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SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:   December 8, 2006 
 
SUBJECT: Petition 400-06-01 – Planning Commission request to amend the 

Zoning Ordinance adding regulations to permit tandem parking in 
residential zones  

 
AFFECTED COUNCIL DISTRICTS: If the ordinance is adopted the proposed amendments would affect 

Council Districts citywide 
 
STAFF REPORT BY:   Janice Jardine, Land Use Policy Analyst 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPT.  Community Development Department, Planning Division 
AND CONTACT PERSON:  Lex Traughber, Principal Planner 
 
NOTICE REQUIREMENTS:  Newspaper advertisement and written notification to surrounding 

property owners 14 days prior to the Public Hearing 
 
 
KEY ELEMENTS:  
 
A. An ordinance has been prepared for Council consideration.  Proposed changes include amending the 

following sections of the Zoning Ordinance.  (Please refer to the draft ordinance for details.) 
1. Sec. 21A.44.020 – General Off–Street Parking Requirements.  The proposed amendment would add 

a new section specifically addressing tandem parking regulations.  Key elements include: 
a. One tandem parking space shall be permitted for: 

• existing detached residential development; 
• new single-family attached residential development (regardless of ownership); 
• new twin home residential development; 
• new two-family residential development; or  
• new detached single-family residential development where the tandem parking is approved 

as part of a Planned Development.   
b. One parking space in a “tandem” configuration located within the front or corner side yard 

setback can be included in the required parking calculation for these new residential 
developments. 

c. All tandem parking spaces must meet the following criteria: 
• The tandem parking space shall be at least nine feet (9’) wide by twenty feet (20’) deep. 
• The tandem parking space shall be entirely located on private property unless otherwise 

approved by the City. 
• The parking stall shall not impede vehicular or pedestrian traffic. 
• The tandem parking space shall be located within a driveway that leads to a new or existing 

properly located, legal parking space. 
• The tandem parking space shall be located within a driveway that abuts and is assigned or 

dedicated to the dwelling unit that it serves. The width of the driveway shall be sufficient to 
accommodate vehicle maneuvering, and use of the tandem parking space shall not block the 
use of the driveway to access other parking spaces if the driveway is a shared driveway. 
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• Parking on the hard surface tandem space shall be limited to passenger vehicles only. 
• The right-of-way fronting the new residential development must allow parking on both sides 

or neither side of the street. 
• Tandem parking shall not be used to satisfy parking requirements that were previously met 

through a side-by-side parking configuration. 
2. Sec. 21A.44.050 – Table – Parking Restrictions within Yard areas in Residential Districts.  The 

proposed amendment would add a footnote to the sections dealing with parking restrictions in front 
and corner side yard areas.  The footnote would refer the user to the Tandem Parking section of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

3. Sec. 21A.62.040 – Definitions.  The proposed amendment would add definitions for ‘passenger 
vehicle’ and ‘tandem parking’.  
a. Passenger vehicle is defined as “a four-wheel, two-axle, motor vehicle, designed, sold, and 

licensed to accommodate private passenger transportation on public roads, not to include 
vehicles such as recreation vehicles, motor homes, boats, box vans or trailers”. 

b. Tandem parking is defined as “a parking space within a group of two or more parking spaces 
arranged one behind the other such that the space nearest the street serves as the only means of 
access to the other space(s)”. 

 
B. Key points from the Administration’s transmittal, Planning staff report and Planning staff memo are 

summarized below.  (Please see the Administration’s transmittal letter and Planning staff report dated 
March 16, 2006 and Planning staff memo dated May 10, 2006 for details.) 
1. Parking is not currently allowed in the front or corner side yard (area between the property line and 

the front wall of the principal building) in any residential district. The one exception is the R-MU 
(Residential Mixed-Use) district which does allow some limited front yard parking if the parking is 
located a minimum distance of 15 feet from the front lot line. 

2. It would be beneficial to neighborhoods and to the City as a whole to allow some limited parking in a 
tandem pattern in required yards to recognize existing and commonly utilized parking configurations 
and to facilitate residential infill development.   

3. Allowing this parking configuration has the potential to decrease the number of automobiles that are 
parked on the street, decrease car theft and burglary, and facilitate the maintenance of public streets.  

