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Salt Lake City Riparian Corridor Ordinance Review Project D I A G N O S I S  

I N T R O D U C T I O N  
In cady 2008, the Salt Lake City Counciladopted new ordinance, obtainingpublic input, and suggcstingapprop~iatc 

mlcs to address development and activities along the city's revisions. l l ~ e  Col~ltcili goal is to consider and enact revisions 
major streams. ' l l ~ c  Riparian Cornidar Overlay ( K O ) ,  an no later than July 22,2008. 
amendment to the city's zoning ordinance, regulates develop- lliis diagnosis is Ihc lirsl slcp in lhc review and rcvision 

ment within 100 feet ofthc average high water line (AHWL) pmcess. It presents the consulting teami recommendations foz 

ofstreams such as City Creek, Red Butle Creek, ElnigaLion poLeo~ial ordinance revisions. The diagnosis is based on: 
Creek, Parley? Creek, and ihc Jordan Rivcr.'ll~c ordinance was 
pmmptcd by potential development along Emigration Creek. 

While the city already had some development standards that 
provided modest protection for a few streams (the Lowland 
Consemncy Ordinance), these regulations were quite weak 
and did not to apply most of the streams in the city. Addition- 
ally, while &den1 and state agencies and Salt Lake County have 
adapted their ownstream protection regulations, they apply 
only to the stream channel plus20-30 feet from the stream bank 
in most instances. 

n ~ e  Cily Coundl began mnsidcringriparian cornidor 
regulalions in July 2007. After 1nud1 stafrsludy, reviewhy the 
Planning Commission, and considerable public comment, the 
ordinance was adopted by City Council in Januaty 2008. (See 
attachment for a rnore dclailed limclinc.) l h c  goals ortlle ordi- 
nance include minimizing erosion and sedimentation, stabiliz- 
ingslrearn banks, reducing water pollution, prolcctingfish arid 
wildlife habitat, and prcscrvingacstl~eticvalucs. 

In adoptingthe or[Iinance, Llle City Council left open tiic 
publichearing so h a t  it could coi~sidcr relinc~ncnls and line- 
tuning ofthe ordinance 10 ~nakeilfunction belter in praclicc. 
It retained Clarion Associates, a Calondo-based planningand 
zoning consultinglirm, and Wilkinson Fcrrari & Company, 
alucal public involve men^ firm, to assisLit in mamining llrc 

. Review o f  t h e  Ripar ian  C o r r ~ d o r  Overlay,  
o t h e r  a p p l i c a b l e  z o n r n g  c o d e  p rov i s ions  (e.g., 
t h e  L o w l a n d  C o n s e r v a n c y  over lay) ' ,  a n d  
v a r i o u s  c i ty  p l a n s  r e l e v a n t  t o  s t r e a m  c o r r i d o r  
preservat ior l ,  . In te rv iews  w i t h  city,  c o u n t y ,  a n d  o t h e r  
g o v e r n m e n t a l  e m p l o y e e s ,  m e m b e r s  of  
t h e  Ci ty  Counci l ,  P l a n n i n g  C o m m l s s i o n ,  
c o m m u n i t y  counc i l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  p r o p e r t y  
owners ,  d e v e l o p e r s ,  i n t e r e s t e d  r e s i d e n t s ,  a n d  
e n v i r o n m e n t a l  g r o u p s ;  . An e v a l u a t i o n  of  t h e  RCO in c o m p a r i s o n  
to t h e  b e s t  practices u s e d  b y  progressive 

c o m m u n i t i e s  a c r o s s  t h e  w e s t e r n  Uni ted  S t a t e s  
a n d  a c r o s s  t h e  c o u n t r y ;  a n d  

Tours  of  r e s iden t i a l ,  c o m m e r c i a l ,  a n d  
Inst i tu t ional  p r o p e r t i e s  a l o n g  s e v e r a l  m a j o r  
s t r e a m  cor r idors .  

In addilion to specific rccummcndations for rcorgani~. 
ingand revising the RCO, the diagnosis also contains, at the 
requa1 ofci ty  Council and cily stall; a r l i s a ~ s s i o ~ ~  ofimportant 
non-regulatory issues that go hand-in-hand rvithpotential 
RCO revisions. 

100-foot Riparian Corridor 

ITIIc Lowland Conservancy Ovcrlay District, cnactcll i n  1995, rpplicr only lo ;I limitcrl nlltnlrcr ofthe ci~yirvalcrrourrcs includingtl~cJordan River, 
Surplus Canal, and an .ucr designated rr lowland protc~.tion. Thir Lorvlasd Conservancy Overlay doer not apply to most rtrcamsin ll~ceastcrr> portion of 

tllc city or in tlw ioo~billr. Morcovcr, the district standards src quite weak-they requireonly aZ5-foot rlccult rctbjlckfor reridentialures ~;nd r 50-Coot 
rctbackfornonrcridcntial. 
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I Sal t  Lake Citv Rinarian Corridor Ordinance Review Project D I A G N O S I S  

D I A G N O S I S  

I O V E R V I E W  O F  F I N D I N G S  

While the Riparian Corridor Overlay ordinance was 
quite controversial and there are a number ofopportunities 
lo improve and refine its provisions, overall the policies 
and regulations it embodies compare favorably in basic 
aspects to those in other progressive western jurisdictions. 
For example, Fort Collins, Colorado, has adopted a River 
Conservation District with 300-foot development setbacks 
along the Paudre River. Eugene, Oregon, has a Waterside 
Prulcction Ovcrlay and a Wctland BulTer Overlay ihat coolain 
similar standards. The setbacks range from 60 to 100 feet 
depending on the quality of the resource and whether the 
applicant undertakes site enhancement or restoration. Salt 
Lakc County also requires a minimum 100-foot stream 
setback, which may be increased if necessary. Additionally, 
developmenu arc no1 generally penniltcd lo alter natural 
waterways or drainage patterns. As a resell, the exisling llCO 
regulations provide a solid foundation upon which to build. 

n l a l  is not to say somc importan1 revisions and additions 
arc not appropriate. Interviews with property owners, 
neighborhood organizations, city stat and developers 
reveoled a number of revisions that could be made to make 
1he regulations easier lo onderslantl and more flexible-while 
at the same time enhancing the city's goals of protecting and 
enhancing the stream corrirlors. 'IIlcse improvcrncnts will 
be particularly important as somc of the last remaining large 
vacant parcels along the streams are developed and the pace 
of redevelopment in the city increases. 

