SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

DATE:

October 6, 2006,

SUBJECT: | Petition 400-05-24 — Mr. Robert Strasters, Harrison Apartments,

LLC —request to:

e Rezone property located at 713 East Harrison Avenue from
Residential Single-Family R-1/5,000 to Residential Multi-
Family RMF-35

e Amend the Central Community Master Plan Future Land Use
Map

AFFECTED COUNCIL DISTRICTS: If the ordinance is adopted the rezoning and master plan amendment

will affect Council District 5

STAFF REPORT BY: Janice Jardine, Land Use Policy Analyst

ADMINISTRATIVE DEPT. Community Development Department, Planning Division

AND CONTACT PERSON: Kevin LoPiccolo, Zoning Administrator

NOTICE REQUIREMENTS: Newspaper advertisement and written notification to surrounding

property owners 14 days prior to the Public Hearing

WORK SESSION SUMMARY/NEW INFORMATION:

Work Session Summary

A. On September 7, 2006, the Council received a briefing from the Administration regarding the proposed
rezoning and master plan amendment.

B. Issues discussed included:

1.

4,

Community Council review and support. As previously noted, the Planning Division sponsored an

open house to received public input on this petition. The petitioner has contacted or met with several

Community Councils in the surrounding area and property owners on Harrison Avenue to discuss the

proposed rezoning and development plan. The applicant has also provided a statement of support

signed by many residents on Harrison Avenue most directly impacted by the proposed development.

Written comments from the Liberty Wells Community Council were included in the

Administration’s transmittal. (Please Attachments 4 and 5 for details.)

The zoning history of the property.

The need to provide options to deal with redevelopment of non-conforming multi-family

developments and neighborhood compatibility, approaches to address conflicting policies, the value

of master plans, and an option to adjust master plans to provide more flexibility to accommodate a

range of developments and incremental changes. Planning staff indicated they are currently re-

examining the planned development process to better accommodate redevelopment projects.

The importance that the Planning Commission identify findings that support their recommendations

and substantiate their decisions when they differ from Planning staff recommendations.

a. Planning staff indicated that the Planning Commission wanted the proposed development to
match the existing setbacks of and be compatible with the surrounding properties.
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b. The Planning Director indicated that a training meeting has been scheduled for Planning
Commissioners.

c. It was noted that it appeared from the Planning Commission minutes that the Planning

" Commission was generally supportive of the proposed development but preferred using the
planned development process for approving the project rather than a rezoning and that the
proposed rezoning was not consistent with the recently adopted Central Community Master Plan.

C. Inregard to issues B. 3. and 4. above, please see Items A, B and C on pgs. 3-4 of this staff report and the
Matters at Issue section on pgs. 8-11 of this staff report for additional details and information.

New Information

A. On September 27, 2006, the East Central Community Council submitted comments to the Council office
via electronic mail indicating support for the proposed Harrison Townhouse project at 713 E. Harrison
Avenue based on design changes incorporating generous porches and balancing setbacks with existing
homes. (Please see Attachment 6 for details.)

B. Inresponse to a constituent inquiry regarding this proposal and the planned development process,

Council staff researched and confirmed with Planning staff the following additional information.

1. The minimum planned development size in the R-1/5,000 zone is 20,000 sq. ft.

2. The minimum planned development size in the RMF-35 zone is 9,000 sq. ft.

3. The property is approximately 16,535 sq. ft. (as noted on the revised site plan dated 10/13/05)

4. If the property is rezoned to RMF-35, the property owner may elect to pursue a Planned development
if he is considering a reduction in setbacks or landscaping or other design considerations. The
property owner is not required to go through a Planned development process.

5. Itisnot clear from the record if the Planning Commission and Mr. Strasters were aware of the

- planned development option in the RMF-35 zone when the rezoning was considered by the Planning

Commission. The Planning Commission was focusing their concerns on the underlying zone (R-

1/5,000) not what the RMF-35 could provide.. It does not appear from the record that the ,

Commission was informed of what the property owner may do if the property is rezoned to RMF-35.

It appears to Council staff that the RMF-35 may favorably address concerns raised by the Planning

Commission and community members.

6. Issues with both the Planning Commission and the East Central Community Council with regard to
this project were included providing a more substantial front porch structure on the units and
alignment of the fronts of the townhouses with the front setbacks of existing bungalows on Harrison.
a. Substantial front porch structures may be constructed without any additional processes except

building permit review and approval if the front porches do NOT encroach into the required
front yard setback.

b. If the construction of substantial front porch structures requires locating all or a portion of the
porches in the required front yard setback, a request for a front yard setback reduction to
accommodate said porches may be processed through the Planning Commission planned
development conditional use process.

7. If the Council adopts the ordinance rezoning the property and amending the Plan, Mr. Strasters may
submit a complete application to the Permits center for plan check review before a permit is issued.

C. Inresponse to the issues raised in regard to providing substantial front porch structures, a constituent
inventoried the neighborhood and provided the following information.
1. Streetscape of Harrison Avenue between 700 East and 800 East
a. 27 residences (not counting the Strasters’ 4-plex)
b. 2 houses in a revival style (one Tudor at 751 and one Colonial at 730)
¢. 2 houses with flat front facades (781 and 724)



d. 23 classic bungalows
o 2 enclosed porches (746 and 752)
o 2 glassed-in porches (756 and 725)
o 2 partially enclosed porches (775 and 769) -
o 17 porches which appear to be unaltered

2. 63% of all the houses on the street have unaltered front porches, 74% of the bungalows are unaltered,
and only 9% of the bungalows have completely enclosed porches.

3. Considering the small size of the houses and the much lower cost of remodeling by enclosing an
existing part of a structure, it appears that the bungalow owners on Harrison have gone out of their
way to preserve the feeling of an open porch.

4. In 4 cases, they used glass or only enclosed a portion of the original porch.

5. This is a well preserved streetscape, perhaps because the residents have historically been of more
modest means. ,

6. In order to fit in with the neighborhood, the new townhouses need to have porches consistent with
the architectural style of a Bungalow.

7. Mr. Strasters seems genumely interested in building a project that would fit into the existing
neighborhood.

Lt

POTENTIAL MOTIONS:

.
1. [“I move that the Council”] Adopt an ordinance:
e Rezone property located at 713 East Harrison Avenue from Residential Single-Family R-1/5,000 to
Residential Multi-Family RMF-35.
¢ Amend the Central Community Master Plan Future Land Use Map.

2. [“I move that the Council”] Not adopt the proposed ordinance:
e Rezone property located at 713 East Harrison Avenue from Residential Single-F: annly R-1/5,000 to
Residential Multi-Family RMF-35.

e Amending the Central Community Master Plan Future Land Use Map.

The following information was provided for the Council Work Session on September 7, 2006.
It is provided again for your reference.

A. The Planning Commission has recommended denial of this petition, but did not specifically address all
five standards/factors for zoning map and text amendments as is required by City Ordinance. The
motion provided in the February 8, 2006 Planning Commission minutes notes “Based on the Findings of
Fact outlined in the Staff Report and the review and discussion set forth, Commissioner McDonough
moved to forward a recommendation to the City Council to deny the request to approve the proposed
zoning map amendment and the amendment to the Central Community Master Plan to identify the
property as RMF-35 Moderate Density Residential zoning and Low-Medium Density Residential land
use. The Planning Commission finds that the proposal would not meet Standard A of Section 21A.50.050
of the Zoning Ordinance in that the amendment is not consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives and
policies of adopted general plans of Salt Lake City including master plans and zoning maps. '
Commissioners McDonough, Scott, Seelig and Diamond voted aye. Commissioners DeLay, Forbis and
Chambless voted no. The motion passed with a four-three vote.”

B. The Planning staff recommended approval to the Commission and did make specific findings, Wthh are
included in the Planning staff report and on pages 4 and 5 of this report.
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C. Atthe April 12, 2006 Planning Commission meeting, a majority of Commission Members voted to
approved a motion “to reaffirm the decision of the Planning Commission in relation to Petition No. 400-
05-24 to state that the unfavorable recommendation was based on the rezoning and master plan
amendments standards”. This action was taken in response to a written request from Brent Wilde,
Community Development Deputy Director, to clarify the Commission’s basis for recommending that the
petition be denied. (Please see Attachment 2 - letter from Brent Wilde, Community Development
Director for details.) The letter notes:

1. ...it became apparent from reading the minutes that the Plannlng Commission was generally
supportlve of the proposed development but preferred using the planned development process for

~ approving the project rather than a rezoning.

2. It is important to note that City ordinances do not allow use of the planned development regulations
to address this issue or approve a project of this type in this zoning district.

3. There is no indication in the minutes that the Planning Commission understood this or that Planning -
staff clearly explained to the Commission that the planned development process is not an option for
this type of request.

4. As aresult, it is unclear whether the petition for the rezoning was denied based on incompatibility of
the proposal or because the ordinance does not allow approval as a planned development.

5. The resulting record sends a mixed and confusing message to the City Council regarding the
Planning Commission’s position on this project.

D. For ease of reference, the following items have been attached at the end of this staff report.

e Attachment 1 — December 12, 2005, February 8 and April 12, 2006 Planning Commission
minutes and January 18, 2006 Planning Commission Planned Development Subcommittee
minutes
Attachment 2 — letter from Brent Wilde, Community Development Director
Attachment 3 — memo from the Planning Director provided early in May to Council Members
relating to the appropriateness of amending master plans.

Attachment 4 — Liberty Wells Community Council letter of support
Attachment 5 — Statement of Support from property owners on Harrison Avenue
Attachment 6 — East Central Community Council written notification of support

KEY ELEMENTS:

A. An ordinance has been prepared for Council consideration to:
1. Rezone property at 713 East Harrison Avenue from Residential Single-Family R-1/5,000 to
Moderate Density Residential Multi-Family RMF-35.
2. Amend the Central Community Master Plan Future Land Use Map designation for the property from
low density residential to low-medium density residential land use.

B. The rezoning and master plan amendment would facilitate demolition of a non-conforming 4-plex and
construction of 6 individually-owned town homes. (Please see the Planning staff report and Planning
Commission minutes for details.) The Administration’s transmittal and Planning staff report note:

1. The applicant originally requested rezoning the property from Residential R-1/5,000 to
Moderate/High Density Multi-Family Residential RMF-45 in order to construct an additional 4-p1ex
on the property and fund improvements to the existing 4-plex.

2. Based on comments expressed at an Open House held on August 9, 2005 and additional comments
from Planning staff, the applicant amended the petition to request rezoning the property to a RMF-35
zoning classification and adjusted the development proposal to demolish the existing structures on
the property and construct 6 town homes fronting on Harrison Avenue



3. Amending the Central Community Master Plan Future Land Use Map from Low Density Residential
(1-15 dwelling units/acre) to Low/Medium Density Residential (10-20 dwelling units/acre) is
necessary to accommodate the proposed development’s approximate density of 15.8 units/acre.

4. The proposed town house development will comply with the requirements of the RMF- 35 zoning
district.

5. The existing 4-plex was constructed in 1963 and is now non-conforming diie to a down-zoning of the
entire area from three and four-family dwellings (Residential R-4) to two-family dwellings
(Residential R-2) in 1984 and from Residential R-2 to Single-Family Residential R-1/5,000 in 1995.

6. The subject property is 148.5 feet wide. The minimum lot width in the R/1-5,000 zone is 50 feet.
Therefore, only two single family lots would be permitted.

7. The subject property is 15,964 sq. ft. The minimum lot size for a Planned Development in the R-
1/5,000 zone is 20,000 sq. ft. Therefore, a Planned Development is not a possibility for this
property.