4. Due to a lack of off-street parking spaces and a rise in the number of automobiles, the City has been 
experiencing an increase in complaints from residents who have been cited for illegal concrete 
parking pads or parking vehicles in the front yard of a residential lot.   

5. A positive argument can be made that off-street parking in residential zones is preferable to on-street 
parking subject to maintaining front yard design standards that promote quality residential 
appearances.   

6. Off-street parking is preferable for streets that are narrow, one-way, or steep because vehicles parked 
on streets of this nature compound the difficulty of maneuvering a vehicle on the street.  This is often 
seen in the Avenues and Capitol Hill neighborhoods.   

7. A tandem parking configuration could eliminate the need for some on-street parking by recognizing 
this parking pattern for existing single family residences, as well as allowing limited parking for 
specific types of new residential development. 

8. Developers who are involved in new residential infill development are often faced with properties 
that are small or may have certain physical characteristics or configurations that do not easily lend 
themselves to contemporary residential development.   

9. It is not in the City’s best interest to forego new residential infill development due to a lack of 
parking options, when in many instances tandem parking would be a compatible solution.  

10. The proposed standards are designed to limit adverse affects to adjacent properties. Parking in the 
front or corner side yard will be limited to one additional parking space of specific dimensions (9’ x 
20’), yet will allow some flexibility for a residential property owner to obtain some additional off-



 3 

street parking.  This parking space in a required yard will also have to be located in a driveway 
leading to a properly located parking space.   

 
C. Planning staff notes that the tandem parking provision is not applicable for the purposes of unit 

legalization.  The unit legalization process does not apply to single-family residential housing units, 
rather applies to what the City recognizes as duplexes, triplexes and so forth.  The unit legalization 
process is for the purposes of recognizing more that one dwelling unit on a given parcel.  This proposed 
amendment is for new or existing single-family residential development only; one dwelling unit on one 
parcel.   

 
D. The City’s Fire, Police, and Public Utilities Departments and Transportation and Engineering Divisions 

have reviewed the request.  
1. After the Planning Commission ‘Issues Only’ hearing on March 22, 2006, Planning staff revised and 

incorporated several of the comments received from the Transportation Division, as well as address 
other issues that Planning staff has identified through this analysis into the current proposal.   

2. The Public Services Department and the Police Department note in their comments that a provision 
to provide for off-street parking in residential areas is positive.  From a Police perspective, cars 
parked off the street are safer in terms of burglary, theft and vandalism.  The Public Services 
Department notes that fewer cars parked on the streets are beneficial in terms of street maintenance, 
waste collection, snow removal, and neighborhood cleanup.  

 
E. The Planning staff report provides findings for the Zoning Ordinance Section 21A.50.050 - Standards for 

General Amendments. The standards were evaluated in the Planning staff report and considered by the 
Planning Commission.  (Discussion and findings for the standards are found on pages 6-8 of the 
Planning staff report dated March 16, 2006.  Please refer to item 5C in the transmittal packet.) 

 
F. The public process included presentations to the Transportation Advisory Board, a Planning Division 

sponsored Open House and written notification of the Planning Commission hearing.   
 
G. The Transportation Advisory Board discussed this proposal on February 6, and Mach 6, 2006.  Issues 

and concerns initially raised by the Board were addressed by Planning Staff in a written memorandum 
and discussed at the March 6th TAB meeting.  The Board passed two motions:  
1. That the proposed regulations not be applied on a citywide basis, and  
2. That the use of tandem parking not be counted toward required parking in new developments if the 

street width could not accommodate parking on both sides of the street.   
3. The Administration notes that the issue of street width raised by the TAB Board was addressed by 

limiting tandem parking to streets that have parking on both sides of the street or to streets that do 
not allow parking on either side of the street. 

 
H. On May 10, 2006, the Planning Commission voted, based on comments, analysis and findings of fact, to 

forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to adopt the proposed amendments to the Zoning 
Ordinance text relating to tandem parking.  

 
I. Issues discussed at the Planning Commission hearing (summarized from the Planning Commission 

minutes) included: 
1. Providing a definition for passenger vehicle. 
2. The Planning Director noted that statistics are not currently available to determine the number of 

streets that meet the proposed requirements.  He indicated that overall many streets would (meet the 
proposed regulations). 