'Illis section identilies six areas where the city could make 
revisions or take action to address gaps, weaknesses, and 

such as planting a garden, maintaining existing lawns, 
holding a wedding or party, o r  constructing a fence in 
the protected stream corridor. The ordinance necds 

I 
over whether they were prohibited from simple activities 

uncertainty in the current RCO: 

1. Revise the Ordinance to Be More User- 
F r i e n d l y : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ofthe potential for some to be much clevrer on these points so that the average 
inappropriate stream corridor development, the homeowner understands what is and is not allowed. 
RCO was drafted rclalively quickly. Not surprisingly, Ofevengreater concern is the RCO's strict controls on 
homeowners rvilliin the RCO have round il dillicult to expansion o r  replacement of existing structures that 
understand exactly what they can and cannot do. Stair basically restrict any construction to the existing house 
has also struggled with some of the language, particularly foolprint. n i e  diagnosis suggests a more moderate 
delinitions of key tcrrns (and lack thereof). l l ~ c r e  are approach that is typical of most zoning codes and has 
some commonsense steps the city can take to make the been utilized in other riparian corridor protection 
urdinance marc user-friendly including clear definitions ordinances. 
and use of su~nmary tables and llaw charlr;. 

3. Tailor Regulations to Better Fit Various 
2. Provide More Clarity and Flexibility Development Contexts and Conditions: 

Regarding Minor Development Activities The RCO currently applics its regulations through 
and Home Additions: During the interview designation of three setback areas (A, B, and C) along 
process, homeowners expressed concern and confusion each slream. 'llie applicable area slandarcls apply the . 
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same regardless ofrvhether the property is undeveloped 
or developed or whether it iszoned residential or 

non-residential (eg., commercial). Mast zoning codes 
routinely make common-sense distinctions about 
.ietbacks and other regulatoryprovisions depending 
oo the ~ y p e  of development on a parccl.?hc diaglusis 
rewmmends a thrce-tier appmacll that rellects dilicrerlccs 
in development conditions along the stream corridors. 

4. Increase Protections and Setbacks on 
Undeveloped Lots: While there are relatively 
few undeveloped lots along the city's major streams, 
the parcels remaining have great value in terms of 
wildlife habitat, pollution prevention, aesthetics, and 
neighborhood character. Ifthe city were starting with a 
blank slate today, it likely would increase the minimum 
development setback from the RCO's current 50 feet 
to 100 feet or more. We recommend that the city take 
advantage of the remaining opportunities to increase 
setbacks onundeveloped parcels to 100 feet, with a 

sofety valve allowinglesser setbacks a n  shallow lots (but 
with a minimum of50  feet on these lots). As an option, 
the city might consider allowing an increase in density 
on the remainder of the site to mitigate the impact of the 
increased setback. 

5. Create Incentives for Day-Lighting 
(Uncovering) and Restoring Streams: 
'Ihe llCO operates pr~rnanly Lhrough commnand and 
control regulat~ons. It contain5 few lncentlvcs that 

would encourage property owners to uncover and 
restore buried streams on their property (Indeed, the 
RCO would actually penalize landowners who did so 
by pushing their development back from the uncovered 
stream thus reducing the developable area of the 
property.). Similarly, there are few incentives thatmight 
convince a landowner to restore damaged or highly 
eroded stream banks. Somemodest changes to the RCO 
can help providethese important incentives with the 
stipulation that an uncavcred stream would be treated ns 
natural (i.e, no  chlorination, in-stream fountains, etc.) 

6. Clarify Relationship of Riparian Corridor 
Overlay With Federal/State/County 
Riparian Regulations: ' l l~e  rcder~l  and skate 
governments and Salt Lake County all administer their 
own independent set of stream corridor regulations. 
n l c  cnrrcllt RCO is not entirely clear as to which sek of 
r e g ~ ~ l a ~ i o n s  governs where tllere is overlap or conflict 
with the new city regulations or  whether obtaining a 
federal/state/ar county permit exempts a landowner 
from obtaining a city permit, Additionally, the RCO 
needs to he clarilied as lo the extent that city and county 
agencies must comply wit11 its standards. 

In  addition to discussing these sir major themes and 
making re lev an^ recommentlatiuns for refinement, the 
diagnosis also includes a brief discussion ofrelated Ron- 
rcg~rla~ory issues (sucl~ as educational elrorts) khat khe Ciky 
Council may wish to address. 

D E T A I L E D  D I S C U S S I O N  
O F  K E Y  I S S U E S  & 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
As n o t e d  above ,  w e  have identified useful revlslons a n d  ref inements  t h a t  could b e  m a d e  in six specif ic  areas: 

1.  R E V I S E  T H E  O R D I N A N C E  
T O  B E  M O R E  U S E R - F R I E N D L Y  

Because of the potential for some inappropriate stream take to make the ordinance more user-friendly including 
corridor development, the RCO was drafted relatively clear definitions and use of summary tables and flow charts: 
quickly. Not surprisingly, homeowners within theRCO 
have found it difficult to understand exactly what they can . Define Key Terms and Clarify Measurement 
and cannot do. Staffhas also struggled with some of the Rules: T l i ~  llCO has many important substantive terms 
language, particularly definitions of key terms (and lack that arc not included in the short definition section. 
thereof). There are some commonsense steps the city can Tcrms such sz "groun~l-disturbing activities, low-impact 
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I Recommended Riparian Corridor Setback Measurement Method 

' S t e e p  s l o p e s  t n a y  r e q u l r e  an a d d r t ~ o n a l  s e t b a c k  be a d d e d  to t h e  g r o u n d  d ~ s t a n c e  m e a s u r e m e n t  

bridges, and minimal grading" arc key ones that  nced 
to  be carcii~lly defined. City staffhas already begun to  
assemble a list oitcl-ms they iccl nucrl buttcr cxplanntion/ 
definit ion;  this list can survc as a good starting point  for 
clarifying and enhancing the definition section. 

A rclatcd issuc is making clear how various distances 
set  forth in the ordinance svill be ine.~suied (c.g., thc 
rcquircd 25-tout setback from thc  avenge  high walcr 
line in Arca A ) .  Tile most undcrslandnble a n d  easily 
administcrcct mcthott userl in  many cotnmunilies and 
Inost riparian orrlinnnccs is to  simply rnuasuru the 
distance horizontally on thu ground. Huwevcr, ivhcr~. a 

lot contains very stccp slc~pes along thc stream currirlol-, 
an  argument can bc  made that the distance should hc 
mcasured Ihorizontolly from a hypothetical vcrticol line 
that extends 1111 f r ~ l m  the  average high water line. I f the  
distance is mcasuiud hai.izoolnlly a n  tltc ground in sucll 
instances, n strocture might bc able to he constructcrl 
only a irrv fcct from the top  01-the slope-which may 
Ihavc adverse conscqucnccs in  lcrnms a f s lop r  stability. 
crosion, nnd visual impacts. Somc river corridor 
ordinances address thc stecp slope issuc by ruquiring that 
~ levclopmcnt  sctback a minimum distance irom the top  
o f t h e  slope (c.g., St. I'nul, hlinnusota, rcquires a sctback 

oi.10 icct h-om the top " f a  b lu i i )  o r  rcquirc an  ndditional 
sctback dcllcnding on  ihu stuupncss o f  the slope (u.g., add 
50 iect Cur slopcs greater than 2O?'d). 