8. If the Planned Development Ordinance were to be amended in the future and if the minimum lot size
requirement was reduced, the property would still require a rezone for the density proposed with this
application.

9. There is no provision for an increase in density above the base zoning density allowance through the
Planned Development process.

10. The proposed town homes will create a transition between the Open Space zoning to the north and
the Neighborhood commercial zoning to the South and will help buffer the T-1/5,000 neighborhood
from the impacts of 700 East, while providing more home ownership options in the Central City.

. The Planning staff report notes surrounding land uses include the following zoning classifications and
existing uses. (Please see attached map for details).

1. North — Open Space OS — city-owned park (Herman Franks Park)

2. South — Neighborhood Commercial CN ~ commercial parking lot

3. West — Single Family Residential R-1/5,000 — single-family residential uses

4. East —Single Family Residential R-1/5,000 — single-family residential uses

. The purpose of the Single-Family Residential R-1/5,000 zoning district is to provide for conventional
single-family residential neighborhoods on lots not less than 5,000 square feet. Maximum height in the
zone is 30 feet or 2 ¥; stories, whichever is less. :

. The purpose of the Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential RMF-35 district is to provide an
environment suitable for a variety of moderate density housing types, including multi-family dwellings.
Maximum height in the zone is 35 feet. Maximum density in the RMF-35 zone is:

e 14.5 units/acre for single-family attached dwellings

e  21.8 units/acre for multi-family developments with less than 15 units

e 29.6 units/acre for multi-family developments over 15 units with 1 acre

¢ 29.0 units/acre for multi-family developments over 15 units and above 1 acre

The City’s Fire, Police, and Public Utilities Departments and Transportation and Engineering Divisions
have reviewed the request. The development proposal will be required to comply with City standards
and regulations and demonstrate that there are adequate services to meet the needs of the project.

. The public process included a Planning Division sponsored open house on August 9, 2005 and written
notification of the Planning Commission hearing to surrounding property owners and affected
Community Coungcils.
1. The Administration’s transmittal and Planning staff report note:
a. On August 9, 2005, a Planning Division sponsored open house was held regarding the or1g1na1
request to rezone the property to RMF-45 in order to construct an additional 4-plex on the
property. Six members of the public attended the open house.
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b. Concerns and comments expressed at the open house included:
e increased traffic on Harrison Avenue
e the condition of the property and the type of tenants who have lived there in the past
e asuggested preference for individually-owned units rather than rental units

c. Based on comments and concerns expressed at the open house and a subsequent meeting with
Planning staff, the applicant amended the rezoning request and proposed development.

d. On October 24, 2005, the amended rezoning request and proposed development was sent via
electronic mail to the open house attendees (who provided email addresses) and to the
Community Council Chairs with a request for comments.

2. In addition, the petitioner contacted or met with several Community Councils in the surrounding area
and property owners on Harrison Avenue to discuss the proposed rezoning and development plan.
(Liberty Wells, East Liberty Park, Central City, East Central, and Sugar House Community
Councils)

a. On July 18, 2006, the Council office received a letter to Council Member Love from the Liberty
Wells Community Council expressing support of the proposed zoning change and town home
project. (Please see Attachment 4 for details.)

b. The applicant has also provided a statement of support signed by many residents on Harrison
Avenue most directly impacted by the proposed development. (Please Attachment 5 — Statement
of Support for details.)

H. The Planning staff report provides the following 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 these standards are found on
pages 5-7 of the Planning staff report.)

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

Findings: Because the Master Plan specifically addresses protecting the low-density development
along 700 East, careful consideration of this proposal has been taken to determine whether or not
the proposed rezone is appropriate for this location. The current proposal for RMF-35 and six
individually-owned units is the result of consideration of the neighbor’s comments and concerns
that were expressed at the open house held on August 9, 2005 and from additional meetings
conducted by City staff and the applicant.

Staff finds that the requested rezone is appropriate for this location and would enhance the goals of
the Plans and Reports discussed. (Central Community Zoning Map and Master Plan, Salt Lake
City Community Housing Plan, Final Report of the Salt Lake City Futures Commission, City
Vision and Strategic Plan) The request will particularly enhance the goals of the Housing Plan and
the Futures Report by providing a variety of housing uses. Staff finds that the community has been
involved in the planning of this project.

2. Whether the proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of existing development
in the immediate vicinity of the subject property.
Findings: The overall character of the immediate vicinity will remain the same. The
Transportation Division has stated that a transition from 4 units to 6 units will not noticeably
impact the public transportation corridors. The proposed units will be individually-owned which
will be more harmonious with the overall character of the neighboring single-family residences.

3. The extent to which the proposed amendment will adversely affect adjacent properties.
Findings: The applicant has addressed these concerns by reducing the proposal to RMF-35 and
six individually-owned units. The changes specifically address comments made by the
., 6
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community. If the zoning is changed, the Zoning Ordinance requires a 10 foot landscaped buffer
and fencing between the RMF-35 and R-1/5,000 zoning districts; thus the single-family residence
directly abutting the subject property will be buffered from the current situation and from the
proposed intensification. The proposed amendment will not adversely affect adjacent properhes

4. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the provisions of any applicable overlay zoning

districts which may impose additional standards.
Findings: The property is not within any overlay districts.

The adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject property, including but
not limited to roadways, parks and recreational facilities, police and fire protection, schools, storm
water drainage systems, water supplies, and waste water and refuse collection.
Findings: Public facilities and services intended to serve the subject property are adequate and
must meet all City regulations upon further development.

'RECOMMENDATION (Planning staff):

Based on the Findings of Fact in this report, staff recommends that the Planning Commission transmit
a favorable recommendation the City Council to approve the proposed zoning map amendment and
amend the Central Community Master Plan to identify the property as RMF-35 Moderate Density
Multi-Family Residential zoning and Low /Medium Density Residential (10-20 dwelling units/acre)
land use.

L. The Administration’s paperwork notes the Planning Commission considered the petition at several
meetings. Actions taken by the Planning Commission are summarized below. (Please see Attachment 1
Planning Commission minutes for additional details.):

1.

On December14, 2005, the Planning Commission voted to table action on the petition and requested
additional details relating to the proposed development design. Additional information request by
Commissioners include items such as typical unit floor plan, the nature of the courtyard space, a
diagram illustrating the S-unit design versus the 6-unit design, assurance that the product would have
some reasonable quality commiserate with the neighborhood. The Planning Director recommended
that the petition be tabled until the Commission’s Planned Development Subcommittee convened to
study the issues and the developer has an opportunity to make adjustments to the project.

On January 18, 2006, the Planning Commission subcommittee met with the applicant. Comments
provided by subcommittee members related to incorporating specific design elements in the
proposed town house development such as graffiti-proof fencing, windows and shrubbery on the 700
East elevation, front doors with windows or doors that would be more characteristic of existing doors
along the street, and columns or other architectural features that would reflect the archltecture of the
streetscape such as picket fences and front porches.

On February 8, 2006, the Planning Commission voted to forward a negative recommendation to the
City recommendation to the City Council to deny the request to approve the proposed zoning map
amendment and the amendment to the Central Community Master Plan to identify the property as
RMF-35 Moderate Density Residential zoning and Low-Medium Density Residential Land Use. The
Planning Commission found that the proposal would not meet Standard A of Section 21A.50.050 of
the Zoning Ordinance in that the amendment is not consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives

- and policies of adopted general plans of Salt Lake City including master plans and zoning maps.

On April 12, 2006, the Planning Commission voted to reaffirm that the rezoning request was denied
based upon the Commission’s determination that the request does not meet Standard A. of the
Zoning Ordinance, Section 21A.50.050 - Standards for General Amendments.




J. Issues and public comment discussed at the Planning Commission meetings (summarized below)
included:
1. The proposed rezoning would be considered spot zoning.
2. The proposed rezoning could potentially set precedence for additional rezoning requests for other
properties in the area with higher density zoning classifications.
3. Inconsistency with the recently adopted Central Community Master Plan.
4. Town houses and the design of the project are beneficial because much of the surrounding area
consists of small houses.
5. Design issues relating to the proposed development 1ncludmg height, mass, scale and neighborhood
character compatibility.
6. Potential traffic, parking and adverse property value impacts and maintaining the character of the
surrounding neighborhood.
The proposed pricing of the units.
Concern regarding the lack of tools or options available to develop the project and address
compatibility, in lieu of rezoning the property, such as use of a density bonus, development
agreement, deed restriction or the planned development conditional use process.

%0 N

MATTERS AT ISSUE /POTENTIAL QUESTIONS FOR THE ADMINISTRATION:

(Please note, the following Matters at Issue were provided to the Council in regard to the recent Henderson
rezoning at 900 East and 100 South. It is provided again because similar issues are applicable to Mr.
Strasters’ petition. Council staff revised pertinent sections to provide information and details that relate to
this request.)

A. Council Members may wish to discuss with the Administration the following items that have emerged
during the process for this petition.

1. Ifit may be appropriate to request that the Planning Commission identify specific findings as part of
the motion when they differ from those provided in the Planning staff report, given changes to the
Utah Code Land Use Development Management Act that were considered this year and adopted last
year by the State Legislature.

a. The Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 21A.50.050 — Standards for general amendments states:

A decision to amend the text of this title or the zoning map by general amendment is a

matter committed to the legislative discretion of the City Council and is not controlled by

any one standard. However, in making its decision concerning a proposed amendment, the

City Council should consider the following factors:

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

¢ Whether the proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of ex1stmg
development in the immediate vicinity of the subject property.

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

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

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

b. The motion provided in the February 8, 2006 Planning Commission minutes notes “Based
' on the Findings of Fact outlined in the Staff Report and the review and discussion set forth,
Commissioner McDonough moved to forward a recommendation to the City Council to
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deny the request to approve the proposed zoning map amendment and the amendment to the

Central Community Master Plan to identify the property as RMF-35 Moderate Density

Residential zoning and Low-Medium Density Residential land Use. The Planning

Commission finds that the proposal would not meet Standard A of Section 21A.50.050 of

the Zoning Ordinance in that the amendment is not consistent with the purposes, goals,

ob]ectlves and policies of adopted general'plans of Salt Lake City including master plans and
zoning maps.”

The Planning Commission minutes reflect additional items summarized below. (Please see

Attachment 1 - Planning Commission minutes - for specific statements and additional

details.)

e Additional comments and discussion by Commissioners after closing the public hearing
including those noted in the transmittal letter. For example:

o Design elements of the proposed project.

o In the future this same scenario might be presented as a Planned Unit
Development and possibly be approved.

‘o Setting an unwanted precedent for spot rezoning rather than using the more -
effective tool of the Planned Development process for unique sites within larger
overall zones.

o The manner in which the project is being approved.

o The consensus of the Commission was that the applicants have been sensmve to
the economic growth and characteristics of the neighborhood, and the proposed
development would be compatible.

o The Commission was divided in favoring the proposal because it will seta
precedent and delay the more important issue of addressing infill housing.

e Comments in support of and opposition to the proposal made by the East Central
Community Council, Sugar House Community Council, Chair and members of the
public,

e Several statements made by the petitioner and the petitioner’s project representauve
responding to concerns and issues, benefits of the proposed project to the community,
steps taken and time invested in working with Community Council members and the
residents on Harrison Avenue to respond to their issues.

2. 'When is it appropriate to consider amending adopted master plans? In a memo to Council Member
Jergensen, dated May 10, 2006, the Planning Director provided information relating to the Planning
Division’s opinion on the appropriateness of amending a master plan. (Please see the attached memo
for reference - Attachment 3) This memo was also provided to all Council Members. Planning staff
indicated to Council staff that the memo was shared with the Planning Commission.) The memo

notes:

a.