3. Tandem parking is a common occurrence in the City, but is not part of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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4. Enforcement is not strong unless the vehicle is blocking a fire hydrant or encroaching into the right-
of-way. 

5. Public comments related to: 
a. The cost to provide required off-street parking and land costs impact the affordability and the 

amount of new housing that can be provided to meet market demand. 
b. The parking requirements need to be altered in order to create vitality in the City. 
c. Tandem parking can cause difficulty for property owners due to the frustration of having to 

switch the placement of vehicles.  This can result in loss of on-street parking for guests and 
public use due to residents parking on the street rather than having to continually switch the 
vehicles positions in the driveway. 

d. The tandem parking regulations should be linked to the width of the street.  On-street parking on 
narrow streets can impede traffic movement.  

e. The relation of the width of the street to the demand for parking is important.  There is the 
potential for a development to utilize the tandem parking option would reduce the amount of off-
street parking area which would be available for the new development.  

 
MATTERS AT ISSUE /POTENTIAL QUESTIONS FOR THE ADMINISTRATION: 
 
A. The key matter at issue is whether tandem parking is likely to relieve on-street parking and congestion, 

or increase the potential for on-street parking and congestion.  The Planning Commission 
recommendation is based upon the idea that the tandem parking program would relieve on-street parking 
and congestion, while citizens who have contacted the Council Office have expressed concern that 
allowing for the reduced parking requirement could actually increase the on-street congestion due to the 
difficulty of shuffling cars.  It should be noted that the housing developers who have contacted the 
Council Office share the view of the Planning Commission.   

 
B. The Transportation Advisory Board recommended that the tandem parking program not be applied 

citywide, and the Planning Commission’s recommendation is for citywide implementation.  To address 
the recommendation of the Transportation Advisory Board, the Council may wish to discuss other 
options that could be considered to address issues that have been raised relating to the proposed tandem 
parking regulations.  For example: 
1. Apply the proposed regulations to areas of the City that are not currently experiencing substantial 

parking impacts and implement a process similar to the Compatible Residential Infill process 
allowing constituent groups to initially address the use of tandem parking in areas that are currently 
experiencing significant parking impacts such as Capitol Hill, the Avenues, Central City, the 
Westminster and Sugar House areas. 
a. This would recognize the diverse development patterns that exist throughout the City and allow 

constituent groups familiar with their neighborhoods to prepare the initial information and 
collect relevant data.  

b. Further, this approach would be less of a staffing burden than a process that relied totally on City 
staff to identify initial neighborhood information.     

2. Use the Administrative Hearing process to consider the approval of tandem parking for residential 
uses that are part of the proposed changes in the various residential zoning districts. (Please refer to 
pg. 1 Item A for specific uses.)  This would provide notification to surrounding property owners and 
allow a case by case consideration of issues such as parking impacts on surrounding properties and 
the immediate neighborhood, evaluation of street width, current on and off street parking availability 
and vehicle movement.  

3. Add criteria to the proposal that would require analysis and evaluation of existing parking in the 
surrounding area to determine if adequate parking exists and require review, verification and 
approval by the City’s Transportation and Parking Enforcement Divisions. 
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4. Add criteria that would specify a minimum street width in addition to the proposed criteria that 
would allow tandem parking on streets with parking on both sides or one side of the street. 
• This would more fully address issues discussed by the Planning Commission and community 

representatives at the Planning Commission meeting and issues discussed by the 
Transportation Advisory Board. 

5. Consider requiring tandem parking to be located at a greater distance from the street in areas that 
have existing or proposed integral curb, gutter and sidewalk.   
a. The intent would be to address safety considerations for pedestrians provide vehicle adequate 

sight lines and also maintain the front yard design standards that promote quality residential 
appearances as noted by Planning staff.  

b. This option was discussed in a recent meeting with Council Member Jergensen and Planning 
staff. 

