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SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:   July 10, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: Petition No. 400-06-35 - A request by the Salt Lake City 

Planning Commission to allow certain utility installations to be 
handled as Routine & Uncontested Matters in all residential 
zoning districts, the Neighborhood Commercial District, the 
Mixed Use District, the Mobile Home Park District, and the 
Open Space District, and to allow utility installations as 
permitted uses in all other zoning districts.   

 
STAFF REPORT BY:   Jennifer Bruno, Policy Analyst 
 
AFFECTED COUNCIL DISTRICTS:   City-wide 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPT:  Community Development 
AND CONTACT PERSON:    Nick Britton, Principal Planner   
      
NOTICE REQUIREMENTS: Newspaper advertisement and written notification to surrounding 

property owners 14 days prior to the Public Hearing 
 
 
KEY ELEMENTS: 
A. An ordinance has been prepared for council consideration to amend the Salt Lake City 

Zoning Ordinance to clarify and simply the process by which utility installations are 
handled by the Planning Division.  The ordinance would: 

1. Allow utility installations equal to or less than 50” high x 61” deep x 68” wide (4.2 
feet high x 5.1 feet deep x 5.7 feet wide - 122 cubic feet in volume) to be considered as 
routine and uncontested matters in ALL residential zoning districts, the 
Neighborhood Commercial (CN), Mixed Use (MU), Mobile Home Park (MH), and 
Open Space (OS) Districts.   

a. Any utility installation larger than the aforementioned dimensions in the 
aforementioned zoning districts would be considered as a conditional use. 

b. Utilities are currently exempted from the Council’s recently-enacted 
conditional use regulations.  

c. Previously all utility installations in these zoning districts were handled as 
conditional uses. 

2. Allow utility installations in all other zoning districts, except Natural Open Space 
(NOS), as a permitted use.  Currently utility installations in some of these zoning 
districts are handled as conditional uses (see C.5.). 

3. Include utility installations as an allowed obstruction in required front, corner, side, 
and rear yards.  Previously utility installations were not mentioned at all on this 
table of allowed obstructions.  This amendment is an attempt to codify in the zoning 
ordinance what is the practice, which is that they are allowed as obstructions in 
required yards, with specific conditions as defined by staff. 

4. Continue to exempt all utilities/installations owned and operated by a governmental 
entity or public utility.  Utilities that are installed by a private entity and then turned 
over to a governmental entity would not be exempt. 
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B. **New Information**/possible ordinance changes 
1. Council Staff had initially checked in with Council Members regarding this 

ordinance due to the large increase in size of boxes that would be permitted (10 cubic 
feet in volume to 122 cubic feet).  Council Members did have concerns regarding the 
large size proposed and directed staff to continue to work on the issue to try and 
identify alternatives or solutions to mitigate the potential negative impacts of the 
large sizes proposed.   

2. Since then, both Qwest and Rocky Mountain Power have contacted Council Staff, 
and have informed staff that smaller dimensions than the one in the current 
ordinance would still be beneficial, and that they would like the Council to consider 
adopting an ordinance with a smaller size increase. 

3. As such, the Council may wish consider this same ordinance, with the following size 
limitations: 44”high x 36”wide x 14” deep (3.6 feet x 3 feet x 1.2 feet – 13 cubic feet in 
volume) in place of the existing ones. 

4. The Council may also wish to add language requiring screening and/or 
consideration of neighborhood aesthetics in site placement. 

5. Staff can request the Attorney’s Office make these changes prior to the public 
hearing, currently scheduled for April 8th.  

6. The Council may also wish to incorporate regulation of these installations into the 
overall review of all conditional uses in residential zones.  The Council could request 
further regulations including: 

a. Size allowances when in a more compatible area (parking lot, institutional 
use, etc.) 

b. Increased screening requirements when located in a residential district. 
C. The Administration’s transmittal notes the following: 

1. The goal of the proposed ordinance is to clarify and standardize the process for 
utility installations.  The proposed amendment identifies which zoning districts 
should permit utility installations outright and which zoning districts should require 
a process to approve them, based on an assessment by Planning Staff which districts 
have the greatest potential for negative impacts. 