The appropriateness of amending a master plan is affected by various factors such as time,
map inconsistencies, specific policy analysis, new development patterns and new city-wide
policies.

The need to amend a master plan is usually discovered during the analysis of a specific
proposal.

Through specific analysis of a project and after reviewing all of the applicable adopted
policies, the decision makers can determine whether it is appropriate to amend policies of a
master plan. ‘

Because the policy is usually not the matter of conflict, rather where the policies are applied
geographically is the point of conflict; the Future Land Use Map is usually the portion of the
master plan that is proposed for amendments.

3. The Council may wish to request more information from the Planning Division on the issues
considered at the Planning Commission meetings in relation to this petition, and whether the
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Administration provides information to the Commission to assure that they are fully aware of the
policy issues relating to the projects, and that the scope of the Planning Commission’s role is clear
for each project considered. For example:

a.

“Setting an unwanted precedent for spot rezoning rather than using the more effective tool of
the Planned Development process for unique sites within larger overall zones” Does the
Planning staff agree that this proposed rezoning could be considered spot zoning? Was
information or clarification provided to the Planning Commission? Could a lack of response
on this assertion for the record leave the City open to legal questions?

“Concern expressed about the final project, the lack of information about the development
design, pricing of the units in the project.” When issues of this nature are raised is the role
of the Planning Commission clarified, or does the Planning Commission consider these
issues as part of their deliberations?

s

4. The timeframe identified by the Planning Division for processing amendments to the Zoning
Ordinance to provide options or tools for facilitating new development or redevelopment projects in
lieu of rezoning properties.

a.

At the Planning Commission meetings, Commissioners expressed concern regarding the lack
of tools or options available to develop the project and address compatibility, in lieu of
rezoning the property, such as use of a density bonus, development agreement or the planned
development conditional use process.
Planning staff indicated that the Planning Division has an active petition relating to planned
developments that includes addressing the issue of obtaining more density without rezoning
properties and that the staff will present the status of this review to the Commission at the
next meeting.
In regard to the Henderson rezoning, Planning staff indicated that in October of 2005 a
petition was initiated by the Commission to review the requirements of density for Planned
Developments. Planning staff also noted that on March 7, 2006, the Council imitated a
Legislative Action requesting the Planning staff review the same item of concern. Planning
staff stated that the petition will be given new priority by the Planning staff.
On March 7, 2006, as part of the Council action adopting the non-conforming uses and non-
complying structures Zoning Ordinance text amendment, the Council adopted a motion
initiating a Legislative Action requesting that the Administration (Planning Commission and
Planning staff) address additional design considerations regarding expansion, enlargement or
voluntary demolition for such uses and structures. Key elements the Council requested the
Administration to review within the next six months include:
e Additional design considerations including, but not limited to:

o Height

o Historic preservation

o Density

o Neighborhood compatibility
¢ Ensure that the standards are consistent for voluntary demolition, the conditional site

design review process and the conditional use process.

On March 7, 2006, as part of the Council action rezoning property located at 500 South, 500
East and Denver Street (Richard Astle and Thaes Webb, petitioners), the Council adopted a
motion initiating a Legislative Action requesting that the Administration reevaluate the
Residential Multi-Family RMF zoning districts relating to height, density and compatibility
with surrounding neighborhoods and identify options that would include, but not be limited
to, modification of the Planned Development regulations, density bonus and affordable
housing incentives, and neighborhood compatibility standards. (This was in response to the
Council’s discussion of the need in this situation to use a development agreement restricting
height in order to allow for the desired density in addition to rezoning the property.)
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f.

In addition, adjusting the minimum planned development acreage size in other zoning

districts has been discussed by the Council in the past. For example,

e Amending the Site Development Ordinance regarding subdivisions in Foothill Zoning
Districts and foothill zoning regulations in (Petition N0.400-03-47 — Cornell, July/Aug.
2003).

e Amending the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the minimum Planned Development size
within the RMF-75 zoning district. (Petition No. 400-04-19 — March/April 2005)

MASTER PLAN AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:

A. The Central Community Master Plan (November 2005) is the adopted land-use policy document that
guides new development in the area surrounding the proposed rezoning and master plan amendment. The
Future Land Use Map identifies this area for Low Density residential uses. (As previously noted,
amending the Future Land Use Map in the Central Community Master Plan is part of this petition.)

1. The Planning staff report notes:

a. The goals of the Master Plan are to protect and improve the quality of life for everyone living in
the community regardless of age or ability, improve and support community involvement,
provide opportunities for smarter and more creative development practices, prevent
inappropriate growth and preserve residential neighborhoods. The vision for livable
communities is described by the following criteria:

Land use patterns are compatible with the characteristics of specific neighborhoods within
the community.

A variety of residential land use supports all types of housing and the affordability of the
housing stock.

Preservation of the housing stock is an integral part of maintaining neighborhood character.
The appropriate transition of multi-family housing with mixed land uses in designated areas
supports sustainable development within the community.

b. This Plan encourages diversity of use, preservation of historic neighborhoods and buildings, and
design excellence to maintain and enhance the quality of living in the Central Community

c. The subject property is located within the East Central South Neighborhood; some of the
residential issues for this neighborhood include a desire to protect low-density residential land
uses along the east side of 700 East.

2. The Plan notes the following residential land use policies:

e RESIDENTIAL LAND USE GOALS

1.

2.
3

Encourage the creation and maintenance of a variety of housing opportunities that meet
social needs and income levels of a diverse population.

Ensure preservation of low-density residential neighborhoods.

Ensure that new development is compatible with existing neighborhoods in terms of scale,
character, and density.

Encourage a variety of housing types for higher-density multi-family housing in appropriate
areas such as East Downtown, the Central Business District, the Gateway area, and near
downtown light rail stations to satisfy housing demand.

Discourage any compromise to the livability, charm, and safety of the neighborhoods or to
the sense of a healthy community.

e OVERALL LAND USE POLICY
Policy RLU 1.0 Based on the Future Land Use map, use residential zoning to establish

and maintain a variety of housing opportunities that meet social needs
and income levels of a diverse population.
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RLU-1.1 Preserve low-density residential areas and keep them from being replaced
by higher density residential and commercial uses.

RLU-1.2 Provide opportunities for medium-density housing in areas
between the Central Business District and lower-density
neighborhoods and in areas where small multi-family dwellings,
are compatible.

RLU-1.3 Restrict high-density residential growth to Downtown, East Downtown,
Transit Oriented Districts, and Gateway.

RLU-1.4 Preserve the character of the inner-block courts.

RLU-1.5 Use residential mixed use zones to provide residential land uses with
supportive retail, service, commercial, and small-scale offices and monitor
the mix of uses to preserve the residential component.

RLU-1.6 Encourage coordination between the Future Land Use map, zoning
ordinances, and the Salt Lake City Community Housing Plan.

RLU-1.7 Ensure that future amendments to the zoning map or text of the zoning
ordinance do not result in a significant amount of non-conforming land uses.

Existing housing policy

Policy RLU- 2.0

Preserve and protect existing single- and multi-family residential
dwellings within the Central Community through codes, regulations,
and design review.

Preservation and rehabilitation

RLU-2.1
RLU-2.2
RLU-2.3

RLU-2.4

Preserve housing stock through incentives and code enforcement by
implementing the Salt Lake City Community Housing Plan.

Consider opportunities for the City to purchase residential properties and
market them through City housing programs.

Provide improvement programs for redevelopment and rehabilitation of
residential structures and neighborhoods.

Assist homebuyers by marketing available government funding programs
and residential rehabilitation programs, such as tax benefits for owners of
structures in National Register Historic districts.

Prevention of deterioration

RLU-2.10
RLU-2.11

RLU-2.12

Promote reduction of deterioration of residential neighborhoods through
code enforcement practices.

Encourage the use of programs to facilitate the rehabilitation or replacement
of unsafe or boarded structures.

Encourage the enforcement of landscaping requirements for vacant
buildings and property.

New construction policy

Policy RLU-3.0

Variety of options
RLU-3.1
RLU-3.2

Design innovation
RLU-3.3

RLU-3.5
Infill and rehabilitation

Promote construction of a variety of housing options that are
compatible with the character of neighborhoods.

Encourage residential land developers to build housing that provides
residential opportunities for a range of income levels, age groups and family
size.

Encourage a mix of affordable and market- rate housing for owner,
occupancy throughout the Central Community. Encourage a mix of rental
properties for those who cannot afford or do not choose home ownership.

Use the planned development process to encourage design flexibility for

residential housing while maintaining compatibility with the neighborhood.
Encourage high performance, energy-efficient residential development.
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RLU-3.8 Support the efforts of the Housing Division and the Redevelopment Agency
to provide residential construction in all qualifying neighborhoods within
the Central Community.

RLU-3.9 Identify properties for new residential construction or rehabilitation and
work with local community development corporations (CDC’s), the City
Housing Division, and the Redevelopment Agency to develop new infill and
rehabilitation projects.

B. The City’s Comprehensive Housing Plan policy statements address a variety of housing issues including
quality design, architectural designs compatible with neighborhoods, public and neighborhood
participation and interaction, accommodating different types and intensities of residential developments,
transit-oriented development, encouraging mixed-income and mixed-use developments, housing
preservation, rehabilitation and replacement, zoning policies and programs that preserve housing
opportunities as well as business opportunities.

C. The Transportation Master Plan contains policy statements that include support of alternative forms of
transportation, considering impacts on neighborhoods on at least an equal basis with impacts on
transportation systems and giving all neighborhoods equal consideration in transportation decisions.
The Plan recognizes the benefits of locating high density housing along major transit systems and
reducing dependency on the automobile as a primary mode of transportation.

D. The City’s Strategic Plan and the Futures Commission Report express concepts such as maintaining a
prominent sustainable city, ensuring the City is designed to the highest aesthetic standards and is
pedestrian friendly, convenient, and inviting, but not at the expense of minimizing environmental
stewardship or neighborhood vitality. The Plans emphasize placing a high priority on maintaining and
developing new affordable residential housing in attractive, friendly, safe environments.

E. 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.

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.

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. )

e August 9, 2005 Planning Division sponsored Open House
e October 19, 2005 Amended rezoning request received by the Planning Division
e December 14, 2005 & Planning Commission hearings
February 8, 2006
e January 18, 2006 Planned Development Subcommittee design review
¢ February 16, 2006 Ordinance requested from City Attorney’s office
e March 7, 2006 Ordinance received from City Attorney’s office
e April 12, 2006 Planning Commission meeting — motion approved to reaffirm the

Commission’s recommendation to deny the rezoning and master
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plan amendment request

cc: Sam Guevara, Rocky Fluhart, DJ Baxter, Ed Rutan, Lynn Pace, Melanie Reif, Louis Zunguze, Chris
Shoop, Alex Ikefuna, Doug Wheelwright, Cheri Coffey, Kevin LoPiccolo, Veronica Wilson, Jennifer
Bruno, Annette Daley . ' " »

File Location: Community Development Dept., Planning Division, Rezoning and Master Plan Amendment,

Robert Strasters, Harrison Apartments, LLC. 713 East Harrison Avenue
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ATTACHMENT 1
SALT LAKE CITY

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building
451 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah

Wednesday, December 14, 2005

Present from the Planning Commission were Chairperson Laurie Noda and Commissioners Tim
Chambless, Babs De Lay, John Diamond, Robert Forbis, Prescott Muir, and Kathy Scott.
Commissioner Craig Galli, Commissioner Peggy McDonough, and Commissioner Jennifer Seelig
were excused.