 
C. The Administration’s transmittal indicates that master plans are generally silent on parking issues, but 

notes a portion of the Capitol Hill Master Plan “does address several issues relating to parking in the 
District that support the proposal to allow limited tandem parking.”  The Administration’s reference is 
included in the Master Plan and Policy Considerations section of this report.  In order to be complete 
Given this information, the Council should also be made aware of a number of other items contained in 
that same plan that could be interpreted to relate to this issue: 
1. Policy  

• Prohibit a reduction in the parking requirements for new developments in the Marmalade, 
Kimball and West Capitol Hill Neighborhoods or in neighborhoods where inadequate amounts 
of off-street parking already exist. 

2. Action items: 
a. Create a Resident Permit parking Program which addresses the specific issues relating to the 

Marmalade, Kimball and West Capitol Hill Neighborhoods. 
b. Increase on-street parking enforcement efforts in the Marmalade, Kimball and West Capitol Hill 

Neighborhoods. 
c. Study the feasibility of developing additional off-street neighborhood parking lots in proximity 

to residential areas to alleviate the need for on-street parking, including interior block parking 
lots to serve residents on the block. 

d. Encourage private property owners to work with institutional and other non-residential property 
owners to provide shared parking.  

e. Analyze the feasibility, appropriateness and/or desirability of providing cut-back parking in park 
strips in selected areas. 

f. Create a Capitol Hill Parking Overlay Zone that would increase parking requirements for new 
development as a means of alleviating additional pressure on the inadequate parking supply 
especially in the Kimball, West Capitol Hill and Marmalade Neighborhoods.   

g. Request the Transportation Division restrict on-street parking to one side of the street on steep 
and/or narrow streets where appropriate.   

h. Develop and implement an overall transportation management plan (including parking) by 
creating a task force including Salt Lake City, LDS Church, UDOT and representatives from the 
Capitol Hill and Avenues Communities. 

 
D. The Council may wish to consider soliciting broader public input and comment regarding the proposed 

tandem parking regulations. 
1. The Administration’s transmittal notes that 3 members of the public attended the Planning Division 

sponsored Open House and all were in support of the proposal. 
2. The Planning Commission minutes indicated that 2 members of the public attended the Planning 

Commission meeting and provided comment. 
3. The Transportation Advisory Board minutes do not reflect any public comment. 
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MASTER PLAN AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
A. The Administration’s paperwork notes: 

1. The City’s Master Plans are generally silent on parking issues as they relate to residential zones and 
residential development, with the exception of the Capitol Hill Master Plan. 

2. The Capitol Hill Master Plan does not address tandem parking per se; however, it does address 
several issues relating to parking in the District that support the proposal to allow limited tandem 
parking.  The Plan reads on pg 7, “Because they were developed prior to the advent of the 
automobile, many properties in the Marmalade, Kimball and West Capitol Hill neighborhoods do 
not have adequate off-street parking.  Therefore, residents are relegated to limited amounts of on-
street parking.  In addition, steep narrow streets make on-street parking inconvenient and in some 
instances unsafe.  In winter months, when streets become icy, on-street parking on steep streets, such 
as North Main, Apricot and 300 North, can be a problem for drivers who lose control of their cars.  
In other instances, on-street parking on narrow streets creates difficulties for traffic circulation, 
garbage pick-up and street maintenance.”   

 
B. The Capitol Hill Master Plan also includes the following policy statements and action items that relate 

directly to parking.   
1. Policy  

• Prohibit a reduction in the parking requirements for new developments in the Marmalade, 
Kimball and West Capitol Hill Neighborhoods or in neighborhoods where inadequate amounts 
of off-street parking already exist. 

2. Action items: 
a. Create a Resident Permit parking Program which addresses the specific issues relating to the 

Marmalade, Kimball and West Capitol Hill Neighborhoods. 
b. Increase on-street parking enforcement efforts in the Marmalade, Kimball and West Capitol Hill 

Neighborhoods. 
c. Study the feasibility of developing additional off-street neighborhood parking lots in proximity 

to residential areas to alleviate the need for on-street parking, including interior block parking 
lots to serve residents on the block. 

d. Encourage private property owners to work with institutional and other non-residential property 
owners to provide shared parking.  

e. Analyze the feasibility, appropriateness and/or desirability of providing cut-back parking in park 
strips in selected areas. 

f. Create a Capitol Hill Parking Overlay Zone that would increase parking requirements for new 
development as a means of alleviating additional pressure on the inadequate parking supply 
especially in the Kimball, West Capitol Hill and Marmalade Neighborhoods.   

g. Request the Transportation Division restrict on-street parking to one side of the street on steep 
and/or narrow streets where appropriate.   

h. Develop and implement an overall transportation management plan (including parking) by 
creating a task force including Salt Lake City, LDS Church, UDOT and representatives from the 
Capitol Hill and Avenues Communities. 

