

Flat roof: 
None 

Measured from existing grade 

None. 

20 feet 

R1-5000: 4' on one side, 10' on 
the other 

R1-7000: 6' on one side, 10' on 
the other 

Approved over-the counter by 
administrative approval 

--- 
Pitched roof: 17' to mid point 
Flat roof: 12' 

PROPOSED ORDINANCE 

Pitched roof: 
23' to the ridge of the roof 

Flat roof: 
None 

Measured from existing grade 

16 feet 

Average of block face 

None 

Require new projects to conform 
to required setbacks or apply for 
a special exception 

Pitched roof: 15' to the ridge 
Flat roof: 12' 

RECOMMENDATION 

Pitched roof: 
30' to the ridge of the roof 

Flat roof: 20' 

Measured from existing grade 

18.5' which may increase 1 foot 
in height for each foot of increased 
setback beyond the minimum 

Average of the smalfest 5O0/6 of 
developed properties on the same 
side of the street measured within 
300 feetof the subject propety but 
not extending across intervening 
streets 
Keep existing 

Agree with the proposed change: 
Require new projects to conform 
to required setbacks or apply for 
a special exception 
Pitched roof: 15' to the mid-point 
Flat roof: 12' 

COMMENTS 

The current ordinance measures to the mid- 
point of the roof which allows for rook to be 
over 4 0  high in some cases. This is too 
high. The proposed restriction of 23' to the 
ridge is too low because it allows only a 
very low pitch on a two-story house. This 
legislates bad design. See Attachment Al. 
A compromise that limits the overal height 
but still allows for some design flexibility 
is recommended. 

A 16' maximum is too low because the main 
floor of most homes is 2' - 3' above grade 
to begin with. Allowing for 12 inches for 
main floor structure and another 32 inches 
for upper level structure, a home with typical 
8' high ceilings would have only 3' of wall 
before the roof structure starts. Once again 
this prohibits the design of most two-story 
homes. See Attachment A2. 

Need to clarify how measurements are to be 
made-i.e.. how do you measure a slope? 

Accessory stuctures contribute to the 
character of the development pattern. 
Garages should relate to the home as well 



1 SUBJECT I EXISTING ORDINANCE 1 PROPOSED ORDINANCE 1 RECOMMENDATION COMMENTS 1 
R1-5000 & R1-7000 

Location of Accessory 
Structures 

A- 

R1-7000: 40% 

as the neighborhood. A 15 maximum 
height on a two-car garage does not even 
allow for a 6-in-1 2 slope. See Attachment 

Anywhere in the rear setback 
placed to wlhin 2 feet of the lot 
line. Must be 10' from principal 
residential buildings on adjacent 
lots. 

Attached garages 

R1-5000: 40% 
R1-7000: 40% 

Only I' - 5' from the rear lot line. 
Must be 20' from principal 
residential buildings on adjacent 
lots. 

None 

Agree with the proposed change: 
Reduce the R1-5000percentage to 
40% 

Keep existing ordinance. 

Keeping the homes in proportion to the lot 
obviously makes sense. Reducing the 
percentage on the R1-5000 will help keep 
the building from overwhelming the lot. 

Must be located behind or in- 
line with the front of the principal 
buitding. 
The width facing the street may 
not exceed 50% of with width 
of the front faqade of the house. 

A3. 
For deep lots: 
Requiring garages to be on the rear lot line 
results in the distance to the house and 
the length of the driveway to be potentially 
excessive. See Attachment A4. 
For small lots: 
Requiring the garage to be 20' away from 
the neighbor's house my put the garage 
in the middle of the rear yard, thus making 
it impossible to have a useable back yard. 

Agree with the proposed change. 



ATTACHMENTAI 

-- 

EXISTING GRADE E L  

FXISTINC CMDE 1 

EXISTING GMM 

EXISTING HOUSE 
5 0 '  PROPERTY WlPtH !A1/ 6'4 

CONFORMING 2ND STORY 
50' YROVF.RTY MII[!TtI M'I 6'6 10' 
SETMCKI. WALI. IIEICHTAT 
MAX1MU.V AI.I.OwCD. AS WELL AS 
THE MAXIMUM ROOF HEIGHT 

NON-CONFORMING ZND STORY 
SO'PROPERTY MIDT'H W 6'R IO'SETEACkS 



LIVABLE SPACE ON 2ND FLOOR 

A IECONDFl.WkCFILING _ _ _ _ _ 
Y ELCV . i0'-0' 

--- 

ISCONO ;LO% 
LLEV 'e 12'-a- + MAINTL~CKIC ---- 

ELLV . 11'.0* 
---- 

- -. - - ---- 
A CWDF - ---- Y ElLV ' O'.w 

MAXlMVM WALL. HEIGHT= 16'-0" 



ATTACHMENT A3 

CONFORMING GARAGE EXISTING HOUSE 
1376 MICtIlGAN AVE. SALT I A K E  CITY 

PITCH DERIVED 
FROM TI-! E HOUSE'S 

CROSS GABLE 

NON-CONFORMING GARAGE 
CONFORMS TO EXISllNC ZONING 

EXITING HOUSE 
1376 MICHIGAN AYE. SALT LAKE CIIY 



PPOPERTY LINE 
'13" , - - - - - - - - - - -  

907 PI ESTEL ROAD 

7379 E 3RD AVENUE 

174 B STREET 



CURRENT PROCESS PROPOSED PROCESS ALTERNATE PROPOSAL 

BOARD OF 
ADIVSTMENTS 

VARIANCE BASED 
ON HARDEHLPANP 
HEARiNG APPEALS 

mARDOF 
ADIU~TMEMI ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING 

"Existing Development Pattern" 
V M C t B A I Z O  

~ N U ~ P P W V  1 DETERIOR PRO) ECrS 

OVER THE COUNTER OVER T H E  COUNTER 
(Meets zoning sfandards) (Meets zoning standards) (Meets zoning standards1 

INTERIOR L EXTERIOR PWIECTS INTERIOR (h EXTERIOR PROIECTS 


	Staff Report
	Attachments

	12105.pdf
	Transmittal pet.400-05-25
	Chronology
	Ordinance Draft
	Exhibit A
	Exhibit B
	CC Hearing Notice
	Mailing Labels
	Hearing Notice
	Agenda SLPCommission
	PC Staff Rpt
	Dept Comments
	Public Comments
	Petition 400-05-25
	PC Draft Minutes
	Public Comments
	Renovation Design Group

	Transmittal December 1, 2005