Present from the Staff were Alexander Ikefuna, Planning Director; Doug Wheelwright, Deputy
Planning Director; Sarah Carroll, Associate Planner; Marilynn Lewis, Principal Planner; Wayne
Mills, Senior Planner; and Maggie Tow, Planning Commission Secretary. Present from the
Mayor’s Office was Lisa Romney, Environmental Advisor to the Mayor and Orion Goff, Director
of Building Services and Licensing.

A roll is kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. Chairperson Noda called the
meeting to order at 5:47 p.m. Minutes are presented in agenda order and not necessarily as cases
were heard by the Planning Commission. Audio recordings of Planning Commission meetings are
retained in the Planning Office for an indefinite period of time.

A field trip was held prior to the meeting. Planning Commissioners present were Chairperson
Laurie Noda, Tim Chambless, Kathy Scott, and Robert Forbis. Planning Division Staff present
were Sarah Carroll, Marilynn Lewis, and Wayne Mills.

Petition No. 400-05-24, by Harrison Apartments, LLC for a zoning map amendment to rezone the
property located at 713 East Harrison Avenue from R-1/5000, Single Family Residential to RMF-
35, Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential in order to demolish the existing structure and
construct six individually owned town homes. The project will also require an amendment to the

future land use map of the Central Community Master Plan to identify the property as Low Medium
Density Residential rather than Low Density Residential.

At 7:14 p.m., Chairperson Noda introduced Petition No. 400-05-24 and Sarah Carroll, Associate
Planner. Ms. Carroll stated this request is to rezone the property located at 713 East Harrison from
R-1/5000 to RMF-35 zoning. This involves amending the Central Community Master Plan Future
Land Use Map from “Low Density Residential (1-15 dwelling units/acre)” to “Low Medium
Density Residential (10-20 dwelling units/acre)”. The applicant would like to demolish the
existing four-plex apartment building and construct six new town homes to be sold to individual
owners.

The subject property contains an existing four-plex that was constructed in 1963 and is compliant
with the R-4 zoning in place at that time. On June 24, 2005, the applicant submitted a request to
rezone the property from R-1/5000 to RMF-45 in order to add an additional four-plex to the
property to help offset improvement costs to the existing four-plex.

An open house was held on August 9, 2005, and after listening to the neighbor’s comments and
concerns about the potential increase in traffic and density, Staff suggested that the applicant amend
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the proposal to rezone the property from R-1/5000 to RMF-35. On October 19, 2005, the applicant
submitted an amended proposal that reflects the comments made by the public and by Planning
Staff. The applicant is requesting a zoning designation of RMF-35.

The property abuts a major arterial street (700 East), which is a State Highway. Sound attenuation
will be used in the construction of the proposed town homes to decrease the impacts of the noise
associated with the proximity of 700 East. Other abutting land uses include a City park to the north,
single family homes to the east and a commercial parking lot to the south. The proposed town
homes will create a transition between the Open Space zoning to the north and the Neighborhood
Commercial zoning to the south and will help buffer the R-1/5000 neighborhood from the impacts
of 700 East, while providing additional home ownership options in the Central City area. The
zoning ordinance requires a ten-foot landscape buffer and a fence between RMF-35 and R-1/5000
zoning. The proposed new development includes these additions to help buffer the existing single-
family residence to the east.

Based on the Findings of Fact identified in the report, Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission transmit a favorable recommendation to the City Council, to approve the proposed
zoning map amendment and amend the Central Community Master Plan to identify the property as
RMF-35, Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential zoning and Low Medium Density Residential
(10-20 dwelling units/acre) land use.

Chairperson Noda asked if there was anyone from Harrison Apartments that wished to speak. Mr.
Chuck Klingenstein, Project Director/Associate Principal with Jones & Stokes stated that he has
been working with the owner, Mr. Robert Strasters. He asked if the Planning Commission had any
questions to address at this time. Commissioner Forbis requested to know the cost to rent the
existing units. Rent prices for the existing units range from $600-$650 per month. When asked what
price the proposed town homes would sell for and the applicant stated that they would be about
$225,000 and that the homes in the neighborhood are selling for a similar amount.

Hearing no further questions, Chairperson Noda opened the public hearing and asked if anyone
representing the Community Councils was present.

Cindy Cromer, representing East Central Community, spoke in opposition of the petition. Ms.
Cromer referenced a letter in the staff report and distributed a summary to the Planning
Commission. Ms. Cromer stated that if the Planning Commission modifies the minimum project
size requirements for a Planned Unit Development (PUD), there would be room for three single
family houses.

Commissioner Scott stated that she thought the PUD’s minimum size had been changed. Mr.
Wheelwright stated that it had been discussed many times but there is no change in effect.

Ms. Judy Short spoke for the Sugar House Community Council in opposition to the petition. The
Emerson neighborhood is in both the Sugar House Commurdty Council and the East Central
Community Council, although it is in the planning district of the East Central Community Council.
She has concerns about traffic problems.
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Mr. Don Middleton spoke in opposition to the petition. He owns three houses on the street. He
likes the original building and said it could be refurbished and upgraded. He is concerned about
adverse property values and traffic congestion.

Jeff Faris spoke in favor of the petition. The idea of off-street parking on the lot is appealing and
could solve some existing parking problems.

Mary Timothy supports the petition. The existing building is an eyesore in the neighborhood and
should be demolished. Town houses are beneficial to the area because much of the surrounding
area consists of small houses occupied by singles or couples.

Chris Malone is in support of the petition. The design of the town houses is appealing with the
existing neighborhood. If three homes were built instead, a shared driveway might be needed
creating inefficiencies.

Chairperson Noda closed the Public Hearing and asked if there were any questions for Mr. Strasters.

Commissioner Chambless asked about the Master Plan. Chuck Klingenstein replied that master
plans as we know are evolving documents and they have a tendency to be very broad. As a remnant
parcel, the subject property is not addressed in the master plan.

Commissioner Muir requested more information about the development. Commissioner De Lay
agreed with the request and asked if the project went to subcommittee. Ms. Carroll stated it would
go to subcommittee when the application for the project is submitted. Commissioners were
concerned about the final project and the lack of information about the development design. Mr.
Wheelwright stated that this is a rezoning recommendation to the City Council, allowing them the
final decision. If the rezoning is approved it is possible that an over-the-counter building permit for
a six-plex would be issued. Staff has considered the petition extensively over the past 4-6 months
with the developer and his consultant and it was determined that the likelihood of anyone building a
single-family dwelling at the corner of 700 East was small. The value of the property is higher as a
four-plex rather than several single family dwellings. Staff does support this petition for rezoning.

The Planning Commissioners discussed their concerns at length and concluded that the project
needed further study. The Commissioners asked for more information, such as a typical unit floor
plan, the nature of the courtyard space, or a diagram illustrating the five-unit design versus six-unit
design. They wanted to be assured that the product would have some reasonable quality
commiserate with what exists in that neighborhood. Issues were raised such as the density of six
units, maintaining the character of the neighborhood, using a PUD instead of rezoning and traffic
from 700 East.

Mr. Ikefuna recommended that the petition be tabled until the Planned Development Subcommittee
of the Planning Commission convenes to study the issues and the developer has an opportunity to
make adjustments to the project. Commissioner De Lay, Commissioner Diamond, Commissiener
McDonough, Commissioner Muir, and Commissioner Scott will participate in the Subcommittee.

Motion for Petition No. 400-05-24:
Commissioner De Lay moved that the Planning Commission table Petition No. 400-05-24.
Commissioner Forbis seconded the motion. Commissioner Chambless, Commissioner De
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Lay, Commissioner Diamond, Commissioner Forbis, and Commissioner Muir voted “Aye”.
Commissioner Scott abstained. Commissioner Galli, Commissioner McDonough, and
Commissioner Seelig were not present. As Chair, Chairperson Noda did not vote. The
motion was tabled.

54

The Commission took a 5-minute recess.



SALT LAKE CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building
451 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah
Wednesday, February 8, 2006

Present for the Planning Commission were Laurie Noda (Chairperson), Tim Chambless, Babs De Lay,
John Diamond, Robert Forbis Jr., Peggy McDonough (Vice Chairperson), Kathy Scott, and Jennifer
Seelig. Craig Galli and Prescott Muir were unable to attend.

Present from the Planning Division were Alexander lkefuna (Planning Director), Cheri Coffey (Deputy
Planning Director), Kevin LoPiccolo (Zoning Administrator), Elizabeth Giraud (Senior Planner), Ray
McCandless (Principal Planner), Lex Traughber (Principal Planner), Sarah Carroll (Associate Planner)
and Deborah Martin (Senior Planning Secretary).

A roll is being kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. Chairperson Noda called the
meeting to order at 5:45 p.m. Minutes are presented in agenda order and not necessarily as cases were
heard by the Planning Commission. Audio recordings of Planning Commission meetings are retained in
the Planning Office for an indefinite period of time.

A field trip was held prior to the meeting. Planning Commissioners present were Tim Chambless, Laurie
Noda, Kathy Scott and Robert Forbis Jr. Planning Division Staff present were Cheri Coffey, Elizabeth
Giraud, Lex Traughber and Sarah Carroll.

c) Petition No. 400-05-24 - A request by Harrison Apartments, LLC for a zoning map
amendment to rezone the property located at 713 East Harrison Avenue from R-1/5000,
Single Family Residential to RMF-35, Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential in order to
demolish the existing structure and construct six individually owned town homes. The
project will also require an amendment to the future land use map of the Central
Community Master Plan to identify the property as Low Medium Density Residential rather
than Low Density Residential. (Staff — Sarah Carroll at 535-6260 or
sarah.carroli@slcgov.com)

(This item was heard at 6:28 p.m.)
Bob Strasters and Chuck Klingenstein were present to represent Harrison Apartments, LLC.

Ms. Carroll explained that the request was originally heard on December 14, 2005 and the Planning
Commission tabled it requesting a development plan, including floor and elevation plans. Plans were
submitted and reviewed by the Subcommittee in which design features were requested. The
Subcommittee asked that windows and shrubbery be provided on the 700 East elevation of the garages,
graffiti-proof fencing along 700 East, front doors with windows or doors that would be more characteristic
to existing doors along the street, and columns and other architectural features that would reflect the
architecture of the streetscape such as picket fences and front porches. Noting the revised elevation
drawing, Ms. Carroll explained that the Applicant provided all the suggested features except for front
porches.

Responding to questions and concerns from Commissioners regarding design features and support from
the neighborhood, the Applicants explained that they strived to incorporate the suggestions of both the
Subcommittee and neighbors. The Applicants are satisfied that the design is consistent with the design
of the neighborhood. Noting the elevation drawing, the fencing is not depicted in order to show the
windows and shrubbery that were requested. Fencing could be installed for each individual unit
encompassing individual front yards or encompassing small combined courtyards. Mature trees along
the 700 East frontage also were not shown, but exist and will not be removed to provide buffering from
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traffic noise emitted from 700 East. It was also suggested to use sound-deadening material to mitigate
noise, which the Applicants agree to do. The units will consist of about 1,800 square feet total with two
finished levels and an unfinished basement with roughed-in plumbing. The structure as a whole is
approximately 24 feet high, in which the RMF-35 zone would allow a maximum height of 35 feet. Most
homes in the neighborhood are bungalows at about 16 feet high, and the Applicants believe that the
proposed height compliments the heights o surrounding bungalows and the two-story Victorian homes a
block away. Each unit will have a detached double-car garage connected to each other located in the
rear yard. The garages will be accessed from Harrison Avenue and there will be no access to the
property from 700 East. Mr. Klingenstein noted that the Transportation Engineer accepted the design of
the driveway and access. The projected market price of a unit is $200,000 to $225,000. The Applicants
believe that the size and price of each unit are consistent with the size and market value of the
neighborhood.