 
C. Relevant policy statements contained in the City’s Transportation Master Plan include: 

1. Consider neighborhoods, residential and commercial, as the building blocks of the community. 
2. Encourage the preservation and enhancement of living environments. 
3. Support transportation decisions that increase the quality of life in the City, not necessarily the 

quantity of development. 
4. Support considering impacts on neighborhoods on an equal basis with impacts on transportation 

systems. 
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5. Support giving all neighborhoods equal consideration in transportation decisions. 
 

D. The City’s Comprehensive Housing Plan policy statements address a variety of housing issues including 
quality design, public and neighborhood participation and interaction, transit-oriented development, 
encouraging mixed-use developments, housing preservation, rehabilitation and replacement, zoning 
policies and programs that preserve housing opportunities.   

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

prominent sustainable city, ensuring the City is designed to the highest aesthetic standards and is 
pedestrian friendly, convenient, and inviting, but not at the expense of minimizing environmental 
stewardship or neighborhood vitality.  The Plans emphasize placing a high priority on maintaining and 
developing new affordable residential housing in attractive, friendly, safe environments.  The 
Administration’s paperwork notes: 
1. The Salt Lake City Futures Commission lists as a goal that, “The ideal neighborhood will have good 

traffic management that provides an adequate system for all modes of travel.  Appropriate and 
adequate parking will be available to meet the needs of residents and be designed to fit the 
characteristics of the neighborhood (pg. 46).”   

2. The Salt Lake City Strategic Plan states that the City should develop policies and programs that 
create strong economic incentives to stop the deterioration of housing units by encouraging vacant 
lot housing infill (pg. 16).   

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

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

urban design scheme for the City. 
2. Preserve prominent buildings for their contribution to district character. 
3. Strive to make building restoration and new construction enhance district character, not detract from 

it. 
4. Maintain public maintenance and service programs in neighborhoods where physical decline is 

present.  Public maintenance and service programs are an important defense against deterioration and 
blight. 

5. Ensure that land uses make a positive contribution to neighborhood improvement and stability. 
6. Encourage a close working relationship between City officials and the private sector in decisions 

relating to neighborhood stability. 
7. Require private development efforts to be compatible with urban design policies of the City 

regardless of whether City financial assistance is provided. 
 
G. The Council’s growth policy notes that growth in Salt Lake City will be deemed the most desirable if it 

meets the following criteria: 
1. Is aesthetically pleasing; 
2. Contributes to a livable community environment; 
3. Yields no negative net fiscal impact unless an overriding public purpose is served; and 
4. Forestalls negative impacts associated with inactivity. 

 
CHRONOLOGY: 
 

The Administration’s transmittal provides a chronology of events relating to the proposed rezoning 
and master plan amendment.  Key dates are listed below.  Please refer to the Administration’s chronology for 
details. 
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• January 11, 2006  Planning Commission initiates petition 
• January 11, 2006  Petition delivered to Planning Office and assigned to Planner 
• February 6, 2006  Transportation Advisory Board meetings 

March 6, 2006 
• February 23, 2006  Planning Division sponsored Open House 
• March 22, 2006   Planning Commission Issues Only hearing 
• May 10, 2006   Planning Commission hearing  
• May 11, 2006   Ordinance requested from City Attorney’s office 
• May 30, 2006    Ordinance received from City Attorney’s office 

 
cc: Sam Guevara, DJ Baxter, Ed Rutan, Lynn Pace, Melanie Reif, Louis Zunguze, Chris Shoop, Tim 

Harpst, Kevin Young, Barry Walsh, LuAnn Clark, Valda Tarbet, Orion Goff, Larry Butcher, Craig 
Spangenberg, Randy Isbell, Doug Wheelwright, Cheri Coffey, Joel Paterson, Lex Traughber, 
Jennifer Bruno, Jan Aramaki, Marge Harvey, Sylvia Jones, Lehua Weaver, Janne Nielson, Barry 
Esham, Gwen Springmeyer, Michael Stott 