2. The proposed amendment broadens the number of zoning districts in which utility 
installations are permitted uses, based on the policy assumption that utility 
installations in commercial districts do not have a significant negative impact and 
therefore do not necessitate the level of review required in other zoning districts. 

3. The current process for utility installations follows 1 of 3 possible scenarios: 
a. Exempt Installations (used less often): 

1. installed below or at grade; or 
2. less than 20 square feet horizontally if above grade; or 
3. less than 10 cubic feet in volume if above grade; or 
4. less than 3 feet above grade. 

b. Special Exception (hardly used, as it would have to meet all of the following 
criteria) – special exceptions have an 85 ft notice requirement: 

1. Be installed on private property; 
2. Be installed below grade; 
3. not be installed in a public utility easement; 
4. serve properties outside the immediate subdivision; and 
5. be greater than 24 inches in cross-section. 

c. Conditional Use (the vast majority of utility installations are currently handled 
as conditional uses, and are processed at the Administrative Hearing level, with an 
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appeal going to the Planning Commission).  Conditional uses have a 300 ft nice 
requirement. 

4. The following are zoning districts where utility installations are currently permitted 
outright and are proposed to continue to be permitted outright (with no stated size 
regulations): 

a. Corridor Commercial (CC) 
b. Community Shopping (CS) 
c. General Commercial (CG) 
d. Transit Corridor (TC-75) 
e. Airport District (A) 

5. The following are zoning districts where utility installations are currently always 
handled as conditional uses, and are proposed to be permitted outright (with no 
stated size regulations): 

a. Downtown Districts (D-1, D-2, D-3, D-4) 
b. Commercial Districts: (CB),  (CSHBD) 
c. Gateway Mixed Use District (G-MU) 
d. Special Purpose Districts: Research Park (RP), Business Park (BP), Foothills 

Protection (FP), Agricultural Districts (AG, AG-2, AG-5, AG-20), Public 
Lands Districts (PL, PL-2), Institutional (I), Urban Institutional (UI), 
Extractive Industries (EI) 

6. The following are zoning districts where utility installations are currently handled as 
conditional uses, and are proposed to be permitted as “routine and uncontested 
matters” (with the size limitations referenced in A.1.):  

a. All residential districts (except SR-2) 
b. Neighborhood Commercial (CN)  
c. Open Space (OS) 
d. Mobile Home Park (MH) 
e. Mixed Use (MU) 

7. Utility Installations are not currently and are not proposed to ever be allowed in the 
Natural Open Space (NOS) district. 

8. Attached are the tables of permitted and conditional uses for all zoning districts 
referenced above, as it relates to utility installations, and the changes that are 
proposed. 

9. A “Routine and Uncontested” matter is a process by which applications are handled 
administratively if the applicant has received signatures from all property owners 
that abut the subject property.   

a. The signatures waive the public hearing and the Planning Staff reviews the 
application to ensure compliance with Ordinance criteria. 

b. If the applicant does not gain the signatures necessary, it would become a 
special exception and would be forwarded to an administrative hearing or 
the Board of Adjustment. 

c. A special exception has an 85 ft notice requirement,  as opposed to a 
conditional use, which has a 300 ft notice requirement.  

10. The proposed size limitation (50” high x 61” deep x 68” wide 4.2 feet high x 5.1 feet 
deep x 5.7 feet wide) for a routine an uncontested matter in the above districts is 
greater than the sizes in the current ordinance which would exempt a utility 
installation from review.  Using the same units of measure as a comparison, under 
the proposed ordinance, a utility installation in the above districts would be 
processed as a routine and uncontested matter if it was equal to or less than 29 
square feet horizontally, 120 cubic feet in volume, and/or 5.67 feet high. 
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11. All installations, regardless of zoning district or other process, would require 
approval from the Permits Office. 

12. Utility installations in the zoning districts mentioned in numbers 4 and 5 
(predominantly downtown, commercial, and mixed use districts), will only be 
required to get approval from the Permits Office and will not include any additional 
community input.  Planning Staff communicated to Council Staff that the vast 
majority of these applications in these zoning districts are approved and generate 
minimal controversy. 

D. This action was initiated by the Planning Commission, at the request of the Planning 
Division.   

E. All necessary departments and divisions reviewed the proposed text amendment.  No 
negative comments were received, although the Fire Department did suggest that the 
applications be handled with review and input by the community council and/or the 
Development Review Team.   