- As for neighborhood support, Mr. Klingenstein acknowledged that the project did not initially receive
support, but they have worked closely with neighbors and only two of seven immediate neighbors still
oppose it. One of the changes made was to offer the units as owner occupied units rather than rental
units. In addition, the location is ideal for families (their target market) because of the amenities in the
vicinity such as the schools, park and bus stops. They believe that they meet the intent of the Central
Community Master Plan which provides opportunities for people to live in the neighborhood.

The Applicants addressed Commissioner's McDonough concern about requesting a moderate density
zoning classification rather than a lower density zone and setting a precedent for future development. Mr.
Strasters explained that four or five units on the property would not be compatible with the neighborhood
in that the units would be larger and more expensive. They are proposing six units because the square
footage of the lot supports six units if the lot were zoned RMF-35.

Chairperson Noda entered into the record a letter received by Judi Short at 862 East Harrison Avenue
opposing the proposal.

There was no Community Council representative to speak to the issue.

Cindy Cromer, 816 East 100 South, explained that she opposes the rezoning and the process in which
the City has taken the request. The request would better serve the Applicants, the neighborhood and the
City if it were reviewed under the Planned Development process. A request for rezoning does not have
standards for compatibility and design review. She believes that the design elements the Subcommittee
requested are beyond the purview of the Planning Commission and may be arbitrary and capricious. Ms.
Cromer further believes that the proposal is inconsistent with the Central Community Master Plan which
was adopted just a short time ago. Ms. Cromer voiced her disappointment in the fact that other
neighborhoods have compatibility design review supported and implemented by the City, but the City has
delayed such support for her neighborhood making it appear that it is unworthy. She has requested for
several years to implement compatibility design review for in-fill housing in her neighborhood, but the
Planning Commission has declined. Porches are the most defining characteristic of the neighborhood,
yet stoops rather than porches are being proposed. The mere fact that the property can not support
porches is evidence to her that it is a situation of sweating the land. Ms. Cromer added that the subject
property is not unique in that several non-conforming four-plexes exist in the Liberty Wells, East Liberty
and Emerson areas. Allowing the rezone for the subject development would further set a precedent by
allowing others to request the same.

Ms. Coffey explained that the Planning Division has an active petition relating to planned development
that includes addressing the issue of obtaining more density without rezoning properties. She noted that
a similar review took place in 2005 to reduce square footage requirements for planned developments in
the RMF-45 or RMF-75 Zone. Mr. lkefuna said that Staff will present the status of this review to the
Planning Commission at the next meeting scheduled for February 22, 2006.

Mr. Klingenstein said that they recognize the Planning Commission may have asked for information that
may have been outside their purview, but the Applicants were willing to accommodate such requests
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because it is clear to them that the situation is a legislative act. The Planning Commission is making a
recommendation to the City Council rather than an administrative decision based on a set of rules and
standards. The Applicants are also willing to enter into a development agreement in order to address the
Planning Commissioners' concerns regarding density control for any other future development on the

property.

Addressing concerns regarding the front porches, Mr. Strasters explained that one of the porches is
larger than the others in that it measures 10 to 12 feet wide and 4 feet deep. The others are 4 feet by 4
feet. Along with the smaller porches, they added features that would bring the existing influence of the
neighborhood into the building and onto the property. Mr. Strasters said that they would further review
modifications that would allow them to provide significant porches.

The meeting was closed to public comment and the Commissioners discussed the proposal.

The consensus of the Commission was that the Applicants have been sensitive to the economic growth
and the characteristics of the neighborhood, and the proposed development would be compatible.
However, the Commission was divided in favoring the proposal because it will set a precedent and delay
the more important issue of addressing infill housing.

Commissioner McDonough addressed the concern that in the future this same scenario might be
presented as a Planned Unit Development and possibly be approved. (This would occur only if the
Planned Unit Development process was amended.) She raised concern in relation to the manner in
which the project is being approved. Given future development, her concern was that approval of this
petition could set an unwanted precedent for spot rezoning, rather than using the more effective tool of
the Planned Development Process for unique sites within larger overall zones.

Commissioner De Lay noted that although the approval could occur, the deed restriction placed on the
property, limits and restricts the property uses.

Commissioner Seelig added that she finds the proposal conflicts with the Central Community Master Plan
that has recently been adopted and the expectations of the community to follow the plan.

Motion for Petition 400-05-24

Based on the Findings of Fact outlined in the Staff Report and the review and discussion set forth,
Commissioner McDonough moved to forward a recommendation to the City Council to deny the
request to approve the proposed zoning map amendment and the amendment to the Central
Community Master Plan to identify the property as RMF-35 Moderate Density Residential zoning
and Low Medium Density Residential land use. The Planning Commission finds that the proposal
would not meet Standard A of Section 21A.50.050 of the Zoning Ordinance in that the amendment
is not consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives and policies of adopted general plans of
Salt Lake City including master plans and zoning maps. Commissioner Scott seconded the
motion. Commissioners McDonough, Scott, Seelig and Diamond voted aye. Commissioners De
Lay, Forbis and Chambless voted no. The motion passed with a four-three vote.

The Applicants may proceed to the City Council with a negative recommendation.

It is noted that Commissioner De Lay moved for the Planning Commission to forward a favorable
recommendation to the City Council and the motion was seconded by Commissioner Forbis, but it was
defeated with a three-four vote. (This motion was made prior to the break. The motion to forward an
unfavorable recommendation to the City Council was made after the break. Commissioner Diamond was

excused at 7:30 p.m.) "

(The Planning Commission took a break from 7:19 p.m. to 7:27 p.m.)



SALT LAKE CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building
451 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah
Wednesday, April 12, 2006

Present for the PIanni!r;g Commission were Laurie Noda (Chairperson), Tim Chambless, Babs De Lay,
John Diamond, Robert Forbis Jr., Peggy McDonough (Vice Chairperson), Prescott Muir, Kathy Scott, and
Jennifer Seelig. Craig Galli was excused from the meeting.

Present from the Planning Division were Alexander Ikefuna, Planning Director; Cheri Coffey, Deputy
Planning Director; Doug Wheelwright, Deputy Planning Director; Joel Paterson, Planning Programs
Supervisor; Kevin LoPiccolo, Zoning Administrator; Sarah Carroll, Principal Planner; Marilynn Lewis,
Principal Planner; Ray McCandless, Principal Planner; and Cindy Rockwood, Planning Commission
Secretary.

A roll is being kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. Chairperson Noda called the
meeting to order at 5:49 p.m. Minutes are presented in agenda order and not necessarily as cases were
heard by the Planning Commission. Audio recordings of Planning Commission meetings are retained in
the Planning Office for an indefinite period of time.

A field trip was held prior to the meeting. Planning Commissioners present were Tim Chambless, Laurie
Noda, Kathy Scott, and Jennifer Seelig. Planning Division Staff present were Doug Wheelwright, Sarah
Carroll, and Marilynn Lewis.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES from Wednesday, March 22, 2006
(This item was heard at 5:49 p.m.)

Commissioner Scott moved to approve the March 22, 2006 minutes. Commissioner Chambless
seconded the motion. Commissioner Chambless, Commissioner De Lay, Commissioner

Diamond, Commissioner Forbis, Commissioner McDonough, Commissioner Muir and

Commissioner Scott voted “Aye”. Commissioner Seelig abstained. The motion passed.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR
(This item was heard at 5:50 p.m.)

Chairperson Noda raised the attention of the Commissioners to a letter received from Brent Wilde,
Community Development Deputy Director regarding the Harrison Apartment Rezone Petition No. 400-05-
24 _

Discussion commenced regarding the previous decision of the Commission, and the determination was
that the minutes clearly stated the desired result of the Planning Commission; a Planned Unit
Development proposal would have been supported by the Planning Commission had it been an option for
the applicant, rather than a rezone request. As a result of this finding, the Planning Commission initiated a
petition to review the requirements of Planned Unit Development proposals.

Commissioner De Lay noted that clarity was the strongest concern and suggested a recall and re-
evaluation of the Petition.

At 5:54 p.m., Commissioner McDonough made a motion to reaffirm the decision of the Planning
Commission in relation to Petition #400-05-24 to state that the unfavorable recommendation was
based on the rezoning and master plan amendment standards. Commissioner Scott seconded the
motion. Commissioner Diamond, Commissioner Forbis, Commissioner McDonough,
Commissioner Scott, and Commissioner Seelig voted “Aye”. Commissioner De Lay and

Commissioner Chambless were opposed. Commissioner Muir abstained.




ATTACHMENT 2

A. LOUIS ZUNGUZE M‘M@%RY @@ﬁ@m&ﬁ[ ROSS C. “ROCKY" ANDERSON

DIRECTAR DEPT, OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MAYOR

BRENT B. WILDE QFFICE DF THE DIRECTOR

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

Lori Noda

Planning Commission Chair
Office of the Attorney General
160 East 300 South

Salt Lake City, UT 84114

March 31, 2006

Re:  Petition #400-05-24 by Harrison Apartments LLC, to rezone the property at 713 East
Harrison Avenue from R-~1 5000 to RMF-35 to facilitate the construction of six town
homes

Dear Lori, v

During the course of preparing the City Council transmittal for the above referenced petition, it
became apparent from reading the minutes that the Planning Commission was generally
supportive of the proposed development but preferred using the planned development process for
approving the project rather than a rezoning. A paragraph on page 3 of the minutes seems to
summarize the Planning Commission sentiment. This paragraph states:

Commissioner McDonough addressed the concern that in the future this same
scenario might be presented as a Planned Unit Development and possibly be
approved. She raised concern in relation to the manner in which the project is
being approved. Given future development, her concern was that approval of
this petition could set an unwanted precedent for spot rezoning, rather than
using the more effective tool of the Planned Development Process for unique
sites within larger overall zones.

It is important to note that City ordinances do not allow the use of the planned development
regulations to address this issue or approve a project of this type in this zoning district.
However, there is no indication in the minutes that the Planning Commission understood this or
that Planning Staff clearly explained to the Commission that the planned development process is
not an option for this type of request. As a result, it is unclear whether the petition for the
rezoning was denied based on incompatibility of the proposal or because the ordinance does not
allow approval as a Planned Unit Development. The resulting record sends a mixed and
confusing message to the City Council regarding the Planning Commission’s position on this
project.

451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 404, SALT LAKE GITY, UTAH 84111
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As the means of avoiding further confusion or risking that the City Council might refer the
petition back to the Planning Commission for clarification, I recommend that the Planning
Commission take one of the following actions:

e Reaffirm that the Planning Commission’s decision on this request was based on a review
and determination of findings related to the City’s Rezoning and Master Plan
Amendment standards and not the Planned Development standards, or

o Recall the petition for a rehearing and reevaluate the request strictly under the Rezoning
and Master Plan Amendment provisions.

If you have any concerns about rehearing this petition or any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me. I can be reached at 535-7105 or via e-mail at brent. wilde@slcgov.com.