We rccummcnd that the horixontal, on-the-ground 
niuasurumcnt aptlroach be discussetl and that  ,I" 

additional setback bc consitlel-cd ( c . ~ . ,  25 icct)  ii.om the  
l op  u fany  stecp slupc ruhosu highest pa in t  is mure t h a ~ ,  
15 icct abovr theslrcarn b . ~ n k .  

Use Tables and Flow Charts to Summarize 
and illustrate Information and Procedures: 
Tu dcturlninc hvhir.11 uses arc allo~vud in Arras A, B, or  

C, thc rcadcl -~nus l  wnrlc thmugli a nurnhcr uisec t ions  
o f t h c  orclinancc and skip back a n ~ l  iurth bctruccn cross 

rcfcrcncus. This  crcrcisc can leave a lhorneowncrb lhcaci 
spinning and lcacl to  significant cor~fusion.  Indcud. 
rlurins the  interviews thc consulting team ran inlo many 
instances ~vhc rc  lhu~nco~vners  h.~d ~nisundul.stood or  

misinterpreted the  ordilil~ancc, hucausu it is difiicrllt to  
follow. For exarnplc, some tlinught they c u ~ l d  not build 
fcnccs within the corridor, which it; a l lo~ved. 

blast zoning codes,  tvith multiplr. zone districts a n d  

d o z r ~ ~ s  ofdifferent  pcrn~it turl  usca and aotivitius, f icc 

tliis same p rub l c~n .  One l~clpful  tool to address thc 
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I Salt Lake City Riparian Corridor Ordinance Review Project D I A G N O S I S  

Residential Zone Distric Developed Lot 
S A M P L E  T A B L E  

land disturbing See definition. 

, . - . .. . . 

Removal o f  
debris, trees with 
heavy equipment 

Leachfields 

A=Allowed by right RPP=Riparian protection permit required P=Prohibited 

prohlern i s  to include surnmlry tilbles oillul-mitterl itscs 

and ~ctivities lor each Are., (A, D, C ) .  The table ;above i s  

a simple illustration irf\vh.it soch tahlcs might iiluI< like 

in tlic ordinance. Users shuul~l be able to tell at n glance 

what i s  alloweri and rvhat i s  prohibited within each area. 

Another user-friendly tool t h ~ t  should be aclrleil 

to the nrdio~nce i s  ;I flaw chart depicting the review 

a1111 clecisioli making stups umbo'liud in the ordinance 

(scc samplu tlow c l l~ r t  on p;lgu 9). City staffhas done 
exactly that fur its intcrnnl administrative use. That 

tlow chart c.)n hr a good starting point hi a sirnplifictl 

\.errion in thc urdin.mcr. Thc more detnilccl tlon chart 

being iluvulupuci hy staffsl~oul~l he posted an-line s o  

landowners seeking necessary pcrrnits can gut a birds- 

rye ,  easily ondcrst;lnd.~hlc view ofthe pern~itting pmccss. 
A find j~uint related to user-friendliness i s  the need 

to revamp the urtlinnnce to reflect n more stand:lrd  cud^. 
organization tl,.~t i s  e.lsily comtlrehunded and n.~rrigated. 

Thc current urdin~ncu starts uff!vitil n purpose 

statement, which i s  common. After that, lhorvc\~ci., i t  

tenrls to jump b;lck and forth ;imong a ,xiriety uf topics- 

substantivu setback standarrls, nllurved oses, purlnit 

processes, more development stanrlanls, anrl application 

~rutluirrrnents. The result i s  t11.1t rcnrlcrs can easily became 

conf~tsccl and lost tryins to find provisions applicable 

to theil-partic.oli,r situation. M'u thurefuru soggcst a n e w  

organization as set fi,rth in thc ncsotnpnnying box: 

Typical Land Use 
Ordinance Organizar~on 
1. General Provisions 

2. Decision-Making Authority 

3. Procedures 

4. Uses/Districts 

5. Development Standards 

6. Definition and Measurements 

o General Provlsions: This section would 
contain t l ie purpose statement, applicability 
provisions (e.g.. all development and 
grouncl-disturb~ng activity are subject t o  
the ordinance unless specifically exempted), 

delineate the bou~idary  o f  the overlay, and 
make clear t l ie relationsliip t o  other federal, 
state, county, and city ordi~iances/regulations. 

o Decislon-Maklng Authorlty: Tliis section 
would set forth t l ie various agencies/ 

personnel with decision-making autl iority 
(e.g., t l ie  Public Utilities Director) and make 
clear t l ie extent of tlieir powers. 
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I Salt Lake City Riparian Corridor Ordiliance Review Project D I A G N O S I S  

o Procedures: T h e  p rocedura l  s e c t i o n  would 
include app l i ca t ion  r e q u i r e m e n t s  a n d  
clescribe t h e  p r o c e s s  for ob ta in ing  a riparian 
p r o t e c t i o n  p e r m i t .  

o Permitted Uses/Activlties: This  sec t ion  would  
e n u m e r a t e  in a s u m m a r y  t a b l e  t l i e  p e r m ~ t t e d  
u s e s  a n d  act ivi t ies  in e a c h  a r e a  ( A ,  8. C) a s  
well a s  t h o s e  t h a t  require  a riparlan p ro tec t ion  
p e r m i t  or a r e  prohibi ted.  

o Development Standards: This s e c t i o n  would  
s e t  fo r th  t l ie  s u b s t a n t i v e  s t a n d a r d s  re la t ing 
t o  fenc ing ,  d e c k s  a n d  p a t i o s ,  b r i d g e s ,  a n d  
o t l l e r  uses .  

o Deflnitlons and Measurements: T h e  final 
s e c t i o n  would  de f ine  all key t e r m s  u s e d  in tlie 
o r d i n a n c e  a n d  explain  h o w  s e t b a c k s  in t h e  
o r d i n a n c e  will b e  m e a s u r e d .  

2 .  P R O V I D E  M O R E  C L A R I T Y / F L E X I B I L I T Y  
R E G A R D I N G  M I N O R  D E V E L O P M E N T  
A C T I V I T I E S  A N D  H O M E  A D D I T I O N S  

Duringaur interviews with homeowners and other 
interested citizens there were recurring questions about 
exactly what was allowed under the ordinance. They worried 
that commonly accepted activities were prohibited orwould 
require a permit. Far example, some landawnen thought 
that they could not fence their property. Others wondered 
ifgardens required a permit, because they might fall under 
the ordinance's control of "ground-disturbing activities," 
or whether landscape maintenance and lawn mowing were 
allowed. Some asked ifplay areas were al1owcd.A number 
asked if they had to get a permit for weddings o r  a party in 
their backyards. Similarly, it appears the ordinance prohibits 
the cutting aflive trees in the riparian corridor unless a tree 
is classified as an invnsive plant. 

While it might be argued that most of these minor 
activities should be controlled (by permit if necessary), 
i t  is our  opinion that because their impacts arc modest 
and the annoyance factor ofhomcowners having to seek 

permission for them is high, they should be specifically 
allowed without the need for a permit. This is the approach 
taken in mast riparian protection ordinances. For example, 
Corvallis, Oregon, which has some strong riparian 
protection standards, makes clear that routine maintenance 
of landscaped areas, lawns, and structures is allowcd. Clear 
standards are set forth regarding pruning of trrcs in the 
protected area. 