 
File Location:  Community Development Dept., Planning Division, Zoning Text Amendments, Tandem 
Parking 
 



' Petition 400-06-01 - Planning Commission request to amend the Zoning 
Ordinance adding regulations to permit tandem parking in residential zones 

Written comments received in the Council Office as of noon Friday, 
December 8,2006 



Re: Tandem Parking 

Dear City Council Members, 

Nov. 30,2006 

The driving force behind the policy which we established for the Capitol Hill Master Plan that 
prohibits "a reduction in the parking requiremenis for new development. .. " is, as stated in the 
policy, the already inadequate amount of off-streetparking throughout most of the CH Historic 
District. Many old homes have no off-street parking, that combined with narrow andlor steep streets 
which may have no public parking or parking only on one side, has created a significant problem. 
Add to this higher density projects developed in the past, which went in without adequate parking for 
the area, and problems were increased (Center Street and the Shadows apartments come to mind). 
Then with the addition of LDS Church campus expansions the problems began to feel insurmountable 
for those of us who live in the area. 

This combination, unique in the City to the Capitol Hill Historic District, results in tremendous 
competition by residents for what little on-street parking may exist. This situation must not be 
exacerbated, and cannot be, without significant harm occurring to the Historic District. Hence the 
policy in the Master Plan designed to ensure that new construction would have adequate parking as 
specified by Ordinance and would not worsen conditions for the neighborhoods. 

Example of existing situation: 
300 North block of Almond Street (a half block only) 

32 living units 
16 units with no off-street parking 
16 units with off-street parking, either tandem style or a single stall, except for 4 which 
are double width 
A no-parking 12 foot wide street 
A small City owned public parking lot on the block which legally accommodates 7 
cars (10 illegally, but subject to occasional ticketing) 

The math makes clear the situation. 

This immutable situation leaves many residents searching for parking elsewhere - in the case of 
Almond Street residents either on 300 North between Center and Quince Streets, or on Center Street, 
or quite commonly parked illegally on Almond Street up on the sidewalk and too frequently blocking 
driveway access or large vehicles. Enforcement when it happens causes people to pay fines, but does 
nothing to solve the problem as to where to park. It deters no one. 

Residents who have this old, tandem style parking may be too lazy or hurried to possibly have to 
switch cars (a common human quality) and thus will not park the second car behind the first, but will 
typically park on the street, competing for the limited public parking, or will park illegally. Another 
reason this existing tandem parking often puts the second car on the street is due to the safety issue of 
trying to switch cars on a steep andlor narrow street with in many cases poor sight lines, such as 300 
North between Quince and Center Streets. This can be quite a hazardous task. Hence residents on 300 
North, for one example, usually put one car on the street (along with the Almond Street cars, guest 
cars, etc.) The end result is that cars are often parked too close to intersecting streets and driveways, 
with the consequent blocked visibility making for dangerous turns out onto 300 North. This is not an 
enforcement issue. There are no good alternatives for residents but to park where they park. 



Similar situations exist for residents on streets like Quince Street, Wall Street, North Main, etc. I use 
my area as an example as I know it well. Also this is where we did a count of parking spaces - both 
off and on-street in 1995 - in order to document the situation. (Please examine the included map.) 

If new development such as the Watts project (on the south side and steepest part of 300 North) does 
not provide adequate parking for its residents (i.e. the required non-tandem two spaces with de facto 
tandem space behind for guest parking) then not only will the last car home likely end up on the 
street, but any guest cars will be scouring the neighborhood looking for parking. In the case of the 
Watts project the streets fronting the townhouses are only 14 feet wide, with the upper street being 
no-parking and the lower having parking on one side only, (though legally it may be restricted on both 
sides - signs disappeared over the years), so there would inevitably be illegal parking to contend with 
if tandem parking were substituted for the current requirement. 

The key issue is that tandem parking should not count toward meeting the parking requirement in 
areas such as the CH Historic District, as spelled out in the Master Plan policy. Legalizing parking 
behind another car (which provides for guest parking) or within the setbacks are different issues and 
should be handled separately. 