Sincerely,

T Wwh

Brent Wilde
Community Development Deputy Director

cc: Louis Zunguze, Community Development Director
Alex Ikefuna, Planning Director
Doug Wheelwright, Deputy Planning Director
Cheri Coffey, Deputy Planning Director
Planning Commissioners



ATTACHMENT 3

MEMORANDUM

451 South State Street, Room 406
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
(801) 535-7757

Planning and Zoning Division
Department of Community Development

TO: Councilmember Eric Jergensen
FROM: Alex Ikefuna, Planning Director
DATE: May 10, 2006

CC: City Council Members

Louis Zunguze, Community Development Director
Brent Wilde, Deputy Community Development Director
Cheri Coffey, Deputy Planning Director

Doug Wheelwright, Deputy Planning Director

Cindy Gust-Jenson, City Council Executive Director
Janice Jardine, Public Policy Analyst

SUBJECT: Appropriateness of Amending Master Plans

As per your request, the Planning Division is submitting this memorandum regarding the Division’s opinion on
the appropriateness of amending a master plan.

The general definition of a master plan is:

“The plan is the official statement of a municipal legislative body which sets forth its major
policies concerning desirable future physical development; the published general-plan
document must include a single-unified general physical design of the community, and it must
attempt to clarify the relationships between physical-development policies and social and
economic goals.”

A master plan serves many purposes: (1) to describe and identify the community character, (2) to clearly
identify the future direction of the community, (3) to describe the compatible components of new development,
(4) to identify community problems and propose solutions, (5) to identify strategies for maintaining community
attributes and strengths. Master Plans most often contain the above information in two components: Text and
Future Land Use Map.

The main tool used by cities to implement the policies of a master plan is a zoning ordinance. This tool
regulates land use and lot and bulk requirements.




Creation, Adoption and Development
The process for the creation and adoption of a master plan allows opportunity for public input in an advisory
capacity and eventual adoption by the legislative body. In Salt Lake City, public input is obtained in four ways:
(1) general public issue identification meetings, (2) an Advisory Committee for the Master Plan project, (3)
community council review, and (4) public hearings.

7]
Policies to implement new planning concepts, address issues raised by the community, and identify
implementation efforts are the main focus in the development of the master plan; therefore, the most specific
focus is on the Text component of the master plan. The development of the Future Land Use Map is generally
based on the existing land use, existing zoning, and new policies that may affect a certain area (such as a new
Transit Oriented Development corridor). Therefore, the Future Land Use Map is a generalized map in which
the Planning Division does not scrutinize each parcel, but instead consists of a general idea where major
changes to physical development in the community are envisioned to occur.

Prioritization of Plan Development and Update Process
Master Plans are long-range policy documents requiring many years to develop. Although there is a general

idea of a-plan’s lifespan, (generally 10-20 years), the priorities for updating or rewriting master plans is based
on development pressures for a geographic area, age of the plan, the overriding public need, and whether
funding has been allocated. Therefore, some plans are not updated as frequently as others. An example of this
varied timeline update concept, would be the update to the Downtown Master Plan (adopted in 1995) prior to
the update of the Avenues or East Bench Master Plans (adopted in 1987). The Downtown Master Plan has been
affected by development pressures, and requires consideration of the greater public need and the planning
policies needing to be addressed in the Downtown area. In the Avenues or East Bench communities, many
items requiring consideration may be addressed through zoning ordinance changes. ’

Appropriateness of Amending a Master Plan
The appropriateness of amending a master plan is affected by various factors.

1. Time
The number of years between the master plan’s adoption and update request can vary. There may be
various new, city-wide policies that are adopted prior to the update of a community master plan which
would conflict with older community master plan policies. An example of this is the non-conforming/
non-complying ordinance that was adopted to help property owners refinance their properties. This
project required amending the Avenues Community Master Plan (adopted in 1987) which contains
specific language that discourages the City from allowing these types of structures to be rebuilt.

2. Map Inconsistencies
A project may be suggested that would implement various policies found within the Text of a master
plan, but that may not be consistent with the Future Land Use Map for the specific property. An
example of this is the Richard Astell rezoning request at approximately 520 South 500 East. In this
project, it was found that the project would implement various master plan policies (both city-wide and
in the Central Community Master Plan) by providing more housing near a light rail station as well as
provide a variety of housing types and densities in the neighborhood. The decision makers found that
the location was appropriate for higher-density residential development because of its location within a
Ya mile of a light rail transit line on 400 South and the adjacency to higher-density zoning.

3. Specific Policy Analysis
During the zoning implementation phase of a master planning process, it may be appropriate to amend a
master plan after conducting a more thorough analysis of a specific policy and obtaining input from the
affected property owners (who are usually not very involved in the development phase of the master
plan). An example of this is the amendments to the Sugar House Community Master Plan which were
required as part of the implementation of zoning changes that were identified in the plan.




4. New Development Patterns
Addressing new development patterns in an area that is governed by an older master plan is another
scenario of when it may be appropriate to amend a master plan policy. An example of this is the
amendments to the Northwest Community Master Plan (adopted in 1990) in 2004 to identify an area
(700 North Redwood Road) as commercial rather than residential because the center of the
neighborhood had shifted. w

5. New City-wide Policies
Implementing various city-wide planning policies, identified in city-wide planning documents, may
require amending a community master plan’s Future Land Use Map if it is inconsistent with the map but
the project would implement city-wide goals. An example of this includes proposals to allow higher-
density housing development along North Temple Street in anticipation of the development of a light
rail transit corridor on this street.

The need to amend a master plan is usually discovered during the analysis of a specific proposal. Therefore,
through specific analysis of a project and after reviewing all of the applicable adopted policies, the decision
makers can determine whether it is appropriate to amend policies of a master plan. Because the policy is
usually not the matter of conflict, rather where the policies are applied geographically is the point of conflict,
the Future Land Use Map is usually the portion of the master plan that is proposed for amendments.

Coordination of Planning Documents during Review
In an effort to try and minimize conflicts between community master plan policies and city-wide policies, the

City has agreed to a new process for master plan development. In the past, the main citizen input source during
the development of a master plan was the affected community council. Although the community council still
plays a large role in the development of new master plans, the City has found that it is in the interest of the
public if broad and diverse citizen input is obtained. The Planning Commission, as the City’s leading planning
body, is now the lead group in the development of master plans and is heavily involved in the planning process.
The involvement by the Planning Commission ensures that the planning policies in any one community master
plan are consistent with city-wide goals. It also assures that the master plan is not narrowly focused on one area
that would preclude city-wide planning policies from being implemented.

Process to Amend a Master Plan

The State Enabling Legislation; Land Use Development Management Act, identifies the process that must be
followed in amending a master plan. The City’s process, which meets the State requirements, includes: (1)
presentation of the matter before the affected community council for input, and (2) mailing notification of the
public hearings (both the Planning Commission and City Council) to owners of property within 300 feet of the
subject property and publishing notification in a newspaper of general circulation fourteen days prior to the
public hearings. Community Councils, business groups, and other interested parties are included in the mailed
notification of the public hearings.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at 535-7226 or at alexander.ikefuna@slcgov.com.
The Planning Staff is also willing to meet with you or any of the Council members to discuss the information
included in this memorandum.

Thank You




ATTACHMENT 4

Liberty Wells Community Council

P.0.Box 522318 = salt Lake City, UT 84152
Tel: 801-485-8180 Email: libertywells@msn.com

Lt

July 17,2006
HAND DELIVERD

Councilwoman Jill Remington Love
Salt Lake City Council Office

451 S. State Street Room 304

Salt Lake City, UT 84111

RE: MOTION TO SUPPORT ZONING CHANGE
FOR HARRISON TOWN HOME PROJECT

Dear Councilwoman Love,

At its monthly meeting held on July 12,2006, the Liberty Wells Community Council passed
a motion supporting the applicant of the Harrison Town Home Project, Bob Strasters. Mr.
Straster is applying to the Salt Lake City Council for a zoning change to allow the
development of 6 town homes to be built on the NE Corner of Harrison and 7th E.

It was felt that the applicant has gone to great lengths to meet all requirements set forth, that
he has the overwhelming written support of all the neighbors who would be impacted most,
and that he would be changing the property from a non-owner occupied situation to that of
an owner-occupied situation. The project fits beautifully into the area from an architectural
standpoint. The property has always been multi-family and would remain so if the City
allows this very worthy project to be built. During our discussion, the Council participants
felt that this proposed development is by far the best and highest use of the property which is
a highly unusual piece of land.

Please let us know when this item comes before the Salt Lake Council, as we will be there to
speak in favor of the project.

Thank you for your support.

] »m% ‘V i mhw
FChairman

Received By: 8

Date: Ajfbdl?’ﬁ gzwif




Dear Jill,

This propetty is so unusual that I would like to take a quick 10 minute tour with you to the
proposed site, so you could $ee for yourself how beneficial this project would be to that
particular block of Harrison.

In spite of Mr. Straster's improvements, you will see the functionally obsolete (and
deteriorating) 4-plex that is currently located on the site, and how strangely the building is
placed on the property. It needs updating badly!

I believe that you will see that his options are few. Ifthe zoning change is not allowed, the
property will continue to deteriorate. He's very much in a quandary - between a "rock and a

hard place" because the property isn't large enough for a PUD, etc.

Would you have some time in the next week or two for a quick tour -~ perhaps on your drive
to or from your City Council offices?

Please let me know!

< v

485-8780 or 860-7460



Harrison Townhouse Petition for Zoning Amendment

Liberty Wells Community Council Meeting

s

72106

New project replaces obsolete and deteriorating rental units with well
designed, attractive 1200 sq ft homes, featuring 2.5 baths/two
bedrooms/unfinished basements/detached two-car garages,

Requested Project incorporates design elements and stale that are consistent
ad compatible with neighboring community. This allows neighbothoeod to
convert obsolete low rent, multi-tinit housing to individually owned new
bome properties which will promote community pride asil increase home
values in the direct neighborhood.

Neighbors living on Harrison Avenue overwhelmingly suppaort the project
{s¢¢ statement of support attached)

Propussd project dues not replace single-family residences,
Current sl listorical use on this property has been as multi-family housing.
Existing building is deteriorating and will eventually become obsolete.

Existing rental units have created problems for the neighborhood and have
lowered property values in the direct community.

Two-thirds of ke lot space on this property is vacant and unused, resulting
in pour utilization and creating associated maintenance problems.

Any new development under current zoning, R{/S500wuuld only allow for
two single-family residences, the land cost and site location prohibit this tvpe
of project (Houses would have to sell for $750,000 each).

Lot size prohibits using the PUD option in Salt lake City (Minimum lot size
requirement for a PUD is 20,000 square feet, this lot is under 16,000 square
feet)

Requested zoning in the petition, RIMF35, is more consistent with current
and historical use than the down zoned master plan zoning,



ATTACHMENT 3§

1 Avenue Residents Statement of Support

12

Wi the undersigned residents of Harrison Avenue all living on Harrison Avenue between
the streets of 70 East and 800 East in Salt lake City, Utah. do hereby express auppart for
the following project:

A propsed six-unit condominium project to be built if a rezone is granted, on the
prapeety at 713 Fast Harrison Asenue. Salt Lake City, Utah. The design of this project
was presented in the Salt Lake City Planning Commission Meeting of February 8, 2006,
and a eopy of this design is attached to this letter of suppurt. We support the rezone of
this property, and believe that the proposed project would benefit and improve our
neighborhood.

Name of Resident Askdress of Resident
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ATTACHMENT 6

From: Chris Johnson [cajohnson_sic@yahoo.com]
‘Sent:  Wednesday, September 27, 2006 8:01 AM

To: bob.strasters@coldwell.utah.com; Jardine, Janice
Subject: Harrison Townhouse

The ECCC Board met on September 20, the ECCC, at which time we heard again from Bob Strasters regarding the Harrison
Townhouse Project. The Board voted and hereby submits its support of the Harrison Townhouse project at 713 E Harrison
Avenue . This support is based on changes to the design incorporating generous porches and balancing the setbacks with
other homes on the street.