This is not to say that these minor activities might 
not be subject to common-sense standards that wauld 
be promulgated by the Public Utilities Director (e.g., 
forbidding solid fencing o r  requiring that any trees removed 
be replaced by others). Additionally, the ordinance should 
make very clear that certain potentially harmful activities 
that are typically addressed in many riparian ordinances 
(but not covered in the  RCO) are either prohibited or 
require a permit (e.g., use ofpesticides within 25 feet of 

the stream, storage of motor vehicles, housing of animals, 
storage ofhazardous wastes, dumping of yard wastes, etc.). 
A good reference in this regard is the Baltimore County, 
Maryland, Buffer Protection and Management Ordinance 
that contains a thoughtful list ofpermitted and prohibited 
uses (Section 14-432). 

A similar issue revolves around the current ordinance's 
restrictions on the replacement or expansion of existing 
homes in the A and B areas of the overlay district. Thcsc 
restrictions are much tougher than typically found in a 
zoning code and many riparian protection ordinances. If 
an existing house is located within either Areas A or B, the 
portion in A or B apparently cannot be expanded beyond 
the existing footprint. Additionally, if a homeowner desires 
to replace an existing structure, there are significant limits 
on its location and size ( q . ,  no portion in Areas A and B 
can exceed the existing square footage in A and B). The 
practical result is that homeowners will not be able to 
expand an existing house to, for example, accommodate a 
new arrival in the family or to reconfigure a home outside an 

existing outdated footprint (that may actually be too close 
to a stream). Not  surprisingly, we heard complaints and 
serious concerns from many existing homeowners in the 
district that they could not add-on to their houses o r  would 
not be able to sell their homer because of the inability far a 

new owner to expand or replace the structure with a modern 
home on a different footprint than the existingone. In 
effect, the new regulations havc rendered some homes non- 
conforming in terms of the riparian ordinance and impose 
strong restrictions that will make expansion or rebuilding on 
a different footprint very difficult. 

Most other riparian corridor ardinnnces provide a 
safety valve to allorv some expansion of non-conforming 
residential uses. For example, the Corvallis, Oregon, 
riparian corridor regulations allow replacement of a 
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structure within the same square footage elsewhere on the 
site and provide that setback requirements can be reduced 
i f  the structure i s  moved out of tlie protected buffer area 

(Section 4.13.50.b). Vancouver, Washington, exempts any 
development activity that docs not increase impervious 
surfaces and expansions that increase impervious surfacc 
by less tlian 500 square feet ifthe stream setbackis not 
decreased (Ch. 20.740). Applicants arc encouraged to 

undertake mitigating enhancement activities. 
A third issue that falls into this category i s  the current 

prohibition on tlieuse ofheavy equipment in the stream 
corridor in  mast instances without a riparian protection 
permit. This means that anyone (including city employees) 
who would need to use heavy equipment (not defined) to 
remove a dead or  fallen tree or debris that i s  obstructing the 
stream channel or a culvcrt must first apply forand obtain 
a permit. Similarly, the use of heavy equipment to install or 
maintain erosion controls i s  apparently prohibited (Section 
C.1.b). Such restrictions on the use of heavy equipment 
such as cranes and small mechanized equipment like front- 
end loaders and backhoes in such instances seem unrealistic 
and potentially countcrproductivc. 

To sddress thcsc issues, wc suggest the following: 

1. Expand the l ist of minor permit ted activities 
and uses in Areas A and B t o  include, for 
example, gardens. benches, and tree removal 
(with replace~nent). Clarify t l iat  weddings, 
parties, garage sales, and similar activities 
are allowed by rigl i t .  Also consider creating 
a system o f  general permits for certain 
activities by  which the ci ty would prolnulgate 
standards and then allow the activity t o  
proceed without a formal permit application 
i f  t l ie landowner complies with those 
standards. The general permit rules could be 
posted an-line and permits pr inted over the 
internet i f  the landowner certif ied he would 
be ill compliance (similar t o  how software 
compaliies require on-line purchases t o  accept 
certain conditions/terms before downloading). 
Fencing and emergency activities are prime 
candidates for a general permit  system. 
Importantly. t l ie ordinance should make 
clear t l iat  t l ie c i ty wil l  no t  require any public 
access t o  a private parcel as part  o f  t l ie RCO 
regulatory process. 

2. Allow homeowners t o  expand t l i e~ r  houses 
(not ~ n c l u d ~ n g  decks or s ~ m ~ l a r  structures) 
by  up t o  25% ln  Areas A or B if t l ie 
expansion does n o t  ~ncrease the degree o f  

nonconformity-that is, the expansion does 
not result in any structure being built closer t o  
the stream t l ian parts o f  the existing structure. 
The same rules would apply to replace~nent 
structures. As a tradeoff  for allowing 
expansions or replacement with larger 
structures, t l ie city migl i t  require that t l ie  
landowner spend a percentage of t l ie project 
cost (e.g., 596) on stream bank restoration or 
specify a minimum lineal feet of stream bank 
that must be restored based on the size o f  t l ie 
expansion (e.g., Corvallis, Oregon. requires 100 
lineal feet o f  restoration for every 5 0 0  square 
feet o f  expansion). 

3. Allow the use o f  heavy equipment in  Areas 
A and B in a l imited number o f  circumstances 
subject t o  standards t o  be promulgated 
by  the Public Utilities Director t o  minimize 
and ~n i t i ga te  possible impacts. (Note that 
applicable federal, state, and county permits 
would still be required, i f  any.) 

4. Establish a system o f  administrative 
modif icat io~is t l ia t  would autl iorize the Public 
Utilities Director t o  grant minor tnodifications 
from the standards in the ordinance without 
a public liearing (vs. a variance with its 
requirement for a public hearing and strict 
approval criteria). For example, tlie director 
~n i g l i t  be authorized i n  l imited circumstances 
t o  decrease the required setback by up t o  
10% so tliat, for example, a structure migl i t  
be required t o  setback 22.5 feet instead o f  
25, thus helping t o  preserve a large specimen 
tree elsewhere on the site. This system, which 
has been successfully employed in a number 
o f  jurisdictions such as Fort  Collins, Colorado, 
and Tucson. Arizona, would include specific 
criteria t o  guide the director in  making a 
decision. Similarly, the Vancouver, Washington, 
critical areas protection ordinance grants 
t l ie c i ty staff t l ie  authority t o  grant "minor 
exceptions" o f  up t o  105'. from the ordinance 
standards in accordance wi th  nine criteria 
(Section 20.740.070) such as a finding that 
the exception will lnot degrade the function o f  
the critical area. 