F. The Public Process included the following: 
1. The Planning Division held an open house on November 13, 2006.  No comments 

were received.   
2. The Planning Commission held a hearing on January 24, 2007.  No comments were 

received from the Community Councils or the general public.  The Planning 
Commission voted unanimously to forward a positive recommendation regarding 
the proposed text amendment.  The following items were noted at the hearing: 

a. The Planning Division rarely, if ever, receives a request for a utility 
installation larger than the maximum size for a routine and uncontested 
matter under the proposed ordinance. 

b. Planning Staff noted that residential utility installations have been highly 
contested in the past, and indicated that under the proposed ordinance, 
these conflicts would not necessarily be mitigated.  They would however, 
be identified. 

 
MATTERS AT ISSUE: 
A. The Council may wish to consider changes to the proposed ordinance outlined in Key 

Elements item B. 
B. The Council may wish to ask the Administration what is the policy basis for including 

utility installations as an allowed obstruction in required yards. 
C. “Private/Public Utility Buildings and Structures” would be added as a category to the table 

of allowed obstructions in required yards, and is proposed to be allowed in Front, Corner, 
Side, and Rear Yards.  The Council may wish to discuss this further with the 
Administration.  Planning staff has indicated that utility installations have in the past been 
allowed as obstructions despite not being explicitly stated as an allowed obstruction in the 
zoning ordinance. 

D. The Council may wish to ask the Administraiton about allowing utility installations as a 
permitted use in the Institutional (I) zoning district.  Schools are included in this zone, and a 
recent petition for a cell phone tower on top of an elementary school generated some 
discussion in the community.  The cell phone tower was approved as a conditional use 
through an administrative hearing, where additional requirements were placed on the 
applicant to alleviate some of the concerns raised by the community council.  The Council 
may wish to inquire with the Administration what, if any, opportunity there will be for 
community comment if this text amendment is passed, and utility installations become 
permitted outright. 
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E. The Council may wish to ask the Administration about zoning districts that are suggested to 
have utility installations that are permitted outright, where there may be a chance for 
impact on residential units or other negative impacts (G-MU, TC-75, CSHBD, FP)?  The 
Council may wish to ask if there is a policy basis for not applying the same or similar 
standards for allowing utility installations as are applied in the MU zone (to allow 
surrounding property owners an opportunity for a process).  The Administraiton has 
indicated that their delineation in terms of permitted outright, or permitted with size 
limitations, were zones which were either primarily residential or almost always abutted 
residential (CN), should have a greater process to overcome than zones which are primarily 
commercial or other non-residential. 
 

MASTER PLAN AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 
A. Most of the master plans in Salt Lake City encourage public utilities to be placed under 

ground whenever possible.  None of the City’s Master Plans address a policy for size or 
location of private utility installations. 

1. The Capitol Hill Master Plan (2001), encourages the following goal: “provide well 
maintained public utilities, buildings and facilities which are visually compatible 
with the surrounding area, provide adequate service, and environmentally safe”.  

2. The Central Community Master Plan (2005) encourages the provision and 
maintenance of “dependable infrastructure, public facilities and utilities that ensure 
adequate services and a safe environment in the community.” 

 
CHRONOLOGY: 

Please refer to the Administration’s transmittal for a complete chronology of events relating 
to the proposed text amendment. 

 
• September 26, 2006  Petition initiated by the Planning Commission  
• November 13, 2006  Open House held 
• January 24, 2007   Planning Commission Hearing 
• February 8, 2007   Ordinance received from City Attorney’s Office 
• June 19, 2007   Transmittal received in Council Office 
 
cc: David Everitt, Esther Hunter, Lyn Creswell, Ed Rutan, Lynn Pace, Melanie Reif, Tim 

Harpst, Mary De La Mare-Schaefer,  Cheri Coffey, Kevin LoPiccolo, Nick Britton, Orion 
Goff, Larry Butcher, Barry Esham, Janice Jardine, Russell Weeks 

 
File Location: Community Development Dept., Planning Division, Zoning Text Amendment, 
Utility Installations as Routine and Uncontested Matters 
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