Talk is cheap. Use Yahoo! Messenger to make PC-to-Phone calls. Great rates starting at 1¢/min.

9/27/2006



Patricia Knell
P.O. Box 16958
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116

January 27, 2006

Salt Lake City Planning Commission
451 South State Street
SaltLake City, Utah 84110 .

Dear Commissioners:

[ am writing regarding petition number 400-05-24 submitted by Harrison Apartments, LLC,
to rezone the property at 713 Harrison Avenue.

I have owned the property at 766 Harrison Avenue for over 30 years, having raised my son
there. He is now living in the home, choosing to remain in the neighborhood and raise his
own family there. I know this neighborhood, the character of the street and, although I do not
currently live there, have strong roots and want to maintain the established residential use for
my grandchildren. My son and his friends, the other residents on the street, have all expressed
great concern for this proposed development.

I would hope that any recommendation to the City Council, as well as the ultimate decision
regarding this petition, would be made with careful consideration of applicable portions of the
Central Community Master Plan. This plan, under review for a number of years, and long
overdue by the time it was approved in November 2005, had considerable well-intentioned
input from the community and planning staff. While I understand there may be some minor
modifications being considered, none of those should affect the approved portions pertaining
to this particular situation. And since the current plan was just recently approved, it does not
seem that any action in direct contradiction with the master plan would be appropriate at this
juncture.

If I may, I would like to make reference to several very key provisions in the Central
Community Master Plan.

e The map reflecting the “future land use” designates all the property on the 700 East
block of Harrison as “low density residential,” which is a continuation of the current
R-1/5000 zone, which maintains the residential character of the neighborhood.

e On page 18 of the plan, it makes reference to the “East Central South neighborhood
planning area” which includes Harrison Avenue and the property in question. In that
section of the plan, on page 20, under residential “issues within the East Central South
neighborhood” it very clearly indicates a concern to “protect low-density residential
land uses along the east side of 700 East.”

¢ On page 35 of the plan, regarding “residential land use goals,” two items apply:

o “Ensure preservation of low-density residential neighborhoods.” and
o “Ensure that new development is compatible with existing neighborhoods in
terms of scale, character, and density.” ’



e On page 35, under the section entitled, “Higher density housing replacing
characteristic lower-density structures,” the following statement is made:

“The community does not support the demolition of lower-density residences
in order to build multi-family structures. Residents prefer to protect the
existing residential character and prevent construction of multiple family
dwellings in low-density neighborhoods . . .”

e On page 35 where the plan addresses residential land use policies, under overall
land use policy, policy RLU-1.1 states: “Preserve low-density residential areas
and keep them from being replaced by higher density residential and commercial

The proposal is to change the zoning to RMF-35, conflicting with every provision of the
master plan identified above. In city code 21A.24.130, the portion of the zoning ordinance
pertaining to the RMF-35 zone, it states: “The purpose of the RMF-35 Moderate Density
Multi-Family Residential District is to provide an environment suitable for a variety of
moderate density housing types, including multi-family dwellings.” Not only doesthe .
proposed zoning change strike at the heart of the master plan in regards to maintaining the
character of low-density housing and residential neighborhoods, but it would create the
potential for an environment where multi-family dwellings (apartments) could be built,
directly adversely impacting the established low-density residential neighborhood.

I realize that any planning decision regarding land use cannot hold the developer to a
requirement for any specific types of dwelling or specific uses of the property as long as they
fall within the approved zone. While this developer, or any other developer, may indicate an
intention to build townhouses, my understanding is that any change in zoning cannot preclude
a use that is permitted within that zone, including the construction of an apartment building in
this case. Approval of this petition would result in potential great harm to the low-density
residential character that is both currently in place and so wisely planned for the future in the
master plan. Property owners, as well as the community in general, have a reasonable
expectation that the community master plan will be followed with only rare exceptions. This
does not seem to be a case in which an exception is warranted.

While the proposal, for “six individually owned town homes,” may not seem to present any
obvious need for alarm to some, as a long time property owner on Harrison Avenue I must
express my utmost objection. On the surface this proposal may appear to present an
opportunity to improve the community and help meet the need for additional housing.
However a more in-depth study would show that it creates a major concern for the
community. This rezone action could very well result in six rental units, creating in effect a
sort of “six-plex” with all of the accompanying problems so common in Salt Lake City, or it
could in reality result in an apartment building that would certainly be a major concern. In
any event, a rezone is just not appropriate. Approval of this petition would undoubtedly begin
to change the neighborhood as most encroachment is prone to do.

Unfortunately, in most cases when a residential rental complex of this nature is developed, the
calls for service to the area, by both the police and fire departments, is known to be higher,
significantly creating a negative reputation with reduced property values for the surrounding
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neighborhood. I do not mean to be an alarmist, but based on years of experience in working
in the field of community health and safety, this does prove to be the normal resuit. I trust
you will carefully and diligently consider all of these possibilities when making any decision
that creates higher density housing in an established single family residential neighborhood.

Many, and certainly including the developer, will no doubt argue that the nature of 700 East
makes higher density zoning of any property on that street a logical use. But, as has been
seen in many similar situations in the city, the affect does not begin and cease at any one
street, in this case 700 East. The rezone would adversely affect the entire street between 700
East and 800 East; and possibly the surrounding neighborhaod.. And I am sure the developer
will argue that the “six individually owned town homes” will add stability to the existing
neighborhood. Maybe; but in all probably they will not. They would only be the beginnirg
of the likely deterioration and change for a stable neighborhood.

While I may understand your decision is based on sound and accepted zoning practices, I
would encourage you to at least give some consideration to the bigger picture which includes
the potential for negative influences brought about by this change. This street, and the
neighborhood, has a long history of being a quiet residential setting of single family
dwellings. It is not in need of any change and certainly not one quite as dramatic as this
proposal would create. )

This property, along with the surrounding neighborhood, including the properties on Harrison
Avenue, is currently zoned R-1/5000. To maintain the established character of the
neighborhood this rezone action should not be approved.

Thank you for your time and understanding of my concerns. I hope I been able to express this
issue in proper terms. If I can answer any questions or clarify any of my concerns I can be
reached at my home number, 364-3375.

Sincerely,

Patricia Knell
Homeowner
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CITY COUNCIL TRANSMITTW%

TO: Rocky Fluhart, Chief Administrative Officer <];7AT E:
FROM: Louis Zunguze, Community Development Director

RE: Petition No. 400-05-24 by Harrison Apartments, LLC, is a request to rezone property
located at 713 East Harrison Avenue from Residential Single Family (R-1/5000) to
Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential (RMF-35) zoning in order to demolish
the existing four-plex and construct six town homes. The request also requires an
amendment to the Central Community Master Plan Future Land Use Map from Low
Density Residential (1-15 dwelling units/acre) to Low/Medium Density Residential
(10-20 dwelling units/acre).

STAFF CONTACTS: Sarah Carroll, Principal Planner, at 535-6260 or
sarah.carroll@slcgov.com

RECOMMENDATION: That the City Council hold a briefing and schedule a Public

Hearing
DOCUMENT TYPE: Ordinance
BUDGET IMPACT: None

DISCUSSION:

Issue Origin: Petition No. 400-05-24, initiated by Harrison Apartments, LLC is a request to
rezone the subject property from Single Family Residential (R-1/5000) to Moderate Density
Multi-Family Residential (RMF-35) zoning. The applicant views this request as a way to
improve the site and address neighbors’ comments by demolishing the rundown nonconforming
four-plex that was built in 1963 and constructing six new town homes.

The applicant originally requested Moderate/High Density Multi-Family Residential (RMF-45)
zoning in order to add another four-plex to the property and fund improvements to the existing
four-plex, for a total of eight rental units. An Open House was held on August 9, 2005, at which
time neighbors expressed concerns regarding the proposal for eight units. Following the Open
House and additional comments from Staff, the applicant amended the petition to request RMF-
35 zoning (rather than RMF-45) and would like to demolish the existing four-plex and build six
individually-owned town homes.

451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 404, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111
TELEPHONE: 801-535-7105 FAX: BO1-535-6005

WWW.SLCGOV.COM



Analysis: The subject property currently contains a nonconforming four-plex. The surrounding
uses include a State Highway (700 East) to the west, a public park to the north, a business
parking lot across the street to the south, and single-family residential homes to the east. The
existing four-plex was constructed in 1963 and is now nonconforming due to a down-zoning of
the entire area from Three and Four Family Dwellings (R-4) to Two Family Dwellings (R-2) in
1984 and then from R-2 to R-1/5000 in 1995. The applicant met with Planning Staff on three
occasions to discuss this request and determine whether or not there would be support for the
requested zone change. Staff viewed this as an appropriate location for a medium density
residential structure due to the proximity to 700 East, City parks, and the Commercial parking lot
across the street.

Staff requested comments from pertinent City Departments/Divisions including Transportation,
Engineering, the Fire Department, Public Utilities, Police, and Building Services. These
Departments/Divisions did not express any objections to the proposed zoning amendment.

Master Plan Considerations: This request necessitates amending the Central Community
Master Plan Future Land Use Map from Low Density Residential to Low/Medium Density
Residential to obtain the density necessary to redevelop the property with six units. Notice of the
requested zoning and Master Plan amendments were published in the newspaper on November
30, 2005, meeting State Code noticing requirements.

PUBLIC PROCESS:

The original request for RMF-45 zoning was presented at an Open House on August 9, 2005. Six
members of the public attended and voiced concerns about additional traffic and tenants if eight
units were permitted on this site. They also indicated that they viewed the existing structure as an
eye-sore and would like to see the property improved and suggested that they would prefer
individually-owned units rather than rental units. Based on those comments and concerns as well
as a subsequent meeting with planning Staff, the applicant amended this proposal to request
RMF-35 zoning in order to demolish the existing four-plex and facilitate the construction of six
individually-owned town homes, rather than eight rental units.

The request for RMF-35 zoning was presented to the Planning Commission on December 14,
2005. At that time the Planning Commission tabled the item in order to hold a subcommittee
meeting to review the development proposal for the subject property. A subcommittee meeting
was held on January 18, 2006. Elevations and floor plans were presented and the subcommittee
members made recommendations regarding the architectural details of the project.

This item was scheduled again for the February 8, 2006, Planning Commission meeting, at
which time one member of the public stated the following:

e That the recently adopted Central Community Master Plan should not be amended;

o That this property should be used for three single family dwellings in compliance with
the existing zoning (Note: The current ordinance will permit only two single family
dwellings);

e That the Planned Development ordinance should be amended to allow three single family
homes at this site; and

Petition 400-05-24: 713 East Harrison Rezone
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o That the Commissioners were treating this project as a Planned Development by
requiring a subcommittee when in fact it was a request for a rezone.

After these comments the commissioners engaged in a lengthy discussion regarding whether or
not this project was being heard through the correct process. The commissioners generally
expressed that the proposal would enhance the area but thought that the comments they made at
the Subcommittee meeting regarding a reduction in the front yard setback to allow larger porches
could be addressed if this project were presented to them through the Planned Development
process. Planning Staff affirmed that under the current ordinance the Planned Development
process was not applicable to this request because: 1) It does not meet minimum project size
requirements, and 2) There is no provision for an increase in density above the base zoning
density allowance through the Planned Development process. The Commissioners then motioned
to deny the request for rezone based on the Commission’s negative finding of Standard A, which
evaluates “whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives,
and policies of the adopted general plan of Salt Lake City.”