We believe that these revisions will go along way i n  
making the ordinance more palatable to the average 

homeowner in  the corridor and defuse some of the 
concern about its implementation. 
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3 .  T A I L O R  R E G U L A T I O N S  T O  B E T T E R  F I T  
D E V E L O P M E N T  C O N T E X T  A N D  C O N D I T I O N S :  

I h e  current orclinanceapplies tlte Area A, U, and C 1. L o t s  In Resldent la l  Z o n e  Districts Wi th  Exls t lng 
setbacks and related regulations uniformly whether the lot is Housing. These  lots should b e  g r a n t e d  a wider  
undeveloped or developed, residential or commercial. While array o f  uses/activities t h a n  undeve loped  lots  
this is not particularly unusual for river protection regulations, a n d  grea te r  flexibility regarding expansion o r  
mast zoning ordinances are tailored to the type ofuse on a site rep lacement  of existing s t ructures .  

and potential impacts. For example, front and side yardsetbacks 2. L o t s  In Resldent la l  Z o n e  Districts T h a t  
in commercial zone districts are typically less than in residential Are  Undeveloped.  These  lots p resen t  s o m e  
areas, reflecting the nornral accepted characler o[busioess important  opportul i i t ies  t o  increase t h e  s c o p e  
areas. Also, commercial developments typically are required to of protect ion a n d  prese rve  wider  s w a t h s  of 
provide less open space thon residenlial unes, rellecti~lg t l ~ e  fact wildlife habitat.  W e  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  Area A 
that residential projects generate more demand for open space no-dis turbance s e t b a c k  b e  increased to 100 f e e t  

in the form ofparks and recrentional areas. Baltimore County, for t h e s e  lots with a safety valve a s  outlined in 

Maryland's, Buller Protection Ortlinance specifics a 35-fool Sect ion 4 below. 

setback from thc stream bufler for resitlenlial and 25 feet for 3. L o t s  In Nonres lden t la l  Z o n e  Districts. Most o f  

industrial and commercial structures. t l iese  lots  will b e  in c o ~ n m e r c i a l  z o n e  districts. I I ?  
Similady.sil~glc-Ca~iiily developments ;are oflcn subjcct t h e s e  a reas ,  r educed  s e t b a c k s  may  b e  justified 

to fewer building design standards than multi-family or t o  allow deve lopment  within 25 f e e t  of a s t r e a m  

commercial projects, becmse they are smaller structures and (VS. 50 f e e t  a s  now specif ied) ,  particularly 

have less visual impact in most instances. For thesesame in t a n d e m  with incentives for s t r e a m  b a n k  

reasons, we believe a good case can be made for greater restoration a n d  day-lighting o f  buried s t reams .  

customization ofthe stream setbacks in the ordinance, tailoring On t h e  otlier h a n d ,  institutional u s e s  (parks, 

them to whether tl~ereis already development on a lot, the type iiospitals, col leges)  wliich typically have m o r e  

ofdevelopment, and the potential impacts ofaproject. o p e n  s p a c e  available migh t  b e  lield t o  s t a n d a r d s  
similar t o  t h a t  of residential lots d e p e n d i n g  on 

We recommend the following: whe ther  they  w e r e  vacan t  or already deve loped .  

4 .  I N C R E A S E  P R O T E C T I O N S / S E T B A C K S  
O N  U N D E V E L O P E D  L O T S  

As noted abovc, the few remaining largervacant lots in 
the city within the RCO represent important opportunities 
for enhanced protection. If the city was starting with a clean 
slate, i t  in all likelihood would not allow building to within 
50feet of a stream. But that is not the case, and thus the 
current RCO takes into account preexistingstructures in 
establishing its controls. Most stream protection research 
and literature suggest setbacks of 100 feet and more to fully 
control runoff, improve water quality, and provide adequate 
wildlifellabitat.' With that in mind, we recommend that no 
development be allowed in Areas A, B, or  C (i.e., within 100 
feet of the AHWL) on vacant parcels in the RCO district. 
Importantly, as noted above, the ordinance should make 
clear that the additional setback does not mean that private 

land must he open ta public access. 
As a safety valve for those parccl~ that are shallow and the 

100-foot setback would moke them difficult or impossible 
to develop, we suggest a sliding scale setback formula be 
applied. To illustrate, ifthe lot depth is less than 200 feet 
(say 150 feet) then the sethack would be reduced by the 
ratio of the actual lot depth to 200 feet (150)/200 = 75%). 
Seventy-five percent would be  multiplied by 100 feet 
(the standardsetback for a lot  >200 feet) to arrive at the 
appropriate reduced setback of 75 feet. There would be a 
minimum setback a f a t  least 50  feet in all cases. 

To further ease any potential burden for smaller lots and 
bcuer accommodale a rlervstrnctore in tllc re~luceil setback 
area, the city might give the Planning Director, on advice and 

'See E. Hawrr md Markcllc Smith, Hljluriotr Bufler Zonn: Fu,:usatunr ~ t n ~ l R c m ~ t ~ a ~ r n ~ l ~ I  IVidlitr, Yale Schoolof  Forestry 2nd Environmental S~udixr (April 
2005); Seth Wengor and Lrnrie Fowler, Protcrling Slrr~iftr <inll Hitter Corridors: Cmat iq  F.fl<cli~~ L I I C ~  R~)IIIIIOII Dr~flcr. Onli1101i~e1, Carl V i l ~ o n  Institute o f  

Government, Univerrlty of Gcorgir (2000). 

- 
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in consultation with the Public Utilities Director, the ability If the city decides to increase the setback on undeveloped 
to reduce front and side yard setbacks (as is done in the Bend, lots, it may also wish to consider allowing the density 
Oregon, with regard to development pn small legatexisting attributable to the additional setback t o  be transferred to the 
vacant lots). Salt Lake City already has a spccialexccption/ remainder of the site so that the ovcnll permissible density 
administrative hearing procedure for modifying residential of residential development or square footage of commercial/ 
infill setbacks l l~a l  tniglil scrve as a modcl. industrial develapmer~t remains the same. 

5 .  C R E A T E  I N C E N T I V E S  F O R  D A Y - L I G H T I N G  
( U N C O V E R I N G )  A N D  R E S T O R I N G  S T R E A M S  

Successful land use regulations often include incentives 
to encaurzge appropriate action above and beyond the 
bare necessity required by an ordinance. The current 
ordinance contains few such incentives, ivhich could help 
provide some important benefits to the city, especially 
with regard to stream restoration, while taking same of the  
sting out  of the controls it  imposes. 

Indeed, the ordinance as it  naw stands actually creates 
some disincentives that potentially undermine some 
stream protection city goals. For example, miles of 
strcams in the city are buried beneath the ground. This is 
particularly true in commercial areas-something that is  
typical in most cities. However, several recent cammcrcial 
and institutional developments ( q . ,  in the Sugarhouse 

area) demonstrate the great potential of encouraging the 
private sector to daylight buried streams and rehabilitate 
strcam banks t o  provide attractive public gathering 
places and increase the attractiveness of the business 
precinct. Unfortunately, the current ordinance tllrows up 
z roadblock. If a stream is buricd under a sommeninl lot, 
the owner can build to the normal setbacks in the zone 
district-typically very close to the front and side lot lines. 
However, i f the stream is day-ligl~tcd, the development will 
automatically have to set back at least 50 feet and perhaps 
more in  the case of parking. 