Whether the intent with this proposed change of requirements is to maximize density of a project or 
to maximize the size house which can be built on a parcel, either way these are not agendas 
appropriate to the historic Capitol Hill areas or to much of the lower Avenues. Such agendas do not 
further the well-being of our neighborhoods which already are dealing with the consequences of too 
great a density and too great a new-home size for the existing infrastructure and historic building 
patterns. 

The proposed change to the ordinance, of counting tandem parlung in new development towards the 
parking requirement, simply and patently circumvents our Master Plan policy designed to protect the 
historic neighborhoods. Legalizing tandem parking where it already exists makes sense. Applying 
both aspects elsewhere in the City, where conditions are radically different, may make sense. (Does a 
responsible doctor give every patient the same drug and dosage? As we know, elderly patients can not 
tolerate the same dosages as younger patients.) This key aspect of the proposed changes is detrimental 
to the Capitol Hill Historic District: to its continued viability and to the quality of life for current 
residents. Of great value to our historic district residents is the close-knit quality fostered by the very 
infrastructure that also guarantees parking problems. We do not want this community quality 
destroyed by additional antagonism and upset over competition for scarce parking. 

It is a great disappointment to spend years working on a master plan designed to address the existing 
problems and create a healthy district, have it adopted, and then to be forced as citizens to address 
these same issues over and over again! I expect better from my City. I expect some sensitivity on the 
part of Planning to the unique nature and problems of the Capitol Hill District. 'One size fits all' is 
not an approach worthy of this City. We can and must do better. Please modify the proposal 
accordingly. 

Bonnie Mangold 
Capitol Hill Neighborhood Trustee 





5200 South Highland Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 841 17 

(801 ) 272-71 1 1 
Fax (801) 272-4658 

Memorandum 

To: Salt Lake City Council 

From: Russ Watts, Watts Enterprises 

Cc: Boyd Anderson, Janice Jardine, Eric Jorgensen, Cindy Gust-Jensen 

Date: December 8,2006 

Re: Petition 400-0601 Tandem Parking and Zoning 
Text Amendment 

We have been working with the Salt lake City Planning Department and Planning 
Commission for the last 18 months in trying to provide effective, appropriate and correct 
ways for parking cars so that the city can provide parking options for housing 
components that will allow a variety of housing types within the city. The Development 
Community has been working together along with the planning staff to help establish 
parking variations to encourage a variety of housing types within the city boundaries as 
many other cities have accomplished. With mass transit becoming a major 
transportation tool for the city, we should deemphasize the requirement for parking 
stalls to encourage more housing units in the city. 

It is important as a community of citizens that we find appropriate ways to create vitality 
and keep people moving back to the city. There are many buildings in residential and 
commercial areas which stand vacant because of the present parking ordinances which 
prohibit renovation or rejuvenation of communities and revitalization of those 
communities because of some of these parking ordinances. 

We are strongly hopeful that the City Council will see the importance of the work that 
has been done by the Planning Commission and Planning Staff to help revitalize 
housing that is so desperately needed to create vitality in the city and help the city 
accomplish its goals. 



December 1, 2006 

Cindy Gust-Jensen 
Executive Council Director 
Salt Lake City Council 
451 South State Street, Room 304 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

RE: Tandem Parking 

Dear Cindy, 

As owners of property in the downtown area, the development of which is seriously 
impacted by the current Salt Lake City parking requirements, we are extremely 
interested in seeing a tandem parking text amendment approved. 

I n  the fall of 2003 we raised the issue of tandem parking with the Planning 
Department. We first met with the staff concerning this issue in January 2004. 
Three years later we have yet to see significant progress. We would greatly 
appreciate some insight on how to move this process along in a more reasonable 
pace. 

Salt Lake City has a stated objective to increase the number of people living 
downtown through increased affordability. The change in parking requirement alone 
would allow a much larger pool of potential owners to live in projects similar to ours 
by paying the median price for a home in this neighborhood. Without the change, 
the size and price of these homes is double. 

We hope that Salt Lake City will follow the lead of other intermountain cities such as 
Denver, where one parking stall per residential unit is required in certain areas. 