Staff would like to note the following:

1. The subject property is 148.5 feet wide. The minimum lot width in the R/1-5000 zone is
50 feet. Therefore, only two single family lots would be permitted.

2. The subject property is 15,964 square feet. The minimum lot size for a Planned
Development in the R-1/5000 zone is 20,000 square feet. Therefore, a Planned
Development is not a possibility for this property.

3. If the Planned Development Ordinance were to be amended in the future and if the
minimum lot size requirement was reduced, the property would still require a rezone for
the density proposed with this application.

After a review of the transmittal paperwork for the April 8, 2006, Planning Commission meeting,
the Community Development Director’s Office was concerned that the Planning Staff had not
adequately explained to the Planning Commission that Planned Development was not a
procedural option for this type of request in this zoning district. As a result, the Community
Development Deputy Director asked the Planning Commission to either reaffirm their decision
or to rehear this case at the next Planning Commission meeting (see Exhibit 5F for letter from
Brent Wilde, dated March 31, 2006). At the April 12, 2006, Planning Commission meeting, the
Commissioners reaffirmed that this rezoning request was denied based upon the Commission’s
determination that the request does not meet Rezoning Standard A (Exhibit 5G).

RELEVANT ORDINANCES:
Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance Section 21A.50 - Amendments

Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and Maps are authorized under Section 21A.50 of the Salt
Lake City Zoning Ordinance, as detailed in Section 21A.50.050: “A decision to amend the text
of this title or the zoning map by general amendment is a matter committed to the legislative
discretion of the City Council and is not controlled by any one standard.” It does, however, list

Petition 400-05-24: 713 East Harrison Rezone
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five standards which should be analyzed prior to rezoning property (Section 21A.50.050 A-E).
The five standards are discussed in detail starting on page 5 of the Planning Commission Staff
Report (see Attachment 5C).

Utah Code Title 10, Chapter 9a - Municipal Land Use, Development, and Management

Sections 10-9a-204 and -205 regulate the requirements for noticing a general plan amendment
and land use ordinance amendment.

Petition 400-05-24: 713 East Harrison Rezone
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Letter to Commissioners from Brent Wilde, dated March 31, 2006
Planning Commission minutes for April 12, 2006

QEmY

6. Original Petition



1. CHRONOLOGY



PROJECT CHRONOLOGY

June 24, 2005
June 28, 2005

July 12,2005

August 9, 2005

September 2, 2005

October 19, 2005

October 24, 2005

November 29, 2005

November 30, 2005

December 14, 2005

January 11, 2006
January 18, 2006
January 24, 2006

February 8, 2006

February 16, 2006
February 22, 2006

March 7, 2006

The applicant initiated a request for a zoning amendment.

The Planning Division received the petition request.

Requested appropriate City Departments review and comment on the
original request for RMF-45 zoning; routed to Transportation,
Engineering, the Fire Department, Public Utilities, Police, and
Building and Licensing Services.

Open house held for Petition request.

The applicant met with planning staff to discuss amending the
proposal.

Planning staff received the amended request for RMF-35 zoning.
Requested appropriate City Departments review and comment on the
amended request for RMF-35 zoning; routed to Transportation,
Engineering, the Fire Department, Public Ultilities, Police, and
Building and Licensing Services.

Planning Commission public hearing notice mailed.

Legal notice regarding Master Plan amendment published in the Salt
Lake Tribune and Deseret News.

Planning Commission public hearing held. The item was tabled for
design review by the Planning Commission subcommittee.

Planning Commission ratified minutes of December 14, 2005 meeting.
Design review by the subcommittee.
Planning Commission public hearing notice mailed.

Petition re-heard by Planning Commission who recommended denial
of the requested rezone.

Ordinance request sent to City Attorney.
Planning Commission ratified minutes of February 8, 2006 meeting.

Received ordinance from the City attorney.



2. PROPOSED ORDINANCE



SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE
No. of 2006
(Rezoning Property Generally Located at 713 East Harrison Avenue (1375 South) and Amending
the Central Community Master Plan)

REZONING PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATED AT 713 EAST HARRISON
AVENUE (1375 SOUTH) FROM SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-1/5000) TO
MODERATE DENSITY MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (RMF-35), AND AMENDING
THE CENTRAL COMMUNITY MASTER PLAN, PURSUANT TO PETITION NO. 400-05-
24.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission and the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah,
have held public hearings and have taken into consideration citizen testimony, filing, and
demographic details of the area, the long range general plans of the City, and any local master
plan as part of their deliberations. Pursuant to these deliberations, the City Council has
concluded that the proposed amendments to the Master Plan and change of zoning for the
property generally located at 713 East Harrison Avenue (1375 South) is appropriate for the
development of the community in that area and in the best interest of the city.

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

SECTION 1. REZONING OF PROPERTY. The property generally located at 713 East
Harrison Avenue (1375 South), which is more particularly described on Exhibit A attached
hereto (“the subject property”), shall be and hereby is rezoned from single-family residential (R-
1/5000) to moderate density multi-family residential (RMF-35).

SECTION 2. AMENDMENT TO ZONING MAP. The Salt Lake City Zoning Map,
adopted by the Salt Lake City Code, relating to the fixing of boundaries and zoning districts,

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



SECTION 3. AMENDMENT OF MASTER PLAN. The Central Community Master
Plan, as previously adopted by the Salt Lake City Council, shall be, and hereby is amended to
designate the subject property as “Low Medium Density Residential” rather than “Low Density
Residential.”

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

its first publication.

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

2006.

CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY RECORDER

Transmitted to Mayor on

Mayor's Action: Approved. Vetoed.

MAYOR

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY RECORDER

(SEAL)



Bill No. of 2006.
Published:

I\Ordinance 06\Rezoning 713 East Harrison Avenue - 03-06-06 draft.dec



Exhibit “A”
Address: 713 East Harrison Avenue

Parcel Number: 16-17-105-002

Legal Description: BEG AT NW COR LOT 9, BLK 15, FIVE AC PLAT A, BIG FIELD
SUR;E 148.5FT;S111.25FT, MORL; W 148.5 FT; N 111.25 FT, MOR L TO BEG

sc 21106



3. CITY COUNCIL HEARING NOTICE



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Salt Lake City Council is currently reviewing Petition No. 400-05-24, initiated by Harrison
Apartments, LLC, requesting a zoning map and master plan amendment in order to rezone the
property located at 713 East Harrison Avenue from Single-Family Residential (R-1/5000) zoning
to Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential (RMF-35) zoning in order to demolish the
existing four-plex apartment building and construct six individually-owned town homes. This
request involves amending the Central Community Master Plan Future Land Use Map from
“Low Density Residential (1-15 dwelling units/acre)” to “Low Medium Density Residential (10-
20 dwelling units/acre).”

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

DATE:
TIME: 7:00 p.m.
PLACE: City Council Chambers

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

If you have any questions relating to this proposal, please attend the meeting or call Sarah Carroll
at 535-6260 between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.

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



4. MAILING LABELS
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SA. PLANNING COMMISSION
Public Hearing Notice and Postmark
for the December 14, 2005 meeting



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

AGENDA FOR THE
SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building at 451 South State Street
Wednesday, December 14, 2005, at 5:45 p.m.

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

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM WEDNESDAY, November 30, 2005.
2. REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

3. REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS

a) Petition 410-765 - by Kraig Lodge, requesting Conditional Use approval to convert “The Republican™ to a
private club. The property is located at 917 South State Street and is zoned Commercial Corridor (CC). (Staff
— Marilynn Lewis at 535-6409 or marrilyn.lewis@slcgov.com)

b) Petition 410-796 — by the Islamic Society of Greater Salt Lake for Conditional Use approval for expansion
of a Place of Worship. The property is located at 734 South 700 East Street and is zoned RMF-30. The
applicant wants to utilize an existing residential structure to accommodate women’s prayer sessions and
Sunday school. There is no demolition of residential structures associated with this petition. (Staff - Marilynn
Lewis at 535-6409 or marrilyn.lewis@slcgov.com)

c¢) Petition No. 400-05-31 — by Micah Christensen at 612 North Catherine Circle and Tony Gomez at 617
North Catherine Circle, requesting that Salt Lake City declare the adjacent properties addressed at
approximately 615 North Catherine Circle and 1420 West 600 North as surplus property in order for the
applicants to purchase the parcels and combine them with their existing properties. The applicant, Mr. Gomez,
also requests that the City approve a lease agreement to allow him to improve the property located at 1480
West 600 North with landscaping. The subject parcels are excess properties obtained by Salt Lake City for the
realignment of 600 North and 700 North Streets. (Staff — Wayne Mills at 535-6173 or
wayne mills@sicgov.com)

;ﬁ\’d) Petition No. 400-05-24 — by Harrison Apartments, LLC for a zoning map amendment to rezone the
property located at 713 East Harrison Avenue from R-1/5000, Single Family Residential to RMF-35,
Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential in order to demolish the existing structure and construct six
individually owned town homes. The project will also require an amendment to the future land use map of the
Central Community Master Plan to identify the property as Low Medium Density Residential rather than Low
Density Residential. (Staff — Sarah Carroll at 535-6260 or sarah.carroll@slcgov. com)

¢) Petition Number 400-05-38 — by Mayor Anderson to create a High Performance Building Ordinance
requiring that applicable building projects constructed with Salt Lake City funds obtain a Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) "Centified" designation from the United States Green Bulding
Council. (Staff — Ray McCandless at 535-7282 or ray.mccandless@slcgov.com or Lisa Romney at 535-7939
or lisa.romney@slcgov.com)

5. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
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Fill out registration card and indicate if you wish to speak and which agenda item you will address.

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

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

Salt Lake City Planning Director

451 South State Street, Room 406
Sait Lake City, UT 84111

Speakers will be called by the Chair.

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

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

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

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

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

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



5B. PLANNING COMMISSION
Public Hearing Notice and Postmark
for the February 8, 2006 meeting



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

AGENDA FOR THE
SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
In Room 326 of the City & County Building at 451 South State Street
Wednesday, February 8, 2006, at 5:45 p.m.

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

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES from Wednesday, January 25, 2006.

2. REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

3. REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR

a) Petition 400-04-21 by the Salt Lake City Pianning Division, requesting that Petition 400-04-21, to allow a stand

alone retail option as a land use within the Business Park Zoning District be withdrawn by the Sait Lake City
Planning Commission.

4. PUBLIC NOTICE AGENDA Salt Lake City Property Conveyance Matters — (John Spencer at 535-6938 or
john.spencer@slcgov.com; Matt Williams at 535-6447 or matt.williams@slcgov.com; Doug Wheelwright at 535-

6178 or doug.wheelwright@slcgov.com):

a)

b)

T-Mobile USA and Salt Lake City Property Management — T-Mobile USA received Conditional Use
approval for a utility pole installation of a cellular telephone antenna under Case #410-763 at approximately
1200 West and 1000 North Streets, through an Administrative Hearing held September 27, 2005. The subject
utility pole is owned by Utah Power and is located within the City owned street right-of-way of 1000 North
Street. T-Mobile USA is now seeking a three foot by approximately thirty-one foot telecommunications right-
of-way permit from Salt Lake City Property Management, to allow the connection of underground power and
telecommunications cables to connect from the power pole to the required equipment shelter structure, located
in the rear yard area of an adjoining Residential R-1-7000 zoned property by separate lease agreement. The
Property Management Division staff intends to approve the requested right-of-way permit.

C F J Properties and Salt Lake City Property Management — C F J Properties, dba Flying “J” Truck Stop, is
requesting the Property Management Division to approve a short term (up to one year) commercial lease for
the temporary use of a City owned alley and a partial street, which were never developed or impro