To remove this disincentive and create a powerful 
incentive toimprave streams, we suggest that the ordinance 
be revised to alla~v any project that daylights a strcam o r  
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undertakes a city approved stream hank restoration program 
be allowed to build within 25 feet of the AHWL so long as 

it adopts best practice storm water management facilities to 
reduce wnterpollutiar~ and agrees to monitor and control 
trash, litter, and other pollutants. Additionally, the city 
should consider allowing public plazas and trails in Area A in 
commercial areas if restoration is undertaken. Importantly, 
the uncovered stream should be required to he maintained 

in as natural state as possible (and thus, for example, 
chlorination of the water would not be allowed or in-stream 
features such as fountains.) 

We have also suggested above several other steps the 
city might take to create incentives or opportunities for 
restoration. Far example, expansion of non-conforming 
structures in the setback areas might he tied to restoration 
of a specified amount of lineal stream frontage. 

6 .  C L A R I F Y  R E L A T I O N S H I P  O F  R I P A R I A N  
C O R R I D O R  O V E R L A Y  R E G U L A T I O N S  W I T H  
R E G U L A T I O N S  O F  O T H E R  J U R I S D I C T I O N S  

Clarifying the relationship between the RCO'r require- 
ments and other federal, state, and county regulations relat- 
ing to Streams alterations is very important. Each ofthese 
entities regulates some portion of stream corridors in the 
city (See box summarizing their jurisdictions.). 

The  current ordinance could be interpreted as saying 
that i fa  landowner obtains a permit from one ofthese other 
entities for stream alteration activities, then he does not 
have to obtain a city permit (See RCO Section C.1.) Based 
a n  conversations with City Council members and city staff, 
this was not the intent of the RCO ordinance. Addition- 
ally, past experience has shown that these other agencies 
do not always focus a n  the key goals embodied in the RCO 
ordinance (such as protecting wildlife habitat and aesthetic 
values). 

Another important issue that needs to be resolved is 
whether the county or city agencies must obtain a permit 
far ground-disturbing activities within the scope of the 
RCO. The same question has been raised with respect to 
companies that lease buildings or  land from the federal or 
state governments. 

Based on discussions with staff and City Council Mem- 
bers and consultation with federal, state, and county agen- 
cies, we recommend the following clarifications: 

1. If a l andowner  o b t a i n s  a p e r m i t  fo r  act ivi t ies  
t h a t  lie ent i re ly  within tl ie jurisdictional 
b o u n d a r y  of t h e  federal  o r  s t a t e  g o v e r n m e n t  
( e g . ,  a w e t l a n d s  d i s t u r b a n c e  per ini t  f rom tlie 
U.S. Army C o r p s  of Engineers)  o r  Sal t  Lake 
County,  t h e n  t h e  l andowner  would  b e  required 
t o  o b t a i n  a c i ty  pe rmi t ,  b u t  t l ie  c i ty  pe rmi t  
r equ i rements  would  b e  m e t  by  sat isfying 
tlie federa l ,  s t a t e ,  a n d  c o u n t y  requ i rements .  
According to ci ty  s taff ,  t l ie c o u n t y  will 
automatical ly  refer app l ica t ions  for a c o u n t y  
f lood control  p e r m i t  t o  t h e  ci ty  a n d  t a k e  tlie 

Stream Alteration Permits 

FEDERAL 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
under Section 4 0 4  of the Clean 
Water Act, issues permits for the 
discharge of dredged or fill material 
into navigable waters and wetlands. 
Minor activities may be allowed by 
a general permlt which eliminates 
individual review. 

. STATE 
Requires permit for stream 
alteration activities within 2X bank 
full width t o  a maximum of  3 0  feet 
or within rinarian canopy driplin- 

. COUN s 

Title 17 of the county cod 
flood control permits for speclrleo 
stream alteration activities (e.g., 
bank stabilization) and any other 
activity carried out within 2 0  feet o f  
the top o f  the channel bank. 

ci ty 's  c o m m e n t s  into a c c o u n t  b e f o r e  issuing 
t h e  p e r m i t  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  typically all c i ty  
c o n c e r n s  would b e  m e t .  T h e  p r imary  reason  
for requir ing a city pe rmi t  is t h a t  this  will allow 
t h e  city t o  b e  a w a r e  of s t ream-s ide  re la ted  
projects .  which current ly  a r e  s o m e t i m e s  
a p p r o v e d  wi thou t  a n y  ci ty  k n o w l e d g e  o r  inpu t .  
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2. If any portlon of t l ie proposed plolect IS outstde 
tl ie jur~sd~ct lonal autliortty o f  t l ie federal. state, 
or county governmeiits, then tl ie applicant 
would liave t o  obtatn a permlt for the entlre 
prolect from the clty pursuant t o  t l ie RCO. 

3. Tlie county would not be required t o  obtain 
permits for its state-delegated flood control 
activities within o r  along a stream in  the 
RCO. However, the county is willing t o  submit 
applications for its strealn restoration and 
non-flood control activities. Thls sliould be 
reflected in the ordinance. 

4. State and federal agencles are generally 
considered t o  b e  exempt from tnunlcipal 
land use regulations However, ~t is t l ie 
clty's posftion that  private companies and 

7. R E L A T E D  N O N - R E G U L  

5. All city agencies sliould be required to submit 
applications under the RCO just as any 
private entity would. However, t l ie city should 
develop general permits t o  address emergency 
situations, routine channel maintenance, and 
similar activities. Tliese general permits would 
spell out how the particular activity should b e  
carried out t o  avoid adverse impacts and would 
list required mitigation/restoration measures. 

In the course of our interviews and discussions with 
citizens, city staff, and others, rve became aware ofimportant 
related issues that do not directly involve ordinance 
revisions. City Council Members and staffasked that we 

document these issucs and offer our perspective an them. 

Restoratlon: A recurring comment from 
homeowners in  the RCO was t l iat  they were 
being subjected t o  regulations even though it 
was the city, by Increasing storm water flows 
and no t  lnaintaining its own land, t l iat  had 
caused much o f  the erosion and damage t o  
the stream channel along Emigration, Red 
Butte. and other creeks. Whether this is 
accurate or no t  is no t  really the issue for t l ie 
future. RCO regulations may l ielp prevent 
further degradation, bu t  will have only l imited 
ability t o  provide incentives for restoration 
o f  t l ie stream corridors. That is why the 
city's plans t o  undertake comprehensive 
studies of 4 major streams (Phase 1-Red 
Butte and Emigration: Phase 2-Parley's and 
City Creek) as a prelude to restoration and 
remediatioli are so important as a strong 
sign o f  its commitment t o  good strealn 
corridor stewardship and best tnanagement 
practices, Tliese studies will include a stream 
inventory, water quality assessment, habitat 
evaluation, land-use study, and management 
plan (including desired future conditions and 
restoration cost) among other topics. 

institutions t l iat lease federal and state lands 
or buildings are not. Representatives o f  federal 
agencies that we discussed tliis issue wi th  
stated it was their intent that sucli lessees 
comply with the city's land use regulations. 
Tlius t l ie  ordinance should clarify that tliese 
entities must follow the RCO requirements just 
as a private landowner must. 