Please continue working to make it easier for successful infill residential development 
to take place in Salt Lake City. 

Sincerely, 

Boyd W. Anderson 
Manager 
The Staker Company, LLC 



rage I or I 

Jardine, Janice 
~ -- 

From: Elliott B. Smith [elliott@pangeadevco.comJ 

Sent: Friday, December 08,2006 123 3 PM 

To: Jardine, Janice 

Subject: Salt Lake City Parking 

Dear Ms. Jardine: 

I am a developer that is interested in developing muhi-family housing in the Salt Lake City area. However, in 
reviewing the parking ordinances, it is difficult to develop and product and a plan that is conducive to the 
ordinances yet marketable and economically feasible. Your attention to this matter to promote quality, viable 
multi-family projects in Salt Lake City is appreciated. 

Best regards, 

Elliott 

Hioff 6. Smith 
Pongeo Development Company 
2231 E. Murray Holloday Rd., Suite 210 
Salt Lake City, UT 841 17 

801 -272-3820 office 
801-272-3821 fax 
801 -573-0444 mobile 
elliott@~anaeadevco.corn 

Value-added systems and solutions ho t  
bring a complex real estate world together 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - lbis e-mail transmission and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to if may contain information that 
is cod~dential or legally privileged If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that you must not read or play this transmission and that any disclosure, copying, printing, distribution or use of any of the information contained in 
or attached to this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in emor, please immediately notify the sender by telephone or 
return e-mail and delete the original transmission and its attachments without reading or saving in any maaner. '&nk you. 



Jardine, Janice 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

pbshupe@comcast.net 
Thursday, December 07,2006 9:06 PM 
Jardine, Janice 
Salt Lake City's tandem parking rewrite 

Dear Janice Jardine; I wanted to comment on your new tandem parking ordinance that 
planning commission has recommended to city council. We are developers of both single 
family housing and mutifamily housing through out the wasatch front and some areas beyond 
the front. As developments get closer to business centers, especially Salt Lake City 
proper, parking becomes a real issue. In fill areas within those limits become a real 
challenge with regards to parking. The ordinance rewrite would spell relief for alot of 
parties involved;fire, garbage collection, police, snow removal, code enforcement, 
planning and zoning, developers and legal situations for the attorney's office. The 
planning commissions recommendation has slot of merit and i wanted to apaude theirs and 
staff's foresight in tackling this problem situation. We appreciate the volunteer efforts 
you provide the city of Salt Lake. Sincere1 y, Paul Shupe 



Jardine, Janice 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John Brereton [JBRERETOn@uthc.org] 
Friday, December 08,2006 8:09 AM 
Jardine. Janice 
Janice 

Janice 

As a developer of affordable and special use housing, I support tandem parking. Housing 
in downtown is very expensive to build and yet this setting is ideal for low to moderate 
income families. They need to be close to their jobs, shopping and amenties. But, 
developing in the downtown market is cost prohibitive. In the past 12 months the cost for 
materials and labor have increased between 15% -20% which is about the same as in 2005. 
Any reasonable step to reduce costs is welcomed. I feel that tandem parking is a 
reasonable cost saving step. 

John Brereton,President 
Affordable Housing Solutions 



Jardine, Janice 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Curtis Pons [poncur@wfrrnls.com] 
Thursday, December 07,2006 3:17 PM 
Jardine, Janice 
Tandem parking 

1 

Hi Janice, 

Allowing tandem parkiing jus seems logical to me. The arguments against it just seem 
punitive and out dated while the arguments for it meet the needs of the way we live in the 
city today. Please support the tandem parking zoning change. 
Thank you, 

Curtis Pons 801-671-7270 



Jardine, Janice 

From: Troy Sanders [sandersx2@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Thursday, December 07,2006 12:38 PM 

To: Jardine, Janice 

Subject: Proposed Tandem Parking Ordinance 

I am writing this email in support of the proposed tandem parking ordinance. As a landscape 
architectfplanner, I believe that more affordable housing can be accommodated in addition to solving the 
on-street parking issues outlined in your summary of the ordinance. I urge the city to approve these 
changes. 

Sincerely, 

Troy Sanders 
Landscape Architect 

Everyone is raving about the all-new Yahoo! Mail beta. 
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