A T O R Y  I S S U E S  
Tlie work plan for t l ie studies includes 

a significant stakeliolder/comrnunity 
involvement element. The first phase 
studies are t o  be underway by  July 2008. 
In the meantime, t l ie city should use every 
opportuni ty t o  inform property owners in  the 
RCO about the upcoming studies and begin 
t o  discuss the best ways t o  engage them in 
the process. For example, an information fact 
sheet about the studies. including scliedules, 
could be placed on t l ie city's web site. 
distributed t o  colninunity council leaders, and 
emailed directly t o  the many liomeowners 
who have participated in the RCO process. 

Slgnage: During the interview process, we 
lieard that trespassing on private property 
along streams in  the RCO corridor lias been 
a perennial problem, one t l ia t  liomeowners 
feared would only get worse wi th  enactment 
of the RCO ordinance. While nothing in the 
ordinance requires public access t o  private 
land within t l ie corridor-or even implies 
sucli, the ci ty needs t o  be sensitive t o  these 
concerns. Some homeowners assert they have 
contacted the city for assistance in erecting 
"no trespassing" signs, bu t  have received l i t t le 
assistance. A few felt t l i is was part  of a plan t o  
eventually establish public trails over private 
land along the streams. In soine instances 
where ci ty parks abut private land along 
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stream corridors, t l ie city has erected signs 
notifying citizens o f  t l ie boundary line. 

As a show of good faith and because 
property owners along t l ie streams are being 
asked t o  comply with an additional set o f  
regulatio~is, the city should consider creating 
a standardized signage program to  help 
address potential trespassing, This migl i t  
include, for example, the city developing 
uniform, attractive signage that would make 
clear the location of private and public lands 
within the RCO. The city might make such 
signs available a t  no charge t o  landowners 
wlio could erect them where public land (like 
parks) and rights-of-way (like streets) abut 
private property. 

Vancouver, Washington, has an interesting 
provision in its zoning ordinance section on 
critical area protection that is designed to 
help make clear the boundaries o f  the riparian 
no-disturbance area. The city is required t o  
post permanent signs on all public and private 
property (on each residential lot or every 200 
feet) t o  delineate the edge of the required 
riparian no-disturbance setback area. 

Education: The ci ty needs t o  work with 
non-profit organizations ancl community 
councils t o  undertake a program to  educate 
landowners about the RCO ordinance a ~ i d  
best management practices for land along 
streams. Many homeowners have expressed 
(and demonstrated through their care o f  the 
riparian corridor) that they want t o  cooperate 
wit l i  t l ie city in protecting and restoring the 
creeks. However, they are not always clear 
on how t o  d o  the right t l i i t ig (e.g., how t o  
remove existing trees without damaging 
stream banks, what are the best trees t o  
plant along the corridor, what can they do 

to assist in restoration, etc.). An important 
educat io~ial  tool would be a stream corridor 
user's guide that discusses the need for the 
RCO ordinance, summarizes its regulations/ 
procedures in plain English, and discusses 
some s i~nple best management practices. The 
guicle could be used in a series o f  educational 
workshops the city would help convene 
with community councils and homeowner 
associations. A good model is a stream care 
guide produced by t l ie  St. Louis County, 
Missouri, Soil and Water Coliservation District. 
(https://www.dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/ 
nps/resources/GOO-NPS-09/gOO-nps-09- 
gu1de.pdf ) 

In t l ie longer term, the ci ty should 
seriously consider lhelping t o  establish a 
non-profit entity for public lands within the 
riparian corridor lilce Denver's Greenway 
Foundation to enhance and restore the city's 
creeks. The Greenway Foundation (www. 
greenwayfoundat1on.org) was established 
in 1974 by  the city with one-time funding 
of $2 million. Its goal has been to reclaim 
enviro~i~nental ly the public stretches o f  the 
Soutli Platte River in Denver and establish 
t l ie river as a recreational amenity. Since then 
the foundation has partnered wit l i  numerous 
public and private agencies t o  create over 
$60 million o f  environmental, aquatic, 
recreational, and open space improvements 
on public lands along the Soutl i  Platte and 
its tributaries thl.oughout the Denver metro 
area. In 2002, the Soutli Platte River Greenway 
was recognized by the Brulier Foundation as 
one of the nat io~i 's best urban reclamation 
projects. Along the way, the Greenway 
Foundation has helped educate several 
generations o f  citizens about the benefits o f  a 
healthy river system. 
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I Riparian Corridor I 
Oldlnance Adoption 
and Refinement Process 
July 17,2007 -.SLC Council passes six-month 
temporary zoning regulation restricting 
new Constructlon or reconstruction within 

August - DecembBr 2007 - SLC Planning 
'Division develops proposed RCO ordinance 
andcollects comments from property 
ownersand general public. 

September-November 2007 - SLC 
Planningstaff holds open house t o  hear 
I jubliccomment and conducts Plannlng 
Commission briefings and hearings. 

~anuary.8,2008 - SLC Council holds 
public hearing t o  receive-property owner 
and.general public~comments on the RCO 
ordinance Draft  ordinance is revised. 

for 180 days t o  consider 

February 2008 - SLC Council retalns 
services of consultants with experience in 

rldor regulations and 

~~. , .  ~ ~ . . :  
Mawhand Apr11.2008 - consultants' 
hoia small focus group meetings with 
stakeholders'to~hear concerns and discuss. 
posslb~e~refinements t o t h e  RCO ordinance. 

I.a&:Airlland May 2008 - Consultants 
attend community council meetings t o  

July 1,2008 - SLC Council holds f l n ~ l ~ u 6 l i &  "? 
hearlng toreceive public comm~~t?tifC&?$!!'$ 

inance. ; 7 ~ $ j ~ $ , ~ ~ ' ; ~ j ~  ,;'+G:Y 

WHY DID THE SALT LAKE CITY 
COUNCIL ADOPT NEW RULES 
AND WHY NOW? 

During discussions of a development proposal, the City Council 
concluded that existing land use rules were not adequate to regulate 
development activities near streambeds in most of the City. Existing 
federal, state and county regulations apply to Salt Lake City's streams. 
n l cse  rules protect in-stream water quality, natural resource values and 
water rights, andassist in  flood control. 1-Iowever, the regulations are 
limited primarily to stream channels, which include the bed and banks, 

and areas within 30 
feet from the top 
of a stream bank. 
nlese existing 
regulations do not 
pr~ivide the specific 
enhancement 
and protection 
opportunities sought 
by the Cityfor its 
riparian corridors. 

Because 
development 
activities near  a 

stream can adversely 
an'ecl l h e  health of 
n riparian corridor, 
the City's ordinance 
extends protection, 
on 3 graduated - 

basis, to areas LULI feet from the annual high-water level on both sides 
of the stream. ?his provides neetied buffer arc is  to ~ninilnize erosion, 
svihilirc banks and prevent pollution. ' lhc  llew regulations are necessary 
to balance protecting =valuable resource, t h e  City's streams, with 
residential and commercial use of lmd located along these corridors. 

Morein-tlepth study of the issues aflicting the City's riparian corridors 
i s  needed. rile City i s  committed to working will1 county, slate, fetieral 
and other agencies to understand and address these issues. 

Will the City Be Constructing Public Trails 
on Private Property Along the Corridors? 
Nothing in the RCO ordinance provides public access t o  
private property. Construction OF public trails o n  private 
property along t l ie stream corridors is no t  par t  o f  t l i is 
project. While earlier drafts o f  t l ie  Salt Lake City Open 
Space Master Plan included suggestions t o  create public 
trails along riparian corridors, tliese ideas were conceptual 
in nature and no t  intended t o  be actual trai l  alignments. 
Also, t l ie City will be posting signs at the edges of public 
areas t o  discourage t l ie  public from trespassing. 



WHAT DO THE REGULATIONS MEAN 
FOR PROPERTY OWNERS IN THE RCO DISTRICT? 

The Salt Lake City Council has adopted a program t o  standard construction building permits and can 
that currently consists of  different restrictions in  be  obtained f rom the Salt Lake City Department of 
three areas. Existing structures are "grandfathered" Public Utilities. 
as legally complying development. Property owners contemplating property 

A Riparian Protection Permit may be needed for improvements or  new construction should refer t o  
certain development activities or uses i n  the three City zoning regulatlons and contact the City's BUZZ 
overlay areas. This permit is required in  addition Center a t  (801) 535-7700 for assistance. 

Here i s  a summary of what is presently allowed in each RCO area. These regulations are under review and  
publ ic comment is encouraged. 

Area A: Area B: Area C: 
The No Disturbance Area, covers The Structure Llmlt  Area, The Buffer Transition 
0 t o  25 feet f rom the Annual High covers 25 t o  5 0  feet f rom the Area, covers SO 
Water Line (AHWL) and is the most AHWL and delineates where feet to  100 feet 
restrictive, prohibit ing most types of  construction (landscape walls, f rom the AHWL. 
new construction. Activities allowed in  additions, accessory structures Activities ailowed 
this area without a Riparian Protection or  new construction) can occur. in  this area include 
Permit include removal o f  storm debris Activities allowed in  this area all development 
and trash, maintenance of  property without a Riparian Protection projects permitted 
and existing fences and structures, Permit include all o f  those by  City zoning 
and planting of  native non-invaslve allowed In Area A, plus yard regulations and 
vegetation (approved list may be  debris composting and new those activities 
obtained from City Public Utilities or  construction, such as fencing allowed in  Areas A 
the City Urban Forester). With a permit, and open patios and decks and B, with a few 
property owners may develop outdoor with height restrictions. With a exclusions such as 
projects that do  not require the use permit, property owners may leach fields, storm 
of  heavy equipment, such as stairs or  replace existing structures with water retention 
paths between different elevations of  structures that are similar in size ponds, detentions 
the property, fencing, open patios and and type, as long as they comply basins or  commercial 
decks, and low-impact stream crossings. wi th  City zoning regulations. parking lots. 
Property owners may also shore up 
stream banks, with a permit, t o  control Property owners along ail stream corridors may own pets and 
erosion of  property as long as the tl ie ordinance does not limit pet activities in  any way. The 
project meets certain requirements. ordinance also does not prevent dog-walking in Miller Park. 
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'Xic Salt Lake City Council is 
funding the Salt Lake City Riparian 
Corridor Study, coordinated by the 
Department ofPublic Utilities, to 
analyze existing conditions offour of 
the City's riparian corridors. 7his stud) 
will be conducted aver the course of 
two years, with hvo streams evaluated 
each year. Consultantswarking with 
Public Utilities will analyze sections of 
I<etl Hutte and Emigration Creeks tlic 
first yex, beginning stlrnrner 2.008, and 
sections of City and Parley's Creeks the 
second year, beginning summer 2009. 

While the Jordan River is one of 
the corridors covered by the RCO 
Districtregulatians, it is not currently 
included in the Scope of this study 
because it has already been evaluated 
by the Utah Division ofwater Quality's 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
assessment and the National Water- 
Quality Assessment Program through 
the U.S. Geological Survcy.'lllc City 
will evaluate data from these previous 
studies to establish a baseline condition 
for the Jordan River riparian corridor. 

A review ofthe baseline conditions 
ofthe City's riparian corridors will 
help identify environmental issues 

Salt L a k e  C ~ t y  C o ~ ~ n c ~ l  O f f i c e  

P O  B o x  1 4 5 1 7 6  

S a l t  L a k e  Ctty. UT 84114-5476  

along the corridors. A comlnunity- 
established, desired future condition 
plan will be developed for each stream 
comdor. The plans will iilcntify 
specific rcsloratiun prujects and rank 
them based on value to the stream 
ant1 to the community. ' n ~ e  study 
will also evaluate potential funding 
apporhnities for stream corridor 
improvement projects, including 
grants, nun-prolit and public-priwtc 
partnerships. 

'Illis study will allow die City 
an opportunity to evaluate the 
extent to whidl City facilities are 

impacting riparian corridors and 
identify solutions for controlling any 
contributions. n ~ e  stlldy will also 

If you have addltlonal questions 
or comments, please see below: I 
Q Property owners contemplating property 

improvements or new construction 
should contact t h e  City's BUZZ Center a t  
(801) 535-7700 for asslstance. 

4 Additional Information regarding t h e  
Riparian Corridor Overlay Dlstrlct may b e  
accessed through t h e  City's Web site a t  
http~/www.slcgov.com/councll/ under 
Upcoming Meetings, Events and  Issues 

4. Comments  may b e  p rov~ded  to t h e  
Council anytime during this process 
through t h e  following options: 
a. City Web s i te  at: 

http://apps.slcgov.com/general/ 
absolutefp/councllCU.htm 

b. 24-hour phone llne at: (801) 535-7654 
c. Fax llne at:  (801) 535-7651 
d. Mail to: Salt Lake City Council 

PO Box 145476 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5476 

& It would be  helpful when provldlng 
information o r  comments  t o  t h e  Council 
t o  submit a short  set of bullet points 
ldentlfylng speclfic concerns about  t h e  
ordinance such as: 

Issue o r  problem . Concerns/objections t o  t h e  proposal 
Aspects of t h e  proposal you support  
Questions you may have 
Recommendations for  solutions 
Additional informatlon vou want t o  

such as erosion, pollution sources and consider recommendations from Salt offer t h e  Councll 
other problems that may need to be Lake County's recent Water Quality . Other 
addressed through restoration work Stewardsh~p Plan. 

/ 
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